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Abstract:

This study was designed to describe some of the effects of eliminating D and F grading at Flathead
Valley (Montana) Community College, the University of Oregon, and Grinnell (Iowa) College. The
investigation focused on grade distributions before and after adoption of the non-punitive system by
these institutions, opinions of their students and faculty on grading and related matters, and the
acceptability of applicants from each institution to transfer and graduate admissions officers in the
same region.

Grade distributions were available for the six academic years from 1967-68 through 1972-73 at
Flathead and Oregon, and questionnaires were completed by 512 students (a 72 per cent return rate)
and 278 faculty (70 per cent) at all three colleges and by 160 admissions officers (76 per cent) in the
three areas. Analysis involved calculations of rates-of-change and distribution patterns of grades, mean
ranks and response distributions for surveys, and application of Kendall's coefficient of concordance
and the chi square test of independence to questionnaire data, primarily through computer programs
The major conclusions of the study were that: (1) academic standards were neither weakened nor
strengthened appreciably as a result of non-punitive grading; (2) the prime student and faculty
objective of grading was to provide the student with an indication of his academic performance; (3)
students preferred non-punitive grading, while faculty ranked A-B-C-D-F grading first and
non-punitive second out of eight options; (4) the motivation for student academic' achieve ment was
more the desire for internal satisfaction than external grades; (5) although most respondents attributed
no appreciable academic changes to non-punitive grading, a minority of about 25 per cent found
favorable effects on student worry over grades, cheating incidence, probation, exploratory enrollment
in electives, the use of grades as threat or reward for conformity to teacher views, and the general
student-faculty relationship; (6) the contention by some respondents that it was easier to earn C's after
D's and F's were eliminated was not supported by grade distributions; (7) admission was found to be
largely an intra-regional concern, for about 75 per cent of the transfer and graduate students continued
their studies at institutions within 500 miles; and (8) although no appreciable differences in the
admissions chances of applicants from traditional and non-punitive systems were found by most
officers, requirements that applicants supplement non-punitive records with additional test scores,
recommendations, and interviews tended to delay admission and decrease scholarship chances at about
25 per cent of the reporting institutions.
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ABSTRACT

This study was designed to describe some of the effects of
eliminating D and F grading at Flathead Valley (Montana) Community
College, the University of Oregon, and Grimnell (Iowa) Collége. The
investigation focused on grade distributions before aﬁd after adoption
of the non-punitive system by these institutions, opinions of their
students and faculty on grading and related matters, and the accepta=-
bility of applicants from each institution to transfer and graduate
admissions officers in the same region.

Grade distributions were available for the six academic years .
from 1967-68 through 197273 at Flathead.and Oregon, and questionnaires,
were completed by 512" students (a 72 per cent return rate) and 278
faculty (70 per cent) at all three colleges and by 160 admissions
officers (76 per cent) in.the three areas.. Analysis involved calcula-
tions of rates-of-change and distribution patterns of grades, mean
ranks and response- distributions for surveys, and application of- .
Kendall's coefficient of concordance and the chi square test of .
independence to questionnaire data, primarily through computer programs.

The major conclusions of the study were that: .(1) academic
standards were neither weakened nor strengthened appreciably as a
result of non-punitive grading; (2) the prime ‘student and. faculty
objective of grading was to provide the student with an indication of
‘his academic performance; (3) students preferred non-punitive grading, -
while faculty ranked A-B-C-D-F grading first and non-punitive second
out of eight options; (4) the motivation for student academic’ achieve- -
ment was more the desire for internal satisfaction than external
~grades; (5) although most respondents attributed no appreciable
academic changes to non-punitive grading, a minority of. about 25 per
cent found favorable effects on student worry over grades, cheating
incidence, probation, exploratory enrollment in electives, the use of
grades as threat or reward for conformity to teacher views, and the
- general student-faculty relationship; (6) the contention by some
‘respondents that.it was easier to earn C's after D's and F's were
eliminated was not supported by grade dlstrlbutlons, (7) admission
was found to be largely an intra-regional concern, for about 75 per
cent of the transfer and graduate students comtinued their studies at
institutions within 500 miles; and (8) although no appreciable
differences in the admissions chances of applicants  from trad1t10na1
and non-punitive systems were found by most officers, requlrements
that applicants supplement non-punitive records with additional test
scores, recommendations, and interviews. tended to delay admission and
decrease scholarshlp chances at -about 25 per cent of-the reportlng '
institutions. : ‘




Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

Educators have historically given more~thought to fhe standards
for grades than to the effects of grades. Some have righteously
believed thgt students who failed to meet academic standards were
deficient in character, as well as scholarship,'and deserved censure
through permanent punitive grades. Many haye felt that the promise of
‘ passing grades and the thre;t 6f failing grades motivated student
achievement. Most have assumed that the competition for grades was’
healthy preparation for the struggie of adult life and that the
successful in school were likely to enjoy equal success after gradpa—
tion. Those who have challenged these popular notions about grading,
who have worried about the potentialiy harmful effects of grading, and
who have subjected the philosophy, practice,-and consequences of grading
to objective aﬁalysis, have been a minority in eduéatioﬁ!f

‘But then educators may have been slow to sense problems in
grading because they have themselves rarely experienced failure in
school. They have been the succeés stories of education, accumulating
secondary certifiéates, college diplomas, graduatc degrees, and trans-
criptS'criss-crossed:with columné and rows of A's and B's. Their
learning rates have édjusted to the arbitrary time constraints of.
school terms, class periods, and.test sittingé. They have agcommoaated

the inconsistency of outdated lectures, and updated instructional




2
technology. They have survived the értificial competition of grading
curves and tracking systems. Their personal problems and outside
.responsibilities'have-not prevented them from scholastic success. But
others have not bgen as fortunate. ;

In school, people who were allowed to fail off bicycles a few
times before getting the knaék of a two-wheeler are not allowed to
fall off in English even once without getting an F; end long after
their skinned knees have healed from learning.-to ride, tﬁeir'F's will
remain from learning to read. Ironicaliy, their F's will remain even
if they are eventuélly able to read this study--or write it. A number
of educators have found theése past F's irrelevant éo present ébility;
behavioral scientists have suggested that permanent records of. failure
damage individual self-concepts and adyersely affect future perférmanée
in school; stqdents have increasingly complained that punitive grades
and grade point average (GPA) requirements force them to considér their
record of A‘s, B's, C's, D's, and F's more important than the learning
proceés; and employers have found that achievemeﬁt on the jobvhas
little relationship to prior performance in school. /

It is in this context that proposals for grading reform have
emerged. Suggestions.have ranged from the total abolitiom of fecord-
keeping to the adoption of competerncy-based c;iterion—reference evalua-

tions. Compromise plans have favored the retention of A, B, and C

grades and the elimination of D and F grades, or similar systems which
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ﬁould retgiﬁlranking of achievement and eliminafe punitive records of
failure to.achieve. .

One indication of fhe growing interest in grading reform was
the 1972 National Conference on Grading Alternatives, held in Cleveland, .
ilwhich attracted .over 800 students, teachers, and administrators from
all across the country.l Arﬁhur Combs, Neil Postman, and other prominent
educators addressed the conferees and participated in seminars and

workshops during the three-day meeting. Increasing concern over grading

prompted the'scheduling of four national conferences in 1973--held in
Chicago, Boston, New Orleans, and San Francisco, successiveiy--and the
establishment of a year-round Centér for Grading Alternatives iﬁ Upper
* Jay, New York.
' The extent to which higher education has been affected by the
grading reform movement was indicated~by the 1971 American Association
of Cgllégiate Registrars and Admissions Officers (AACRAO) survey of
1,300 member institutions. AACRAO reported that 81 per cent of the
resﬁohding colleges had significantly modified their grading systemé_
duriﬁg the 1966-1971lperiod, most of them adding the Pass-Fail (P-F)
option to thé trédiﬁional A-B-C-D-F system. Nearly 6 per. cent eiimi-
nated F grading, and 55 per cent né longer counted F's in the computa-

tion of GPA's. Over 40 per cent predicted that their institution's

1Ohio Education Association, The Search for Grading Reform,"
Ohio Schools, December, 1972, pp. 21-23.
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present grading system would become less traditional within five years.2

Historically, the process of grading modification has bgen
neither rapid nor radical. Changes have usually occurred in phases,
.with a given.collegé successively.altéring its GPA formuia, offering
the P-F option, experimenting with Credit-No credit (C-N) grading, and
eventually considering more comprehensive written'and/or compétency-
based records of achievement. Like so many other aspects of a rapidly
'changing SOciety; however, the réte'of grading change has itself
changed. Before the effects of P-F'grading have been fully evaluated,

a new phase of grading modification has begun.

Dr. Charles Quann, a leading researcher on P-F grading, recently
commented tﬁat the next .few years are likely to be a period of experi-
mentation with another grading modification, the A-B-C-No Credit or No
Re;ord (A-B-C-N or NR) system.3

In spite of widespread édoption of the P-F option, it continues
to dissatisfy traditionalists by eliminating distinctions between levels
of performance and dissatisfies reformers by retaining punishment for
1ack.of achievement. A;B—C-N or NR grading may be a more promising

alternative by ranking achievement and eliminatin:, the punitive F. This

2AACRAO‘, The AACRAO Survey-of Grading Policies in Member Tnsti-
tutions, 1971, ERIC 055 546. This report is further summarized in
Chapter 2. '

3Charles Quann, Address to the Montana Association of Collegiate
Registrars and Admissions Officers, Dillon, Montana, May, 1973. -
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study is an attempt to document some of the results of this current,
perhaps intermediate, phase of the evolution of college grading. prac-

tices.

Statement of the Problem

The problem of this study was:

1, To compare the distribution of grades before and after the.
elimination of D aﬁd F gréding.at selected colleges,

2. To describe the attitﬁdes toward A-B-C-D-F and A-B-C-N or
NR grading held by sfudents with experience under both systemé at
selected collegeé. |

3. To describe the attitudes toward A-~B-C-D-F and A-B-C-N or
NR grading held by faculty with teaching experience under both systems
at selected colleges.

4. To determine the effect the elimination of D ana F grading
at selected colleges has had on the aéceptabilit§ of thei? students to

regional transfer and graduate school admissions officers.

Need for the Study

Research findings are available for the most common of the
alternatives to traditional grading, the‘PfF option. However, a
thorough search of ‘related literature has established that there is a
scarcigy of information on the effects‘of A-B-C-N or NR grading;.such

as the plans recently adopted by such diverse institutions as Brown
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University, Central Piedmont Community College, Portland State Univer-
sity, Gustavus Adolphus College,.and Stanford University. Representa-
tives of these institutions have undertaken limited research on the
consequences of eliminating D and F.graaing, notably that conducted at
Stanford,4 but more thorough studies by parties not affiliated with
- these institutions have not, to this writer's knowledge, been undertaken.

Although nation-wide surveys on the effects of non-traditional
grading on graduate school admission.have recently been published, of
necessity they have dealt in generalities, offering limited information
on the acceptability 6f graduates of épecific institutions with specific
non-traditional grading systems to graduate admissidns officers in
specific regioris.5 This study was undertaken in part to supplement
these earlier findings with detailed informa;ion on selected institu-
"tions utilizing A-B-C-N or NR grading in Ehe:Northwest and Midwest
regions; and it has considered-the question of transfer from comﬁunity
colleges to four-year institufions in addition to the question of
admission to graduate sghools.

As the 1971 AACRAO survey indicated; several hundred colleges

are‘likely to modify their grading practices in tile coming years. .

4Stanford University, Student and Faculty Evaluations of the -
New Undergraduate Grading System, Stanford: Office of Academic Planning,
1972, This report is summarized in Chapter 2.

E-r’ffhga findings of several recent studies are summarized im
Chapter 2. o '
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Research on the effeéts of grading chahge at representative institu-
tions——particuiaply reséarch.that offers a complete profilé}of iﬁforma—
tion on grade distribﬁtions, student—facﬁlty attitudes, and accepténée
by transfer and graduate schools--should prove a useful input. to the
planning-implementation-evaluation process at other colleges involved
: in_grading.change.

In additibn, a regional affiliate of AACRAO, the Montana
Association of Collegiate Registéars and Admissions Officers (MACRAO),
has expressed‘an interest in the findings -of this study, and at their
request the researcher ﬁreéented a progress report. at the organization's

winter meeting, January 10, 1974, in Billings, Montana.®
[

General Questions To Be ' Cx
Answered

This study was organized to consider the following five general
questions:

1. Has the ;1imination of D and F grading contributed to an
unusual change in the distributioﬁ of the remaining A, B, C, and Pass
grades? ' An argument advanced by critics of the new system hés been
that it will encourage a general deﬁerioration of academic standards,

I

-in particular a stretching of the C grade to accomodate scholastic

performance that was previously graded D or F. Advocates have suggested

gl

6see Appendix A, P 174,
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that the reverse may occur, with academic standards fising as credit
is withheld for performance that would previously have been graded D or
borderline C.' The study addressed these concerns--and the possibility
that neither argument was substantiated.
2. Are students in general agreement as to the effects of the

-

elimination of D and F grading on thé process of learning and evalua- -~
tion, student and faculty disposition'and behavior, and student-faculty
relationships? It may be argﬁed that student attitudes on these
matters, wh;tever they may be, are not necessarily accurate perceptions
of reality--but it mﬁst be noted that these attitudes and perceptions
are themselves a very important aspect of reality,

" 3. Are faculty in general agreement as to thé effects of the
elimination. of D and F grading on the process of learning and evalué-
tion, student and faculty disposition and beﬁavior, and student-faculty
relationships? Again, the study documented perceptions, in this case
_those of faculty, on these mafters.

4. 1Is there a ;ignificant difference between the perceptions
of students and facuity on the effects of eliminating D énd F grading?
The stﬁdy documented both similarities and inconsistencies in student
and faculty responses to several specific questions.

5. Té what extént has the elimination of D and F gfading at
selgcted:colleges affected the acceptance of tﬁeir gra&uates by transfer

institutions and graduate schools? Several national surveys have
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documented admissions officer resistance to non-traditional grading,
particularly‘to such unranked systems as the P-F option. This study
considered the possibility that admissibns_officers might be less
resistant to graduates of institutions with ranked non-traditional
systems, such as A-B-C-N or NR gr;ding, particularly if tﬁese institu~

tions were located in the same region as the transfer or graduate

school.

General Procedures

Relg;ed literature was reviewed to establish the geﬁeral
historical, philosophical, and psychological context for grading
" change, national trends in alternative grading systeﬁs and reactions
to thesg systems, and specific research related to A-B-C-N or NR
grading. |

Froﬁ the population of colleges which have eliminated D and F
grading, a representative of each major type of ﬁigﬁer educational
institution--the two-year community college, the public féur-year
university, and the private four-year college--was invited.-to partici-
pate in the study. The institutions-—Flathead Valley Commuﬁify College,
Kalispell, Montana; the University of Oregon, Eugene, Oregon; and
Grinnell Collegé, Grinnella Towa--all chose to cooperate. An arrange-
ment was made for these institutions to pfovide the researcher with -
information on grade distributions and permission to survgj’sample

populations of students and faculty in éxchange for. his analysis of the
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resulting data and its prompt availability for use by the institutioms.

Grade data for the six academic years beginning with 1967-68
and ending with 1972-73 were received from éach institution and organi-
zed in a consistent distribution format.

Student ‘and faculty attitude survey instruments were developed
by the researcher and administered through the mail to random sample
populations of students and faculty with experience under the tradi-
tional and modified systems. Response goals were established at levels
necessary to provide 95 per cent confidence that the survey results
would not vary more‘than t5 per cent from the'population pafameﬁers.
Admission officer survey instruments were developed by the researcher
and administered by mail to the entire populafion of transfer institu-
tions or graduate schools in each region in which one . of the stﬁdy
participants is located. |

Data were coded, computer listed, tested for'significaﬁce, and
organized in tabular fofmat for presentation in this thesis.. Survey.
results and other informafioﬁ were analyzed and interpreted. Conclusions

and recommendations for further research were advanced,

Limitations

The study emphasized experiences‘a; three institutions within
two geographic regions, and its findings do not necessariiy apply to
diésimilar institutions in other regiomns. The stﬁdy was:further.Iimited'

by time. The grading systems.under investigation were adopted by the




11
institutions participating in the‘st;dy within the last three years, and
it may be too early to determine the full effects of the change.
Finally, because the study asks populations of students and faculty to
describe current experiences under non-traditional'grading and to recall
egrlier experiences under traditional grading, differences in attitudes
and perceptions before and after grading change may be more difficult
to ascertain than if populations were sampled before change and:

resampled after change.

Definitions of Terms

Grading system., The term "grading system'" is used in this

study rather thaﬁ the traditional term "marking system,” with which it
is synonymous. Both terms refer to abstract symbols denoting academic
performance (e.g., A, B, C, D, or F-level pefformance), although the
latter term also connotes symbols reLating to administrative bookkeeping
matters (e.g., W-=Withdrawn, AU~~Audit, etc.). Grading system is not

to be confused with the.term "grade level,'" which denotes student class

years (e.g., twelfth grade or senior class).

No Credit or No Record. ’The grading systems utilized by the
institufions-included in this study provide fo; either "'no credit" and/
or "no record" in éddition to the traditional grades A, B, and C and
the grade Pass. Rather théﬁ recording D's and F's and éomﬁﬁting.grades

below C as credits owed or grade points "in the hole,' these institutions
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merely withhold credit for academié-performance'belowlC-level. Uﬁder
one version of the system--that employed b& the University of Oregon--
an N_symbol is récorded on Lranscripts to denote that no credit was
earned in an attempt at a course. In another version--that adopted by
. Flathead -Valley Community College and Grinnell College—-transcripts

contain no record of course attempts which do not result in the

achievement of C or higher grades.7

. Perception. The term "perqeption,"kas used in this study, is
defined as the‘individual'é view of reality-;a composite of his’
experienceé; judgments, and emotions. Tﬁis squective view may differ
from an observer's objective determination, but it is the. individual's

perception of reality upon which he usually acts.,

Punitive and non-punitive. The terms "punitive'" and "non-

punitive" are admittedly argumentative when applied to grading systems,
but their use is beco.uiing common to the grading reform movement. A
"punitive" system.is defined as one that uses symbols to permanently
record féilure to meet.academic standards and one that further penalizes
failure by requiring low grades to be balanced with high grades, to
achieve an arbitrary 2.0 GPA. The érading systems employed by the

institutions included in this study eliminate D and F record-keeping

: _ 7For more complete'descriptions of the Oregon A-B~C-N system and
the A-B-C-NR system adopted by Flathead and Grinnell Colleges, see
Appendix B, p. 175.
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and the traditional 2.0 GPA requirement, and they are thus termed ''mon-
punitive" systems. This is, of course, a relative term, for the
failure to receive credit under these systems may be interpfeted as

punishment in kind, if not degree.

Summary

A growing number of students, behavioral scientists, and
educators have found traditional grading, particularly the permanent
recording of F's, to be unnecessarily punitive. Among the‘alternatives
proposed is a system which eliminates D and F grading, retaining the.
~ A-B-C ranking of achievement and withholding credit when academic
performance is below standard. Three.representative institutions which
have adopted the new grading system--Flathead Valley Community College,
the University of Oregon, and Grinnell Collegg--participated in this
‘ study to document some of its effects.

The stu&y compared the distributiﬁﬁ of grades before and after
adoption of the s&stem, described student .and faculty'at;itudes toward
the system and its predécessor, and determined the acceptability of the -
system to regional Fransfer and graduate school'admissions officers.
Research procedﬁres involved the collection of grade distribution data-
and thg development of student, faculty, and admissions officer question-
naires. Survey instruments’were sent ‘to sample populations of séudeﬁtsw
faculty, and transfer and graduate schbol admissions officers in ;heA-

" Northwest and Midwest regions: The resulting data were summarized,
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computer tested for significance, analyzed, and arranged in tabular

format for presentation in this thesis.
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. Chapter 2
. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Although this study was primarily concerned with the practical
consequences rather than the theoretical bases of non-punitive grading
systems, a brief review of historical, philosophicai, and psychological
backgroundsuwill assi;t the reader in underétanaiﬁg the context for
grading change. The remainder of thié chapter will consist of a
summafy of reported experiencés with non-traditional grading. As
indicated in the previous chapter, there are a number of published
studies of P-F grading but few reports of raﬁked non-punitive systems.
This review will touch én questions of relevance to both of these
approaches, focusing on-A-B~C~N or NR grading when’possible,

Historical and Philosophical:
Backgrounds

" wrote William

"If there is one sacréd part of edﬁcation,
Glasser, ''revered throughout almost the entire United States as utili-
tariaﬁ and necessary, it is A-B;C-D-F grading,"l_ Milton Noble similarly
observed that ”peofle responsible for admitting students to graduate
and profgssionél schools refer to grade point averages‘and grades in a

manner which would make you think they were quoting scripture."2

1William Glasser, Schools Without Failure, New York: Harper and
Rowe, 1969, p. 59.

2Milton‘Noble, "Grading Systemé: All Win, No Lose,' College
snd University, 1971, No. 46, p. 723. ' )

ey
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"Sacred" and "scripture' are words more common to. the lexicon of reli-
gion than that of education--but then to many people the academic
performance of students.is a moral question. '

There is, of course, historical precedent for this attitudé.
An important impetus for the founding of early'Amerieaﬂ sehbols was the
need to train children to read the Bible, and coloﬁiel'colleges had as
their original mission the ﬁreparationeof minisfers. Ih ; larger -
sense, ehe schools were charged with the reSponsibiiity of insﬁiiling}
in'pupilé the virtues of the Protestant Ethic: industry, erder,'
feeolution, frugality, moderation, cleanliness, chaéﬁif?i:humflity, and
;3ﬁ§tfce,'lo name a.few. "Failing" in school has thus“tfgdi;ionally
meant more than a mere deficiency ih‘scholafshif; it has meane a

deficiency in character, a moral fault.

*=>———Typically, aineteenth~century educator_william.ﬁarris-a;gued
that the puB1ie school should eontiﬁﬁe to.operate uﬁde;:tﬁer"divineb
fffﬁeiplee which it has borrowed from the church.throdéhkidngiceniurfes
of tuteiage."3' Like many of his colieagues,.he belieQed;ﬁoral ﬁevelopf
ment -to be thevﬁajor peepose‘of schooling and was 1ese'cdncefﬁed:With.
lgﬁejfeeeﬁihghof"thesthree'Rrs than‘wifh the‘administfatEOh of ‘'divine

justice, ' Justlce in discovering the exact performance of each pupil.'"

3W1111am Harris, "Moral Education in the Common Schools,” (1888)
in John Paul Strain's Modern Phllosophles -of Education, . New York
Randowm House ‘1971, p. 153. : :
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The schools effected this discovery through ''saying lessons'" (oral
recitation), "collections" (oral examinations), and "trials" (written
papers), and justice was meted out through medals, corporal punishment,
published orders of merit--and later through grades.4 "The school
must stfictly enforce a code of laws," explained Harris, énd the grade
came ‘to be the symbol of that enforcement. |

An early version of the report card was described in an 1840

issue of Horace Mann's Common: School Journal. White cards, the article
explgined, were to indicate to parents that their children deserved
"Entire Apﬁrobagion"; blue cards éiénified "Approbation'; yeliow cards
meant "Tndifferent'; and red cardsucallgd for '"Censure.'" Later in the
nineteénth century, percentage or numéric ;atings of one to one hundred
were used to symbolize performance in school. Around the turn of the
century, letter grades syﬁbolized numeric sc;res, with "A" representing
the 95-100 range, "B'" representing 85-94, and ‘so on. Finally, by 1940,
most public schools used the'letter grades alone;5 Aithough the letter
of grading may have changed, however, the spirit of grading continues

today.

4Louise Witmer Curetbn, The History of Grading Practices, A
Special Report of the National Council on Measurement in Education,
East Lansing: Michigan.State University, 1971, p. 2.

SWoodrow Mousley, "Report Cards Across the Nation," Phi Delta
Kappan, March, 1972, p. 436. o
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Many schools operate as if the evaluation and recording of
student performance were a matter of religious significance, a matter
of praising virtue and punishing transgression, if we are to believe
the solemn pronouncements of educators on the subject. Consciously or
unconsciously, they often justify grading--particularly the failing
grade--in this moral context. Max Rafferty spoke for several centuries
of American educators in arguing .that "subject matter report cards
labeled A-B-C-D-F . . . are a must . . . a sort of semi-annual day of
reckoning."6

Other educators have considered student performance in a less
righteous context. Dewey found performance not a question of student
morality, but rather a consequence of the total educational envifonment,
including the understanding and appeal of the teacher, the natural and
experiential quality of the learning process, and the individual readi-.
ness and interest of the student. He asked:

Are we to believe, with the strict disciplinarian, that
education is the process of making a little savage into a little
man, that there are many virtues as well as facts that have to
be taught to all children so that they may as nearly as possible
approach the adult standard? Or are we to believe, with Rosseau;
that education is the process of making up the discrepancy between

. .the child at his birth and the man as he will need to be, '"that
childhood has its own ways of seeing, thinking, and.feeling," and

that the method of training these ways to what a man will need
is to let the.child test them upon the world about him?7

6Max Rafferty, What Are They Doing To Your Children? Neﬁ York:
New American Library, 1963, p. 93. , '

7Fohn Dewey, Schools of Tomorrow, New York: E. P. Duttom, 1915,
p. 134. - .
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One's answer to this question is dictated by his conceptions of
man and the learniﬁg process, If one is pessimistic, he sees students
as naturally resistiqg learning and deserving punishment for failure.
If he is optimistic, as Dewey was, he sees students as having a natural
curiosity, éﬁ urge to learn, which may be aroused under the right
combination of circumstances; The Progressive educator does not punish
a combination of.circumstances when learning fails to occur. Thus
Dewey did not provide for "a day of reckoning" in his philosophy, nor

“had he "need of reliance upon examinations, marks, pnomotioﬁs and
emotions, prizes, and the time-honored paraphernalia of rewards and

- punishments'; all of this he considered "extraneous and irrelevant" to
1earning.8

"In spite of Dewey's profound influence on American education,
grading has s;rvivéd his Progressive onslaught, remaining a target for
an increasing'numbe£ of contemporary educators., The philosophy and
rhetoric of John Holt, for ekample, have a familiar sound:

fleasant experiences don't make up for painful ones. WNo

child, once painfully burned, would agree to be burned again,

- however enticing the reward. For all our talk and good inten-
tions, there is much more stick than carrot in school, and while
this remains so, children are going to adopt a strategy aimed
above all else at staying out of trouble,- How can we foster a

joyous, alert, wholehearted participation in life, if we build all
our schooling around the holiness of getting "right answers'?9

8John.Dewey, bemocracy and Education, New York: Macmillan,
1917, p. 391.

"9

John Holt, How Children Fail, New York: Pitman, 1967, p. 14l.




20

Holt argued that an educational structure founded on tests, curves, and
grades is designed to humiliate and disaffect large numbers of students
through failure, and to subjugate and standardize those students who

pass.

Psychological Backgrounds

A major justification for grades is their alleged motivational
effect, the belief that the student requirés external reward and
punishment to learn. 1In defense of traditional gra&ing,.Robert
Feldmesser argueq that "students do have difficulty generating their
own motivation in the absence of grades." "If a grade is to motivate,"
he continued, 'then a high grade must be a never;guaranteed but ever-
possible outcome" and "a low gréde must be an avoidable but also ever-

w10

possible outcome. Basic research on motivation, however, has

suggested that although grades may affect learning, the effect is not
necessarily positive. | ' |

‘A number of behavioral scientists have explained learning as a
process in which individual responses to gtimuli are positively rein-
forced, and thus likely to be repeated, or are,not‘rgipforced, énd.thus

not likely to be repeated. Burrus F. Skinner conducted classic studies

in operant conditioning using animals as subjects, finding learning to -

Ozobert Feldmesser, ""The Positive Functions of Grades,"
-Educational Record, Winter, 1972, p. 71. T
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occur most quickly'and thoroughly when he positively reinforced (re-
‘warded) the behavior he desired. Undesirable behavior was usually
ignored, extinguished primarily through non-reinforcement. Although he
found that low-level aversive contingencies (mild punishment) could

help control behavior, he noted that high-level aversive contingencies
(severe .punishment) produced "emotional dispositions' of excitement,
terror, inhibition, or anger which seriously interfered with the
learning process,

Skinner found his research in animal conditioning to have

implications for human learhing, as well:

A system in which students study primarily to avoid the
consequences of not studying is neither humane nor very produc-
tive . . . . Any effort to eliminate punishment in education
is certainly commendable. We ourselves act to escape from
aversive control, and our students -should escape from it,.too.
They- should study because they want to, because theX like to,
because they are interested in what they are doing. 2

Although corporal punishment in the schools has been largely discontinued,
Skinner observéd that education has devised many noncorporal measures
to take its place. He warned specifically against the "aversive

pattern" of tests, '"correcting," withdrawal of privileges, verbal abuse,

and other forms of punishment common to colleges and graduate schools.

11B. F. Skinner, Science and Human Behavior, New York: Macmillan,
1953, pp. 182-193 and 318-19, and The Behavior of Organisms: An Experi-
mental Analysis, New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1938, pp. 151-160.

12p, r. Skinner, '"The Free and Happy Student," Phi Delta Kappan,
September, 1973, p. 1l4.

T
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When the student desires and expects positive reinforcement, even non-
reinforcement is mildly aversive. But punishing the student for failing
to learn, Skinner argued, does not complement the learning process; it
onl 1i it, 13

y complicates it,

Throughout his research, Skinner has stressed the importance of

recognizing individual differences in learning readiness and rates.
His theory of programmed instruction is an attempt to accommodate rather
than punish for these differences. The program allows the student to
learn at his own pace, rewards him often for his achievements, and
avoids punishment for failure to achieve.14 At the heart of this
theory is the concept that success comes not from failure, but from
success itself:

The teacher can often make the change from punishment to
.positive reinforcement in a surprisingly simple way--by responding
to the student's success rather- than his failures. Teachers have
too often supposed that their role is to point out ‘what students
are doing wrong, but pointing to what they are d01ng right will
often make an enormous difference in the atmosphere of a class—'
room and the efficiency of 1nstructlon.

" Interestingly, a number of educators whose philosophical and

scientific persuasions lead them to disagree with Skinner on many points

13p. F. Skinner, "Why Teachers Fail,' Saturday Review, Vol. 48,
October, 1965, pp. 80+ and Cumulative Record: A Selection of Papers,
New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1972, pp. 215-224,

14
'Centdry—Cfofts, 1968.

15Skinner,'.”T]:re Free and Happy Student," p. 16,

B. F. Skinner, The Technology of Teaching, New York: Appleton-
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tend to agree with him on the question of failure and punishment. A
prime example is psyéhiatrist William Glasser's-analysis of failure,
both as a pathological condition and an educational practice.16 Each
individual's conception of his self-worth, explained.Glasserg is
crucial to his formation of a positive identity. Although all people
experience both success and failure, their identities tend to be
dominated by one or the other. -The healthy individual'caﬁ shrug off
and forget his failures, concentfgting instead on his successes, using
success as é point of departure for more success. The identity of such
‘a person is dominated by success.

But schoolé interfere with this natural process, he warned,
introd&cing the individual to the concept of formal and permanent
failure. When a student knows that people close to hiﬁ have confinuously
measured, confirmed and'certified his failure, it is reasonable for him
to accept .the record, to doubt his self-worth. The identity of such a
student can come to be dominated by failure, contributing to continued
failure, as a kind of self-fulfilling prophecy. Glasser éid_not'suggest
that the séhools abandqﬁ_their standards, but‘me;ely that they avoid
punisﬂing the studenénfor not meeting these standards. The punishment
exceeds the crime. Indeed, Glasser noted that the two societal.ipstitu~

tions which maintain permanent records of failure are the police and

'16Glasser, Schools Without Failure. .
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school systems--strange companions.

After several years of experience as a therapist and consultant
to public schools in Southern California, Glasser became convinced
‘that '"the practice that most produces failure in students is grading."17
He doubted that grades are an accurate indicator of behavior, ability,
performance, or potential, He warned that grades introduce unnecessary
pressure into the learning process, contributing to anxiety, fear,
hostility, dishonesty, and delinquency--particularly in urban schools,
where students often lack a successful home environment that might
balance failure in school. And most unfortunately,.he concluded , -

- grades influence not only the present, but the future:

Students with low grades rarely apply for the more attractive
educational opportunities. They know that no matter how much
their motivation has increased, their past will forever limit
them. Although we know that people do change, that people mature
at different rates, that temporary personal problems can cause
failure not attributable to inability to learn or to think, the
grade remains and cannot be wiped out . . . . People:should have
second chances, third chances, fourth and fifth chances, because
there is no harm either to them or to society in giving them many
chances, On the contrary, there is every benefit to them and
to society in giving them an opportunity to rise above previous
mistakes. As long as we label people failures at some time in
their lives and then damn them for the rest of their lives for
this failure through grades we will perpetuate misery, frustra-
tion, and delinquency.

B One of the most thorough explanations of the psychology of

motivation was the result of extensive research in industry conducted

l7G1ass,e:, p. 59.

18Glasser, pp. 63-64,
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by Frederick Herzberg and replicated by numerous other'investigators.19
Herzberg concluded that if one defines motivation as an individual's
drive to grow and achieve, neither punishment nor reward motivates
people. He found that employees were extremely dissatisfied over
company policy, supervision (including discipline), work conditions,
salaries, and other similar factors;- But improving these conditions
led only to temporary no dissatisfaction, not to satisfactiom. Herzberg
labeled these factors "hygiene" and suggested that they were related

to man's basic biological needsf—avq;dance of pain, hunger, and so on.
Discipline made'people.dissatisfied; and easing-discipline made them
not dissatisfied. Salaries, any salafié;, made péople dissatisfied.
Raising salaries made them not dissatisfied, at least uﬁtilhthey got
hungry again. None of these hygiene. factors had much to do with
satisfying peoble, however,

Herzberg found that employees were extremely satisfied over
their achievemént, recogﬁition, work, responsibility, advancement,.
growth; and other similar factors. But the 1ack-of these factors did
not 'make people particuiarly dissatisfied; it merely left them not
satisfied. Herzberg labeled these factors "motivators' ‘and related
them to internal desires for ”self-fﬁlfillment or psychological growth."

" His general conclusion was that satisfaction and dissatisfaction are

19Frederiék Herzberg, Work and the Nature of Man, Cleveland:
World Publishing Company, 1966. '
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not the opposite ends of one bipolar psychological trait, but are two

separate unipolar traits. That is, satisfaction is not the opposite.

of dissatisfaction:
Growth _ " Pain
(Satisfaction)< >(Dissatisfaction)

But rather, satisfaction is the opposite of no satisfaction, and dis-

satisfaction is the opposite of no dissatisfaction:

Avoiding Pain
(No Dissatisfaction)g (Dissatisfaction)

Seeking Growth
(No Satisfaction) >(Satisfaction)

He used the kick in the a~- (KITA) theory to further explain

motiyatioﬁ. Reward is positive KITA; punishment is negative KITA.

——

Both are external, and neither motivates, according to Herzberg.'
Consider the man and his dog:

.« « o I hold up a dog biscuit when I want my dog to move. 'In
this instance, who is motivated--I or the dog? The dog wants
the biscuit, but it is I who want it to move . . . . I am the
one who is motivated, and the dog is the one who moves.

"If T kick my dog (from the front or back), he will move. And
... when I want him to move again, what must I. do? T must kick him
again., Similarly, I can charge a man's battery, and then re-
charge it, and recharge it again. But is is only when he has
his own generator that we can talk about motivation. He then
.. .needs no outside stimulation. He wants to do it.20

.- _ Herzberg maintained that the only way to motivate people is to

enrich or '"vertically load'" their tasks with factors that will allow

2OErederick Herzberg, '""One More Time:\HOWADo You‘MoEivate Employ-
ees?" . Harvard Business Review, January-February, 1968, pp. 54-55.
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them to have a sense of self-fulfillment, achievement, growth. His
study can be related to education in that it implies that external
reward and punishﬁent is not necessary to motivate learning. The
activity of learning-—psychological growth——is in itself motivétional,
an activity to which the accumulation of A's; B's, C's, D's, and F's
is irrelevant. Apparently, educétors would be advised to worry less
about grading student performance on tésts and more about designing an.
environment conducive to learning. ‘ ‘ ,
Skinner agreed, finding grades to be “contrived reinforcers,"
too far removed in immediacy and frequency to have much motivational
value. Tokens of various kinds may be of:temporary use, but in the
long run "a teacher must move to more subtle contingenéies and eventu-
ally fo those iphergnt in the everyday physical and éocial environment
of the studen_t."21 : | : E | |
.Summarizing-two comprehensive studies of external attem?ts.to
motivate,.includiﬁg grading, E. Paul Torrance~fﬁrther explained:
Even when rewards and/or punishments succeed temporarily,
they do not supply the-inner stimulation necessary for continued
motivation and achievement. Such motivation is short lived and
requires continuous application. The inner stimulation that comes

from involving creativity in the educational process makes the
reapplication of rewards and punishments unnecessary.

21Skinner; Cumulative Record, p. 221.

22E Paul Torrance, "Creativity in’the Educational Process," in
Gerald S. Lesser's Psychology and Educational Practice, Clenv1ew, I11li-
nois: Scott, Foresman and Company, 1971, p. 222, ’
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After examining the evidence on the motivational effects of
grading, Stanford Erickson, Director of the University of Michigan's

Center for Research on Learning and Teaching, .concluded:

The argument of many teachers and students for non-punitive
grading . . . is well supported by research findings on the
behavioral effects of punishment. .Studying for purposes of well
.defined goals is generally more efficient and satisfying than
studying to avoid negative consequences alone.' Furthermore, a
good instructional program will wean the student away from the
dependent state of keeping his eyes on the teacher for signs of
praise or blame.

Research on the Effects of
College Grading

Some of those who defend the punitive aspects of traditional
grading as being motivational concede that severe puﬁiéhment can indeed
prevent learning and emotionally harm the individual. They. contend,
however, that critics of the A~B~C~-D~F system have exaggerafed ité
punitivgleffects. In reality, they say, low grades are only mildly
aversive,. As Feldmesser explained:

If the possibility of a low grade creates anxiety in the
student, he should be able to reduce that feeling by studying to
avoid the low grade.” That is one way in which the motivational
function is served, and evidence indicates that it works, when
the anxiety is .oderate. Anxiety interferes with learning only
when it becomes excessive, and--neurotic personalities .aside—-
that hagpens when too much importance is attributed to a single
grade. . -

23gtanford. Erickson, "The Reinforcement Pr1nc1p1e," Memo to the
Faculty, No. 48, April, 1972, p. 3.. .

24Feldmesser, p. 71.
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Perhaps low grades should be only moderately  aversive, and
perhaps healthy students should not consider grades as being too
importan;, but the evidence indicates a large discrepancy between what
ought to be and what are the effects of grading in higher education.

A number of educators have found grades not only too important but the
most -important asﬁect of schooling. As Herbert Sorenson observed,
"students from kindergartén through the graduate school ﬁecome-primarily
seekers for marks and true 1earﬁers only secondarily, if at all."25

A comprehensive psycho-éocial study of undergraduate life at
the Universi;y of Kansas, conducted by HdwardABecker and a team of
researchers, disclosed that the community's. "dense network of social
relationships, institutional demands and cohétraints,,and tempofally
connected coqtingencies" was unified by a common "grade point average
perspective."26 After two years of interviewing students, researchers
found that ‘of 1,117 statements or actions indicating perspeétives toward
school (e.g., social, career, 1eérning, or grade orientation) 93 per
cenf were.doﬁinatgd by the central and powerful influence of the GPA.

Although the faculty tended £o think of grades as a trivial

matter, the students saw grades as being critical to nearly every phase

of their lives. Grades were associated with social and parental

'_25Herbert Sorenson, Psychology in Education, Third'Editioﬁ,

New York: McGraw-Hill, 1954, p. 33. : , D e o

- 26ﬂbward Becker, et al., Making the Grade: The Academic Side of
Colleze Life, New York: Johu Wiley and Soms, 1968. )
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relationships, draft liability, scholarships, participation in inter-
collegiate athletics, drama, student government, band, and other
activities, membersnip in fraternities, sororities, and honor and
service societies, campus work opportunities, probation, suspension,
curriculum, degree, and certification requirements, graduate admission,
and career employment. They worried that others were judging them by
grades, and grades entered into their'own judgments of their friends.
They weighe& the effect of their friendships, social activities, avoca-
tions, and outside obiigations on their grades. Indeed, in many cases
they planned their very lives--for four years or longer——around the
pursuit of grades.

" Researchers documenfed a serles of student "stnategies" for
achieving desired GPA's. Individual strategies included thorough
investigations into teacher attitudes, weaknssses, methods, mafsrials,
assignments, and examinations. Group strategies included pooling of
information on teachers and courses, in some cases resulting in files
of course outlines, lecture notes, tests, and othen materials. Students
adjusted their efforts to mathematically balance grades and achieve
the minimum 2.0 GPA. "Interviewers were surprised at the ease with
‘which current grades were calculated mentally into cumulativelaverages,
and "'mnemonic displays" in which students related their entire .GPA
record, from first semester to present, cut to two decinal places, were

not uncommon. As terms neared end, pressures visibly increased,
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N

- incidences of cheating were more common, memorization of facts became
the primary study habit, and students whose GPA calculations indicated
that they could not balance earlier grades with the current semester's
performance tended to lose interest in their studies.

Becker and his associates concluded that the university was
structured so as to narrow the student's point of view inevitably to
the "grade point average perspective':

The student emphasls on grades arises, then, in résponse to

an academic environment that also emphasizes grades.- In-a rela-
tionship of subjection in which the higher echelon dictates what
will be institutionalized as valuable, making and enforcing rules
to implement that choice, members of the lower echelon must, if
they are to act effectively and remain members of the organiza--
tion, accept that judgment and shape their own actions adcor%ingly.
Any -other line of action is futile, perhaps romantic . . . . 7

A decidedly unromantic theory of academic motivation is that
formulated by Professor J. W. Atkinson and reviewed by Martin Maehr and

Douglas Sjogren.28

T, =T, +T_ ¢+ Text’ posited Atkinson, and the

theory is earning increasing recognition. Simply stated, the student's
impulse toward academic achievément (Ta) is the result of his tendency
toward success, his estimation of the likelihood of success in the giveh '

situation, and the extent to which he values success (TS),-plus his

tendency toward failure, his estimation of the probability of failure,

27Becker, p. 133.

28Martin.L. Maehr and Douglas Sjogren,.'"Atkinson's Theory of
Achievement Motivation: First'Step Toward a Theory of Academic Motiva-
tion?" Review of Educatiomal Research, Vol. 41, No. 2, April, 1971, pp.
143-161. ’ : o
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and the value of failure (T_g), plus his desire for external approval
for successfully completing the activity (Text)' Atkinson'g general
hypotheses are that the success—oriented student is motivated least
when there»is no probability of failure or absolute probébility of
fai;ure, and he is motivated most when the probability of failure is
even. Conversely, the failure—&riented student is least motivated when
the probability of failure is even.

Maehr and Sjogren found a'numbér of studies to strongly support
the hypothesis that the success—oriénted student is much more likely
than the failure-oriented student to prefer tasks that .involve challenge
and risk. The results tend to confirm Glasser's observation that the
individual's success or failure-dominated identity is the key factor
in academic learning situatioms.

Two other recent studies further cénfirm the implicatidns;of
the Atkinson theory. Richard I. Fisher designed an instrument to de-
termine self-concept, confidence in self-concept, and the relationship
between these factors and the-willingness’to take academic risks.zg"
In evaluating the responses of. 109 students at a major ﬁniﬁersity,'
Fisher concluded that the studgnt's "motive to succeed" in school is
clearly related to his self—conceﬁt and that his self-concept is

related to his GPA. The success-oriented-high~GPA student was much

29R4chard I. Fisher, "Components of a Motive to Succeed," Jour-
nal of Experimental Education, Vol. 41, No. 3, Spring, 1973, pp. 17-21.
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more likely than the failure-oriented-low-GPA student to take academic
risks.,

In a study designed tolanswer the question "Do low grades cause
college students to give up?", Robert E. Thayer found that among 192
university students taking ;lgiven course from a given professor; those
receiving D's and F's on the midterm were quite likely to drop the
course..30 0f those continuing in thé course, students with low midterm
grades showed little change in subsequent academic perfp;ﬁance, while
those with high midterm grades tended to go on to even stronger perform-—
ances. Low grades did not motivate improved acadeﬁic achievement. To
ﬁhe contrary, failufe bred failure, and success bred succeés. "Thayer
concluded that "systems which effectively eliminate D and ¥ grades" and
at the same time "optimize the opportunity of students. to obtain high
~ grades" should be.considered as alternatives to the t;adigional system.

But others value traditional gfading prgcisely for the pressure,
risk, and puniéhment it entaiis. The "social Darwinist' sees life as a
struggle for survival and expects the school to reflect this r;ality.

Many Americans, educators and laymen alike, share Max Raffertyis commor

sense feeling that we should "stress competition in school as preparation

30R.obert E. Thayer, "Do Low Grades Cause College Students to
Give Up?" Journal of Experimental- Education, Vol. 41, ¥o. 3, Spring,
1973, pp. 71-74. . -
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for the jungle that is twentieth—century 1ife."31

However, the
evidence suggests that it is education per ée, not scholastic competi-
tion, that is related to post—school achievement.

In reviewing many years &f government census statistics and
several important studies, Henry Levin found thét each additional year
oflschooiing does févofably affect "income, occupationgl choice, social
and economic ﬁobility, political participation" and other aspecég of
"opportunity.-"32 Yet research contradicts the assumption that post-
school success is related to relative scholastic achiévement, as
measured by the grade point average. Donald Hoyt reviewed forty-six
studies of the relationship between college GPA's and performance in a
variety of careers, including medicine, énginéering, business, ana
education~-finding that "ééllege grades bear little or no relationship
to any measures of adult accomplishmenp.f In pérticular, Hoyt
concluded that:

+« « « the practice of basing admission t; schools éf education,
business, engineering, or medicine largely or exclusively on

undergraduate grades seems indefensible. - It is certain that many
potential contributors in these fields are denied the opportunity

: - 31Max.Raffe-rty, Suffer Little Children, New York: Devin-Adair,
1962, p. 54.

32Henry Levin, et al., "School Achievement. and Fost-School
Success: A Review," Review of Educational Research, Vol. 41, No. I,
February, 1971, p. 1l4. ' : '

\
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for professional tréining, These personal tra§edies must
Tepresent a sizeable loss to society as well,3 _

_ Research does, however, suggest one result of the comﬁetition

for gradeé——cheatiﬁg. William Bowers surve&ed 6;000 students on 100 .
college campuses throughout the nation and found that:

1l. Cheating occurred on every one of the campuses surveyed.

2. Over half of the students aamitéed‘that they‘had themselves
cheated. |

3. Cheating was most likely to occur in courses graded on the
curve, courses with frequently scheduled tests, and courses using the
same tests year éfter year.34

Iﬁ a relatea study, William Stallings po}led 3,439 students at 9
colleges and found‘80 per cent to beliéve that factual knowledge was
the main Baéis for tests, that tests wére the main basis for grades,
and that grades‘encouraged cheating.35

As might'be expected,‘student interest in alternatives to

traditional grading practices is high. Robert Priest administered

{

N

33ponaid Hoyt, Research Report No. 7, Iowa City, Iowa: American
College Testing Program, 1965, p. 50, and "College Grades and Adult
Accomplishment," Educational Record, Winter, 1966, pp. 70-75.

: 34W':'Llliam Bowers, Student Dishonesty and Its Control in College,
Cooperative Research Project No. 1672, USOE, New York: Bureau of
Applied Social Research, Columbia University, 1964.

35William Stallings, et al, Student Attitudes Toward Grades and
Grading Practices, Urbana, Illinois: Office of Instructional Resources,
University of Illinois, ERIC 060 054, 1968.




36

questionnaires to 443 students at a private Western university in an
effort to determine their attitudes toward grading.36 Over 55 per cent
indicated that they would prefer P-F grading to the A-B-C-D-F system,
and 31 per cent would abolish all grades, believing fhem to ineerfere
with the learning process. However, 30 per cent of the sfudents desired
competition and preferred to be graded on a curve. In a similar study
conducted by Ronald Burke at a Midwestern public university, oniy 5 per
cent found grading helpful to learning, while nearly 70 per cent found
it detrimental, and 8 per cent had no comment.?7

Netional surveys indicate that higher education is beginning to
significantly alter its traditional‘grading practices. in reaction to
the greding reform movement. As'noted in Chapter 1, the 1971 AACRAO
survey of member institutions found that over 81l per cent of the 1,300
responding colleges and unlver51t1es had experienced a maJor change in
their grading systems during the 1966-~71 period, with most of them
adding the P-F option to the traditional A-B-C-D-F system and about 6

38

per cent eliminating the F grade. Nationally, over 40 per cent

predicted that their institutions would further alter their grading

36Rober;t Priest, "Why College Students Favor Crading Reforms,"
Journal of College Student Personnel, No. 12, 1971, pp. 120-125.

37Ronald Burke, "Student Reactions to Grades," Jourhal .of Experi-
" mental Education, Summer, 1968, PP- 11-13.

38AACRAO, The AACRAO Survey of CGrading Polic¢ies in lembér Insti- .
tutions, BERIC 055 546, 1971.
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systems within the next five yeafs, but regional fesponses differed
markedly, with a low of 29 per cent predicting change during this
period in the South. Similar regional variations were reported on
other questions. In the Midwest, for example, 50 per cent of the
respondents did not include F's in the computation of GPA's. The
figure for the Northeast, however, was 64 per cent, and the national
.figure was 55.per cent, Researchers found that responses from varying
tybes and sizes of institutioq; were fairly uniform, but regional
distinctions were important in evaluating the data.

Most of the reports on the effects of changes in the traditional -
grading system concern the results of P-F grading. Four major studies,
conducted by Marvin Karlins, M, F, Merryman, Charles Quann, and the
University of California at Santa Cruz generally agreed that:

} 1. Students used P-F grading primariiy to avoid the pressures
of A-B-C-D-F grading, that is, to protect their!GPA'g.

2. P-F grading did encourage students to take courses‘outside

their major fields, but fo a lesser extent than had been anticipated.

3. Students taking courses on a P-F basis did not differ
significantly from students being graded A-B-C-D-¥ with respect to.
GPA's, major fiélds, and so on.

| 4, . Students learned about as much in P-F courses as in
A;BnCvD-F coursesL

5. The reduction in pressure students perceived in P-F coursés
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did not significantly affect their performance in the A-B-C-D-F courses
they were taking.

6. The majority of students at the colleges surveyedlwere in
favor of continuing and-expanding P-F grading.39

. Initial student and-faculty evaluations of A-B-C-NR grading
were compiled.by Stanford University's Academic Planning Office in 1971,
one year~after the institution adopted the new system. The study
indicated that:

1. About 79 per cent of the responding students.favored
abolishing D's, offering as their major reasons the opinions that D
level performance- does not deserve credit andlthét tbe transcript
should be a "record of achievement," not lack of achievement.

2. The faculty were evenly divided on the -issue of abolishing

"D's, with- 51 pér'cent in favor, for ﬁuch the éame reasons as the .

students, and 49 per cent opposed, arguing that performance better than

failing deserves credit and that the C grade is "devalued."

39Marvi11Karlins, Academic Attitudes and Performance as a Func-
tion of Differential Grading Systems: An Evaluation of Princeton's
Pass-Fail System, a paper read at the Eastern Psychological Associa-
tion, Washington, April, 1968; M. F.. Merryman, et al, A Three Semester
Study of the Credit-No Credit Option in the College of Arts and Sciences,
University of Misscuri, Kansas City, ERIC 051 750, 1971; Charles Quann,
The Pass/Fail Option: Analysis of An Experiment in Grading, a paper
read at the AACRAO Convention, New Orleans, April, 1971; University of
California at Santa Cruz, The Grading System at UCSC--A Critique, . Santa
Cruz: University of Califormia, ERIC 037 174, 1970. '
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3. About 25 per cent of the responding faculty'did admit to
stretching C's under the new systeﬁ to -include academic_perform%nces
that would have béen D level under the traditional system..

4. An overwhelming 92 per cent oﬁ the responding studengs
favored abolishing F's, offering as their major reasons the‘opinions
that the F is unnecessarily puﬁitive and ignores '"extenuating circum-
sfances.".

5. About 68 per cent of the responding faculty favored abolish-
ing F's, for reasons much the same as the stﬁdents,-but the 32 per cent
opposing change argued that the transcript was not "complete"_without
" the F and warned that the student should not be "sheltered from'
reality.". | '

6. Students and faculty agreed that the most important objec-
tive of grading is to inform the student of his academic progress, but
faculty thought the objectivé of maintaining a "public record" for-
schools and émployers was much more importaﬁt than did the students, who
in turn ranked the objectives of indicating effort and abilit& as well
as perforﬁance higher than did Ehe faculty.

7.\ Of the severallgradiﬁg.SYStems currently . utilized in higher
education, students preferred A—B-C-NR, followed closely by detailed
written evaluafions and Hpnors-Pasé-NR, ranking A-B-C-D-F last.'

8. Faculty ranked the A-B-C-D-F system first, followgd clésely

by A-B-C-D (with +/- modifiers) and A-B-C-NR, with Pass-NR and A-B-C-D
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(without +/- modifiers) leaét preferred;

9. Only about 7 per cent of the graduating seniors responding
found that the new grading system interfered with graduate school
admission or employment.40 -

Although the 1971 AACRAO survey reported that '"the rate of
major changes in the grading system seemed to be -accelerating,'" other
studies have indicated that transfer and graduate school admissions
officers are strongly resisting alternati&es to traditional grading and
record-keeping practices. Five nationwide surveys; conducted b&
Margaret Hofeller, James Shoemer, Edward Stevens, the George.Peagbody
College for Teachérs, and the University of Washington, generally
agreed that:

1. The major comnsideration in graduate school admissions is
the student's undergraduate GPA.

2. The great majority of admissions éfficers prefer the tradi-
tional A-B-C-D-F grading systém over all others.

3. -A transcript containing up to 10 per cent non-traditional
(usually meaning P-F) grades does not have a significantly negative
effect on the student's chances for admission or financial aid.

4, When the percentage of non-traditional grades on a student's

transcript exceeds 10 per cent, the process of gaining admission %

40Stanford University, Student and Faculty Evaluations of the
New Undergraduate Grading .System: A Preliminary Report, Palo Alto:
Academic Planning Office, Stanford University, 1972. ‘

“
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financial aid is likely to be complicated.

5.. The more non-traditional grades_there'are on a transcript,
the more important standardized teets (e.g., the Graduate Record..
Examination and the Miller Aaalogies Test), letters of recommen&ation,
personal interviews, and the reputation of the:student's uadergfaduate
college are as admissions criteria.4l

.These and other'studies have indicated tﬁat the accebtability
of the different grading altermatives to admiseions officers varies in
proportion to the eitenﬁ tp’ﬁhich the given system depafts from A-B-C-D-F
grading."At.one extreme~afe the. highly unacceptable.Credit-No Credit,
Pass-Fail, and written evaluations. Indeed, a survey of twenty-four
colleges eonducted by John Hail diselosed tha£ 36 per cent of the:
admiseions officers would immediately reject without evaluation'trans-

cripts which offered written performance appraisals in place of

“

41Margaret Hofeller, A Survey of Graduate School Attitudes -
Toward Non-Traditional Grading Systems, New York: Center for the Study
of Higher Education, Hofstra University, 1971; James Shoemer, "A Study
of the Effect of Non Traditional .Grades on Admission -to Graduate School
and the Awarding of Financial Assistance,” College and University,
Spring, -1973, pp. 147-53; Edward Stevens, "Grading Systems and Student
Mobility,'" Educationmal Record, Fall, 1973, pp. 308-12; Geotrge Peabody
College for Teachers, Untitled Survey on the Acceptability of Non-
Traditional Grading, Nashville: George Peabody College for Teachers,.
1971: University of Washington, Acceptability of-Non-Traditional
Grading: The Views of College and University Admissions. Officers and -
Prospective Employers, Seattle: Office of Instltutlonal Educat10nal
Research Unlver51ty of Washlngton 1972. v e e
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traditional letter grades.42 At the other extreme are the routinely
acceptable numeric and A-B-C-F systems. Somewhere in between, as the
Stevéns and University of Washington studies indicated, is the A-B-C:N
or NR alternative. 1In its favor‘isiits administrative utility in
ranking student achievement., To its disadﬁantage is its omission of
records of unsuccessful academic performance.

Many pfoponents of the system; of course, would judge these
qualities just the oppésite for philosophical and psychblégical reaséns.
Ultimately, it may not be posgible to satisfy both utilitarién‘énd
humaﬁitarian points of view with any given grading system. But for
the present, A-B-C-N or NR grading represents a reasonable comproﬁise
between ﬁhe extremes, with the sfudent benefiting. 1In explaining its
decision to eliminate D and F grading, representatives of the Brown
University faculty wrote:

The abolition of failing grades is mot . . . aﬁ attempt to
disguise from the students the harsh reality that life holds its
failure as well as its successes. With the elimination of the
anomalous grade of D'. . . the new system will, hopefully, _
encourage a raising, rather than a lowering, of academic standards.
The fact of failure will, of course, still exist, though it will

no longer lay claim to immortality by means of the official
transcript. When failure occurs, that fact will be registered

42 56hn Hall, '"Descriptive Grading Practice--Post Secondary
Education'" .in AACRAO, Resource Information Relating to ‘the AACRAO
Workshop on the Evaluation of Non-Traditionmal Grading Patterns--1973,
Springfield, Illinois: Office of Admissions and Records, Governor's
State University, 1973. '
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where presumably it will perform its most useful function--that

is, with the student himself.
Summary
. The early American relationship between religion and educational
institutions partly accounts for a tradition iﬁ which grading has been
interpreted by many to be a moral as well as a scholastic indicator.
Later educators, particularly the Prqgressivists, saw no moral signifi-
cance in grading--and eveﬁ‘doubted its accuracy as a record of perfofm-
ance and ability. Psychological research has cast serious doubt upon
the supposed motivational effects of grading and suggested that grading
can interfere with learning, damage student self-concepts, ‘and encourage‘
cheating. Studies of the relationship between college grades and
achievement in post-college careers found 1itt}e-corre1ation.

.+ . =, ~Thus, a growing number of Behavioral scientists;*educators,

and students are dissatisfied with traditional grading pfactices.
Suggested alternatives include Pass-Fail, Cre&it—No Record, written
evaluations, and a compromise_ﬁetweeﬁ tradition and refofm--AvBrC-No
Credit or No Record grading. Initial researéﬁ'on non-traditional
grading indicated modest success and general suppoft by students.

Admissions officers, however, are reacting conservatively to grading

" 43Brown University, Freedom to Learn: A New Curriculum for
Brown & Pembroke, Providence, Rhode Island: Brown University, 1969,
p. 21. )
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change, chowing some bias againmst students with non-traditional

transcripts and favering students with more conventional records.




Chapter 3
PROCEDURES

The problem of this study was to describe the effect of the
elimination of D and F grading at Flathead Valley Community College,
the University of Oregon, and Grinnell College in three main areas——
grade distriﬁutions, student-faculty attitudes toward grading and
related matters, and the acceptance of graduates by other regional
institutions. This chapter'is organized around these major areas of
concern, coﬁsidering the questions of population description, sampling
procedure, data collection, questionnaire distributién, data analysis,

and precautions taken for accuracy, as appropriate to each area.

Grade Distributions

Grade distributions-collected and analyzed in‘this study con-
sisted of all grades and course attempts at each of the participating
institutions during the six academic years beginning with 1967-68 and
ending Wi£h 1972-73. For compérison, distributions were also requested
from a collége simiiar to fhe institution under study in each region.
North Idaho (Communit&) College, Coeur d'Alene; Qregoﬁ State University,
Corvallis; and WartBurg College, Waverly, Iowa--none of which had |
eliminéted D and F grading during thé siﬁjyear period-—provided the
necessary information for the Flafhead, Oregomn, aﬁd Grinnell regions,

respectively.
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All distributions were reduced to academic year percentages and
reported in graphic format. Separate graphs were developed to illustrgte
six-year patterns in the distribution of all passing grades, combined
A-B-C grades, and the specific A, B, and C grades. In order to measure
changes in the distributions before and after grading modification,'the
percentage of éach grade was éalculated as the number of given grades
divided by the total number of course attempts that term, rather than
the number divided by the totai number of grades recorded that term.
This distinction is imporfant, for the elimination of D and F grading
might otherwise account for an apparent increase because Wifhheld grades
(No Credit and/or No Record) were not included in the calculation. The
use of.attempts as the base figu?e allowed relativé percentageé of
passing grades before and after grading modification to be compared
meaningfully under the same form of measurement.

The hypothesis that élimination of the D and F grades does not
mgrkedly affect the distribution of the remaining A;-B,'C, and fass
grades, and the alternative hypothesis advanced by critics of the new
systém——that elimination of D's and F's is necessarily accompanied by
an unusual increase in the percéntages of the remaining passing grades——-
were evaluated. It is possible to apply chi square, difference-of-
proportions, or other standard tests to the grade data, but when déaling
with numbers of grades in the teﬁs and hundreds of'thousands, even

slight percentage changes after adoption of the A-B-C~N-or NR.system
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may be shown to be statistically "siénific;ﬂf," when in reality even
larger percentage changes ﬁay_have been common before grading modifica-
tion.

The question under examination in this. portion of the study, then,
was not whether there were distribution changes, but whether such
changes were inconsistant with the historical pattern of the given
institution. Data were further compared to the distribution.pattern
of a like institution with traditional grading in the same regien, to
consider the possibility that changes after grading modification might
bé similar to those experienced regionally for other reasoné, €.8.,
reaction‘to the 1970 Kent State University violence.

A standard formula for determining rate-of-change \)

A =100 (2f - 1f)
‘ it

was applied to the grade data and, together with tﬂe graphic patterns,
allowed trends before and aftef adoption of the new system to be easily
idenfified. An "unusual" distribution change was operationally defined
as being an annual'A value'exceeding'the greatest previous flg within
the six-vear period, when the A of the comparative institution in the
same region is less than its greatest previous.fzx within Ehe same
period; |

The researcher did not attempt‘to conclusively establish the

cause~and-effect relationship between the type of. grading system and the
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distribution of grades. The many variables influencing. the awarding
of grades make that relationship nearly impossible to isolate. But it
was reasonable to examine grading trends at the.participating institu-
tions fornobvious perturbations accompanying the elimination of D's and
F's. While such disturbances in the usual patterns might not be relafed
to grading system modification with certainty, thé‘;ggg of such
disturbances would ‘tend to disprove the hypothesis that adoption of the
new system is necessarily accoﬁpénied by unusual distribution changes.

Because the data represent the registrars' official recor&s at
the institutions involved, they are assumed to be complete and accuréte,
unless otherwise notéd. To further ensure accuracy, all calculations
necessary to reduce distfibutions to academic year percentages and to
determine rates-of-change were performed on an electronic calculator

and double checked.

Student~Faculty Surveys

The populations of students and faculty WhOSé attitudes were
described included-all those who were enrolled in or teaching at.Flathead,
Oregon, or Grinnell at the time of the study who had experience at the
.given institution under both the A-B-C-D-F and A-B-C-N or NR systems.
Population sizes, as. verified by the official records of the colleges,
were 212 students ét Flathead, 2,160 at Oregon, and 532 at Grinnell--
for a total of 2,904 students-~~and 29 faculty at Flathead, 490 at Oregonm,

and 67 at Grinnell-—for a total of 586 faculty.
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In order to determine sample sizes, a simplified version of a -

formula common to marketing and social science research,

. was employed.1 A étudent.sample (n) of 352 distributed proportionally
over the population (N) of 2,904, providing 95 per cent confidence of
precision (e) of ¥ 5 per cent, was set as a goal. The minimum facultx
sample was similarly computed to be 238. |

' Data éﬁngtu&ent and faculty attitudes were collected on a ques-
tionnaire developed by the researcher and his committee.2 The sfudent
and faculty forms of the instrument contain personal profile items to
establish the respondent's age; sex, major filield of study.or teaching,
class level or experience, and other background data of relevance in
identifying sub-groups within the two larger populations. Five ifems

involve the ranking of grading objectives, grading systems, and factors

motivating academic effort. The remaining items involve responses on a
five-point ratiﬂg—éééle to questions concerning effects of grading change

on grade.accuracy, the difficulty of earning a given grade,. student and

lTaro Yamane, Statistics, An Introductory Analysis, Second .
Edition, New York: Harper and Rowe, 1967, pp. 579-83. The reference was
suggested by Dr. Richard Lund of the Montana State University .Department
of Mathematics, who found the formula appropriate for the instruments
and populations involved in this study.

2Samples of the final student and faculty forms of this instru-
ment are in Appendix D, pp. 178-181 and Appendix F, pp. 183-186, -
respectively. -
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faculty worry over grading, the incidence of cheating, exploratory
enrollment in elective courses, general student—facuity relationships,
and so on—--as perceived by the respondents. There are a total of
twenty-eight items on each four-page form of the instrument.

Several versions of~the questionnaire were evaluated by the
research advisor, his committee? and other faculty members with exper-—:
tise in résearch dgsign and statistics and were administered in pilot
‘studies. The determination of'thg validity of instruments employed in
affective as opposed to cognitive measuremént is a difficult and

tentative process, but the researcher and his committee concluded that

the final directions, questions, scales, and testing conditions contrib-

uted to a degree of validity that was acceptable for a study of this

nature. The common test—retest method was employed to insure reliability,

with administrations to a group of twenty-five students over a two-week
périod yieldiﬁg a Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient of .80
for ranking items and .92 for items utilizing five-~point rating séales.
A final pilot administration and féllow—up discussion with one Hundred
students clarified sewveral possible ambiguities and resulted in final
modifiqations of the instrument.

An attempt was made to survey Flathead Valley_Community~¢ollege

students through an on-campus administration of the instrument in mid-

May, 1973. This proved an inefficient method of reaching the population

and was replaced by a random sample maiiing from the college's computer-.

e

T
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generated list of population members on May 25.3 This method, foilowed
in all student surveys and in the Oregon fachlty survey, involved the
standard process of numbering population members and drawing samples
without replacement, using a random nﬁmber tablé.4 Returns from Flathead
students were collected and tabulated until the July 27 cut-off date.
The entire population of Flathead faculty was surveyed in an October 23
msiling'from a list verified by the college administration, and responses
received by December 14 were included in the stu&y. Several mailings .
to samples drawn from a computer-generated list of the Oregon student
bspulhtion; from the Oregon Faculty Directory, and from the Grinnell
Student Directory wers completed in November, ahd.rsturns were tabulated
hhtil_Januaty 11, 1574. A msiling to the entire population of Grimnell
.tscaity was also somhlétsd in November, and responses were accepted
uhtil;JEhusry 11. A total of 710 student and .396 faculty questionnairesl
here mailed, and pre-paid return envelopeS'wsre provided. A minimum
response goal of 70 per cent was establlshed

s Mbst of the student forms were sent through bulk third- class

méilings and wsre thus not returned to the sender or forwarded in‘cases

BSamples of the accompahying cover letters.used in the student
and faculty surveys are in Appendix C, p. 177 and Appendix E, p. 182,
respectively. _ . .

h i 4For a discussion of the technique of random sample selection,
see Allen Edwards, Statistical Methods, Second Edition, New York: _
Holt, Rinehart and Winstom, 1967, pp. 200-202. The random number table .
used in this-study is on.pp: 396-400 of Edwards. :
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of incorrect addresses; Most of the faculty férms were mailed to the
appropriate édministrations‘for verification and/or distribution through
campus mail.,” Thus, it is assumed that a”higher percentage of student
questionnaires failed to reach .their destinatiéﬁs than did thg faculty
f@rms. The percentage is unknown in either case.

Student-faculty questionnaire responses were computer coded,
suﬁmafy listed, and reportéd in tabuiar format. For convenience in
‘comparison, responses of students and faculty to qugstions common to
both fofms of the instrument were shown on the same tables. Data from
questions calling fér ranking were submitted to a computer program that
célcuiated mean ranks and results were reported in this form. Data

from questions utilizing five-point rating scales were computer calcu-
1atéd ana réportéd‘as percentages. In addition to résponses of the
student and %aculty samples as a whole, responses of sub-groups~-
developed from personal profile information on sex, age, major field
of study or téaching,wclass level or years of teaching experience, and
so on~-were reported. . :
Although the study was lérgely descriptive,.a number of
hypotheses about ﬁﬁe student-faculty;fesponses were advanced and tested.
Lacking objective standards against @hich subjective attitudes and
'perceptions on graéing could be measured, the responses were,; in effect,

measured against themselves, for internal consistency. On the question

calling for a ranking of grading systems in order of preference, for

™ T ——r e
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'=:¢x§mple, there were no "correct" answers against which student-faculty
responses could be measured. But as statistician Allen Edwards has

1"

explained, « « « In the absence of an objective ordering of the n

objects, the community of agreement among judges may be regarded as a

means of establishing an ordering of the objects."5

.An accepted method for determining the degree of ranking agree--
ment is Kendall's coefficient of concordanée (W),’in which ﬁaximum
disagreement equals 0. and maximum agreement equals 1.0. The signifi—- -
cance of W—--the question of whether the level pf agreémént might have
been expected by.chance—;was tested by referencé to the F distribution.
The' general null hypothesis for the ramking questions was, then, that -
the degree of agreement is not significant, and the alternative hypothe-
sis was that the W value is sigﬁificant.

A further hypothesis--that the W values of various étudent sﬁB-
groups, faculty sub-groups, and students versus faculty as a.whole on
given rénking questions do not differ signifiéaﬁfly;—was advanéed and
tested by the chi square'(xz) test of independenée:B:zThe null was th;t
the variable of group is independént 6£ the variable of item response,
and the alternative hypothesis was that these variables are dependent

and that the sub-group responses do differ significantly. A final

5Edwards, p. 345. A complete discuséion of Kendall's coeffi-
cient of concordance is found on pp. 344-51. '

" ®Rdwards, pp. 328-31.
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hypothesis--that the responses to pairs of questions concerning atti-

tudes before and after adoption of A-B-C~N or NR grading show no

significant difference--was also tested by chi square.

The requirement that respondents rank every item on the ranking
questions complicated x2 computation. In order to account for all
responses, x2 values were computed for each item versus sub-group, and
the X? values an& degrees of freedom (df) were added together for the.
final question tot;l. For example, in order to determine the x2 for
the responses'of students and teachers to a question involving seven
ranks for seven items, a 2 X 7 contingency table was developed for
each item. The x* value and six df from the table for item a was
added to the value and df for the other six items, b through g, result-
ing in a total x? valqe.with 42 df for the question.7

Responses to questions usipé the five-point rating scales were
also subjected to the X% test of independenée. Again, the null was
that the variable of sub-group is independént of the variable of item
response, and the alternative hypothesis was that théée variables are

2 . ' S .
dependent. The X" computation for these questions was less complicated

) TThis Erocedure was suggested by Dr, Lund., Reference to the
combining of X” and df values may be found in Hubert Blalock, Social
Statistics, New York: McGraw-Hill, 1960, pp. 238-39,
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than the process used on the ranking questions, for respondents checked
only one of the possiﬁle five jitems. All responses could thus be
accounted for on a single contingency table with rows of sub-groups and
columns of items.

The level of significance for the W and x? tests was set at
.05, as an appropriate compromise between the dangers of Type I and
Type II errors in rejecting or failing to reject the null.8 If
significance levels weré reachéd!'chances‘would be at least ninety-five
in one hundred that the sample population estimates of concordance and
dependence of variables, respectively, were accurateliﬁdications of
the actual population parameters.

"Accompanying the student and faculty questionnaire returns were
a number of unsolicited marginal comments, brief notes, and letters.
These writings were found useful in interpreting responses to specific
questions and in more fully understanding the general reaction to grading
change. As part of thé analysis in Chapter 4, references are made to
the briefer comments, as appropriate, and ample space is devoted to
summaries of the longer statements.

As precaution for accuracy, data input was card-punéhed and re-
punch'verified before submissioﬁ to a Xerox Data Systems Sigma VII

computer, which filed, sorted, and summary-listed the information and

8Edwards, pp. 184-5.




56
performed the calculations necessary to test the statistical hypotheses.
Remaining computations were performe& on an electronic calculator and

double-checked for accuracy.

Admissions Officer Surveys

The population of admissions officers comnsisted of those officers
at all undergraduate four—year transfer institutions in the United
States within a 500—mile radius of Flathead Valley Community College,
Kalispell, Montana; the officers at all institutions offering graduate
academic degrees within a 500-mile radius of the University of Oregon;.
Eugene, Oregon; and the officers at all institutions offering graduate
academic degrees within a 400-mile radius of Grinnell College, Grinmell,
Iowa. Population size was 48 in the Flathead region, 62 in the Oregon
region, and 110 in the Grinnell region, for a total of 222.9 The
decision to. limit the'Grinnell study to graduate schools within 400
.rather than 500 miles was reached because of the high concentration of
colleges in this region. The entire population was surveyéd in an
attempt to make the resulting data as-complete and cogent as possible.

Data on attitudes and policies of admissions officers at regional.

Ias verified by the United States Department of Health, Educa-

" tion, and Welfare (DHEW), Education Directory, 1972-73: Higher Education,
Washington, National Center for Educational Statistics, DHEW, 1972. For-

a list of the institutions surveyed, by region, see Appendix G, pp. 187-
190 of this study. The survey boundaries were slightly extended beyond .the-
500 mile limit to include the Salt Lake City area within the Flathead

and Oregon regions. ' C ' DR
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transfer and graduate schools were collected on a questionnaire developed
by the researcher and his committee, with assistance from Mr. Harry
Cockrum, Director of Admissions, Montana State University, and Dr. Henry
Parsons, Assistant Dean, College of Graduaté'Studies, Montana State
University.lo The briéf, one—pége, ten-item instrument wés constructed
with reference to several similar studies conducted nationally during
the last few yeafs, but care was taken to focus questions on the ;
acceptability of graduates of specific institutions with A-B-C-N or NR
grading to specifié transfer and graduate.schools in the same region.
Items involved baﬁkground information on the location, size, and control
of the institution, the criteria for édmission, and the effect of
A-B-C-N or NR records on competition for acceptance and financial aid.

A first-class mailing to the entire population of transfé; and
graduate school admissions officers in the three regions was conducted

on October 15, 1974.ll

Responses received by December 14 were included
in the study.
Responses.to the admissions officer questionnaire were computer

coded, summary listed, and reported in tabular format, using mean ranks

and percentages as appropriate. In addition to total responses for each

lOSamples of admissions officer questionnaire forms developed
for each region are in Appendix I, p. 192, Appendlx K, p. 194, and -
Appendix P, p. 207-208,

11Sam.ples of the accompanying cover letters used in the admis-
sions officer surveys are in Appendix H, p. 191, Appendlx J, p. 193,
and Ap Dendl L, p- 195, oo
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region--Flathead, Oregon, and Grinnell-—-the responses of intraregional
sub-groups based on institutional location, control, and size were
reported. W.values for rankings and the X2 tests of significanée for
both ranked and rated questions were computer calculated. As in the
other surveys, the‘general null hypotheses were that ranking concordance
is not significant, the responses of the varioué sub-groups do not differ
significantly, and responses to pairs of questions concerning attitudes
before and after adoption of A-B-C-N or NR grading éhow no significant

difference, all at the .05 level.

sy

- The problem.of this study was to describe the effect of the
eiimination of D and F grading at Flathead Valley Community College,
the University of Oregon, and Grimnnell College on grade distributions,

student-faculty attitudes toward grading and related matters, and the

acceptance of graduates by other institutions in each region. Six years

of grade distributions from the three participating colleges:-and three

‘ similar institutions were analyzed to-determine general trends and
épééific rates of change‘éccompanying A-B~C~-D-F and A-B-C-N or NR

éiéding. Questionnaires were developed and distributed to random
samples of 710 students and 396 faculty with experience under both the
traditional and non-traditional grading systems and to the entire

population of 222 transfer and graduate school ‘admissions officers

within 500 miles of Flathead and Oregon and 400 miles of Grinnell.
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_Resulting data were_card punched, summarized, tested for signifi-
cance at the .05 level through Kendall's coefficient of concordance and
the chi square test of independence, and reported in g;aphic and tabular
format. Reference to the many unsolicited comments included with
questionnaire returns aided in interpretation of specific items and in

understanding the overall reaction to grading change.




Chapter 4

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

°

This study was designed to describe some of the effects .of

eliminating D and F grading at Flathead Valley Community College, the

University of Oregon, and Grinnell College. The following presentation

‘and -analysis of data. .concerning these institutions involves patterns in

their grade distributions for a period before and after adoption of the

. non-punitive system, responses of their students and faculty on attitude

questionnaires, and results of regional admissions officerAsurveys on
the acceptability of recent graduates of these three colleges., In
addition, reference is made to unsolicited comments--ranging from brief -

marginal notes to more thoughtful letters—-included with survey returns.

Collection of Grade Distributions

Data on grading during the six-year period beginning with the
1967-68 academic year and endiné with 1972-73 were requested from three -
institutions utilizing A-B-C~No Credit and/otr No Record grading, Flathead.
Valley Communi;y College, the University of Oregon, and Grinqell Collége.
Siﬁilar information was also requested from an institution in each region
that was comparable to the three colleges under study in every resﬁect

but the gréding system utilized. North Idaho (Community) College, Oregon

State University, and Wartburg College, respectively--all of which

" continued to use the A-B-C-D-F system during the six-year  period--

provided the necessary information.
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The Flathead-North Idaho and Oregon-Oregon State data proved
complete and suitable for inclusion in this study. Unfortunately,
critical information on unsuccessful course attempté was féund to be
missiné from the Grinnell data. Without this information it was
impossible to detefmine the ratio of completed versus attempted courses
during the one year of non-punitive grading at this college (1972-73) or
to compare the Grinnell data with that from Wartburg. Administrators )
at Grinnell explained that a new computer program was designed to record
only completed courses on transcripts, Withholdiﬁg information on course
attempts not resulting in A, B, or C grades. The latter information
was literally "erased," both from public and institutional recﬁrds.' By
the time the researcherxwas so informed, other more critical aspects
of the study-~student, faculty, and admissions officer surveyé-—wefe
underway. It was decided that the surveys should continue, with the
research.on grading distributions focusing on Flathead and Oregon.

Grading Patterns at Flathead
Valley Community College

The Flathead data covered fouf'academic years under traditional
A~B-C-D-F grading (1967-68 thrdugh 1970-71) and two years under the
A-B-C-No Record System (1971-72 and 1972-73).. As Figure 1, page 62,
shows, the percentage'of combined péssing grades at Fléthead declined
duringboth_traditional and non-punitive grading. ﬁully}Sl.é per cent

of the course attempts in 1967-68 resulted in either an A, B, C, D, or
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S grade, but that percentage dropped to 78.4 in 1970-71, the last year
of traditional grading. The greatest annual rate-of-change (A ) during
this period was -4.90 per cent in 1969-70, and the mean rate-of-change
(xA) for the period was -1.18 per cent. The pattern continued under
A-B-C-NR grading, with the combined percentage dropping to 71.0 in two
years, and A values of -8.55 per cent in 1971-72, -0.98 in 1972-73,

and a xA of -4.77 per cent.
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Figure 1

Six-Year Pattern of Combined Passing Grades,
Flathead and North Idaho

The null that the A would not be "unusual" with
the new system was rejected, for the percentage of combined passing

grades dropped at a greater rate-of-change under non-punitive grading
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than with the traditional system. Clearly, the alternative hypothesis
that the percentage of combined passing grades would necessarily
increase with the new system was disproved. The comparison between
Flathead and North Idaho showed remarkably similar patterns, with the
former awarding consistently lower percentages of passing grades.

Figure 2 further clarifies the patterns of Flathead and North
Idaho, ignoring the anomalous D's and S's and concentrating on the

combined A-B-C grades. The declining trend at Flathead was more
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Figure 2
Six~-Year Pattern of Combined A-B-C Grades,
Flathead and North Idaho
pronounced for these grades, with the 67.8 per cent high in 1967-68

dropping to 56.3 in 1970-71. The greatest annual A during the period
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of traditional grading was -~11.80 per cent in 1968-69, and the XA was
-7.30 per cent. The pattern continued under non—punitive gréding, the
i combined percentage dropping to 49.8 in two years, with A vélues of
-3.91 in 1971-72, -7.99 in 1972-73, and a %A of —5.95.

The null wés retained, for the %A values with A-B-C-NR grading
were not "unusual" in historical perspective, in that they did not
exceed A’ values during A-B-C-D-F grading. Although the rate-of-change
did not decrease as. rapidly under the new system, the tendeﬁcy to award
_successively less combined A-B-C grades each year continued .with non-
punitive grading.' The alternative hypothesis of a necessary'increase
in the percentage was clearly disproved. The comparison between
.Flathead and North Idaho showed_differing patterns,'with the former's
percentage of letter grades declining markedly and the latter's
remaining fairly constant during the period under study.

¥Figure 3, page 65, illustrates the individual patterns of
Flathead's A, B, and C grades, showing the dgcline in the percentages
of passing grades to primarily involve the C. The A was awar&ed in 15.1
per cent of attémpts in 1967-68 and increased to'20.5 per cent in 1970-
71. The greatést armual A'during traditional grading was +19.87 in
1968-69, and the % A was +10.93. 1In 1971-72, the first year of non-
punitive grading, the percentage of A's dropped to 20.0 (-2.44A ) and
rose the next year to 21.2 (+6.00A ), for a %A of +1.78. The B gradé

" was the outcome of 24.2 per cent of the attempts in 1967-68 and had
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fallen to 21.1 by 1970-71, with the greatest A value being a -12.40
per cent in 1968-69 and the XA being -4.29. In the first year of non-
punitive grading, the percentage of B's increased to 21.6 (+2.37A) and

in the second year it fell to 19.2 (-11.11A), for a XA of -4.37 per

cent.
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Figure 3

Six-Year Pattern of A, B, C Grades, Flathead

Although the null was rejected for both the A--because of a
-2.44 A in 1971-72--and the B--because of the positive A in the same
year--the percentages of A and B grades remained fairly constant after

the non-punitive system was adopted, with decreasing percentages in

one of the two years disproving the alternative hypothesis.
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The decline in the percentage of C's awarded, however, was
quite pronounced during the four'years of traditional grading, and the
pattern continued during the first two years of non-traditional grading.
In 1967-68 the C grade was awarded in 28.5 per cent of the attempts,
but that percentagé had dropped to only 14.8 by 1970-71. The greaﬁest
annual A during this periéd of traditional grading was -17.09 per cent
iﬁ 1971-72, and the XA was -19.38. Under non-punitive grading, thé .
percentage of C's dropped to 12.5 (-17.094) iﬁ 1971-72 and 9.4 (;24.80
~ A) in 1972-73, for a XA of -20.95 per cent. ‘

The null was retained, for the annuai A values -with the new
system were consistent with the historical pattern of declining
percentages of C's., ‘The alternative hypoghesis—-that the percentage of
C's awarded would increase unusually with' the A-B-C-No Record system——
was clearly disproved.

A few further comments must be made regarding thé patterns of.S
(Satisfactory) grades and W‘(wi£hdrawn) m;rks at Flathégd. . The percent-
age of S's was 5.0 in 1967-68, growing to 19.2 by 1970—71, dropping to
17.6 in.1971~72 (when D-level performance.no 1onger earned an S), and
rising to. 21.2 in 1972-73. The dramatic increase in S gradeé was
primarily the result of expanding adult education - community service
programs and somewhat compensated for the declining C grade..

The W accounted for 9.0 per cent of attempts in 1967-68, 17.8

per cent by 1970-71, and only 6.1 per cent in 1972-73 (when "No Record"
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made most formal withdrawals unnecessary). The dramatic rise and

fall in W marks, according to sources in the Flathead administration,
was the result of a growing "informal" non—puniti&e‘system that preceded
formal A-B-C-NR grading and was unnecessary after adoption of the new
sysfem. This tendency for a ‘large number of faculty Forinformally
modify the institution's grading system may be widespread. An evalua-
.tion of grading at a medium—-size state college in Washington, for
example, reported that "many féculty find the ABCDF_géading system
.inappropriate for use in their courses and consciously or unconsciously
are subverting this grading system."'1 The phenomenon will a;so be
discussed later in this chapter in connection with University of Oregon
grading patterns. | |

Grading Patterns at the
University of Oregon

The Oregon data covered three academic'years under traditional
A=B-C~D-F grading (1967~-68 thrbugh 1969~70) and three years under the
non-traditional A-B-C-No Credit system (1970-71 through 1972-73). As
Figure 4, pagel68, indicates, the peréentage of combined passing grades
at Oregon deélined during tradi£ional gfading and reveled off after

adoption of the non—punitfve system. Fully 91.6 per cent of the course

lWestern Washington State Collegé, Grading Patterns in the ]
College of Arts and Sciences, Bellingham, Washington: Ad Hoc Committee
on Academic Standards, Western Washington State College, 1972, p. 6.
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attempts in 1967-68 resulted in either an A, B, C, D, or P grade, but
that percentage dropped to 86.4 in 1969-70, the last year of traditional

grading. The greatest annual A during this period was -3.89 per cent
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Figure 4
Six-Year Pattern of Combined Passing Grades,
Oregon and Oregon State

in 1967-70, and the XA was 2.88 per cent. The pattern continued into
1970-71, the first year of A-B-C-N grading, as the percentage of
combined passing grades dropped to 82.4. But the percentages remained
quite constant during the next two years, holding at 82.8 and 82.7
respectively. The %A for this period was -1.42 per cent.

The null that there would be no unusual rates-of-change following
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adoption of non-punitive grading was rejected--not only.because paséing
grades leveled off, but because the greatest annual A wvalue in the six
years was the drop of -4.63 per cent in the first year of A-B-C-N.
Although the passing percentage increased very_slightly in the next two
vears (a net of +0.3 for the period), the immediate droé in 1970-71
disproved the.altérnative hypothesis that unusual increases necessarily
follow adoption of non-punitive grading. The comparison between Oregon
and Oregon State showed differing patterns. - The two institutions
. initially awarded similar percentages of passing érades, but Oregon
dropped considerably--leveling off about 13 per cent below d:egén
state's consistently high.figure. .

Figure 5, page 70, further clarifies the patterns at Oregén and |
Oregon State by concentrating on Fhe-combined A-B-C grades. The two
institutions are shown to have experienced similar trends, a sharp
.decreasé and subsequent leveling off, while maintaining a wide pércentage .
. gap. Oregon awarded 76.0 per'cent ArB;C‘gradeg in 1967*68, dropping
to 66.7 per cent in 1969;70. The greatest annual A during this period
of tfaditional grading was -7.75 per Eent in 1969-70, and the &A was
-6.31 per cent. The patte?n continued With  non-traditional grading in
1970-71, with 60.5 per ceﬁt gombined A-B-C's, -but leveled off for the

next two years at 60.7 and 61.1 per cent, respectively. The greatest

annual A was -9.30 per cent in 1970-71, and the XA was -2.77.
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The null was rejected, again not only because the leveling off

was unusual, but because the greatest annual A during the six years
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Figure 5
Six-Year Pattern of Combined A-B-C Grades,
Oregon and Oregon State
was the -9.30 per cent decrease in combined A-B-C grades in 1970-71, the
first year of non-punitive grading. The alternative hypothesis of an
unusual increase in this percentage was also again disproved.

Figure 6, page 71, illustrates the individual patterns of A, B,
and C grades, showing the decline in the percentages of passing grades
to involve the B and C, primarily the latter. The A was awarded in 22.9
per cent of attempts in 1967-68 and increased to 25.5 per cent in

1969~70. The greatest annual A under traditional grading was +10.91




71
per cent in 1968-69, and the X4 was +5.65. In 1970-71, the first year
of non-punitve grading, the percentage of A's dropped to 23.7 (-7.06 4),
and declined the next year to 22.6 (-2.64 A), leveling off the final

year at 22.9 (+1.33 A), for a three year xA of -3.46 per cent.
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Figure 6

Six-Year Pattern of A, B, and C Grades, Oregon

Although there was no net change in the percentage of A's, after
six years and two grading systems, the null was rejected. The grade
increased under A-B-C-D-F and dropped with the new system, the greatest
value during the latter period equaling -7.06 A (1970-71). The alterna-
tive liberalization hypothesis was not substantiated.

A pattern of declining B and C percentages was evident during
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traditional grading and continued through the first year of non-tradi-
tional grading, leveling off thereafter. 1In 1967-68, 31.1 per cent of
attempts ended in B's and 22.1 per cent in C's, B& 1969~70 these per-
centages had dropped to 26.5 and 14.6 respectively. The greatest A
values during the three years were -8.68 per cent for-B's (1968-69) and
-20.65 per cent for C's (1969-70), and the xA values were ~7.69 and
-18.70. 1In the first year of the new grading system, B's dropped to.
23.4 per cent and C's to 13.4. By the third year, B's had 1evelea off
at 23.8 per cent and C's had risen slightly to 14,4, The greatest A
Valugs for the three years were -11.70 per cent for B's (1970-71) and
;8.22 for C's (1970-71), and the ¥A values Weré ~3.33 and -0.28.

Nulls for both the B and C Qere réjected. The net B decline
under A-B-C-N included the greatest negétive A during all six years and
the only positive A, Similarly, the net C decline included an initial
drop followed by the only two positive A values during the six years.
The negative‘A values disproved the liberalization h&pofhesis.

Finally, there were indicétions of an "informal" grading ﬁoiicy.‘ :
While percentages of letter grades dropped or leveled off during the
six years, other marks increased. The P (Pass) went from~11.5 per cent
to 21.6, the W (Withdrawn) from 1.1 té 5.2, and the I (Incomplete) from

4.6 to 5.3. In responding to a questionnaire, one teacher added,

1" 1

. . . under both the 'old' system and the 'new,' I have always used

only A, B, Pass, and Incomplete. . . . Other,facuity ﬁay also have -

followed this policy,
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Student-Faculty Questionnaire
Returns '

As Table 1 indicates, a total of 710 student questionnaires
were sent, and 512 (72 per cent) were returned to the researcher before
cut-off dates. Of the 38 that were not useable, most were either

returned blank by students who felt unqualified to comment on the

Table 1

Student and Faculty Questionnaire Returns

Questionnaire Number Number Per cent Number
Form sent returned returned ~ useable
Flathead students 135 107 79 | . 96
Flathead faculty 29 TR 76 22
Oreéon students 375 - T 249 66 226
O;egon faculty 300 212 : 71 _ 198
Grinnell students 206 | 156 o .78 152
Grinnell faculty 67 " 66 38
Total students - “ 710 512 ;72 . 474
Total faculty 396 . 278 70 257

academic grading system (e.g., evening adult students not pursuing
degrees), or were disqualified because the answer to question 11

indicated that the respondent had first enrolled at the given college

after adoption of the new grading system and was thus not able to

compare it with the traditional A~-B-C-D-F system at that‘insfitution.
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The 1atte; would suggest that the actual population of students with
experience under both the traditional and modified grading systems at
each college Waé somewhat less than the 2,160 indicated by official
institutional records.

Proportional minimums of 26 student returns. from Flathead and
64 from Grinnell were well exceeded, with 96 and 152 useable question-
naires respectively, but the 226 useable Oregon student responses were
36 short of the desired 262. ﬁowever, the total of 474 useabie student
. questionnaires exceeded the overall minimum of 352 required for preci-
sion of *5 per cent, providing instead 95 ber cent confidence of
precision at the *y per cent level.

"A total éf 396 faculty questionnaires weré seﬁt, and 278 (70
per cent) were returned to.the researcher before the cut-off date. Of
the nineteen that were not useable, most were'returned blank, eitﬁef
because the faculty cﬁose not to participate in the study, or because
they wefe on leave-of-absence. The iatter would suggest that the
population of faculty on campus during the sufvey was somewhét less
"~ than the 586 iﬁdicated by institutional records.

Proportional minimums-of 12 faculty returus from Flathead and
- 27 from Grinnell were well exceeded, with 22 and 38 respectively, and
the 198 useable returns from Oregon fell only 1 short of the 199

desired. The total of 257 useable questionnaires exceeded Ey 19-the.

minimum of 238 required for precision of 15 per cent, providing instead




75

95 per cent confidence of precision at the 14.5 per cent level,

Stu&enf—faéulty questionnéire results are organized to consider ‘
the following topics:: (1) grading objectives; (2) grading system
preferences; (3) factors motivating academic performance; (4) gr;ding
acéuracy;_(S) difficulty of ea?ning A's, B's, and C's; (6) worry about
grades and grading; (7) incidence of cheating; (8) 1ikelihood of proba-
tion; (9) enrollment in electives; (10) grades as threat or reward; and
(ll) general student-faculty relationships. For each topic; the
responseé of the two groups to specific quéétions are reported, by
institutioﬁ;3reference is made to student and faculty sub=group break-
dowvms (fully-tabulated in Appendix N, pp. 197-201 and Appendix O, pp.
- 202-206, reépectively); statistical hypotheses are evaluated; and
pertinent marginal comments by respondents are noted. A separate topié
heading, unsolicifed responses, is devoted to atsummary of the lengthier

notes and letters accompanying survey returns.

Grading Objectives ‘ >

P

.The first o£ the attitude questions involved the ranking of
seven grading objectives in orde; of'preference. Table 2, page 76
. shows comparative student-faculty mean rankings for each institution
and the comﬁined totals. The first-place rankings of the two groups
were nearly unanimous, with all but Flathead students placing most
importapce on the indication to the student of his academic performance

(objective c). Least favored by students and faculty at all three

1
i




Table 2

Student and Faculty Mean Rankings of Grading Objectives

Objectiveé* Flathead Oregon Grinnell All Institutions
Students/Faculty Students/Faculty Students/Faculty Students/Faculty
a. Precise evaluation 4.7/4.6 4,8/4.1 4.7/3.6 4.7/4.1
b. General evaluation 4.4/3.5 _ 3.4/2.8 ' 3.6/3.0 ' 3.6/2.9
c. Indication to student 3.4/2.1 - 2.7/2.3' 2,7/2.2 2.8/2.3
d. Indication to others . 4.6/3.1 4.6/3l9 4.7/3.5 4,6/3.8
e. Indication of abiiity 3.0/4.2 3.4/4.0 -~ 3.7/4.5 3.4/4,1
£, Indication of effort 2.9/4.0 3.3/4.4 2.8/4.1 3.1/4.3
g, Impression of character 5.0/5.8 5.8/6.4 ' 5.8/6.6 5.7/6.4
n 86/19 213/161 146/36 : 445/216
W, Significance .15@/.09 .26@/.37@  .24@/.32@ .23@/.34@
x2 , Significance - L .95.1@ - 157.6@ 110.7@ 253.6@

s

* For a complete statement of the‘question and items, see the Student Questionnaire, Appendix
D, p. 178, question 12 and -the Faculty Questionnaire, Appendix F, p. 183, question 11,

Significance: # = .05 level, @ = .01 level

Degrees of freedom: 42

9z
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institutions were grades that included an impression of student
character and personality, as well as academic performance (objecti&e
g). The precise evaluation of academic perforﬁance (objective a) was .
also ranked low by both groups, sixth-place by studeﬁts and fifth by
faculty. |

Rankings of. the remaining items were considerably less uniform.
The indication of student effort, as well as -academic performance
(objective f), was ranked highéstxby the Flathead students and second
.in importance by students at Oregon and Grinnell, but faculty at the
three colleges ranked the item muqh lower, sixth in the éombined totals.
'ConVersely, faculty ranked the general evaluation of academic perform—
ance (objective b) and the indicatioﬁ ts éthefs (e.g., graduate admis-
sions officers, prospective employers, etc.) of student academic
performance (objective d) high in importance,'secon& and third respec-
tively, but students ranked them lower, fourth and fifth overall.

kgndall coefficients (W) indicated c9nsiderable ranking
concordance for students at the three colleges and fér faculty at
Oregon and Grinnell, with significance at the .01 level causing rejec—
tion of the null hypothesis. .Chi square (Xx2) valuas for studenﬁAvérsus
faculty rankings at all schools were also significant at .01, requiring
rejection of the iqdepeﬁdence null and adoption of the alternative
hypothesis that the response variable was affected by the variables of

student or faculty group.
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Only 4 of the 19 sub-group responses to student question 12
(Appendix N) differed from the general trend in rank order. Freshmen
placed most importance on the indication of student ébility or potential
as well as academic.performance (objectivg e), while education majors
and students with GPA's under 3.0 found an indication of student effort
(objective f) most critical, and students with pre-professional majors
gave these two objectives equal first-place emphasis. Sub-group

responses to the comparable faculty question 11 (Appendix 0) were even

. more uniform, with only 2 of 18 variables differing with the rank

order trend. Physical science teachers placed most importance on

general evaluation (objective b), and biology teachers placed equal

S

emphasis on that item and the choice of most other groups, indication

to the student of his academic performance (objective c).

All W valqes'for student and faéulty sub-groups were significant
at .01, and x? values for ail student vériables but age and aétendanée
were significant at .05 or above, as were the faculty variables of sex
and major. Except for the few sub-group differences noted previously,
the high.x2 values were reflections df~disagreement in item value rather
than EEEE.QIQéE:' Faculty in ﬁumanities and pre—proféssional fields,
for example, both ranked objective c¢ first, but the mean values given to
the item were 2.4 and 1.9 respectively.

The nex£ two tables show responses to a similar question, in .

which students were asked to rank these same grading objectives in the
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order that most of their college teachers seem to follow and faculty
were asked to rank the objectives_in the order they believed students
would pgefer. The W values in Table 3;:pagé SO;Hindicated significant
concordance in student rankings, but the significant x? values indiéatéd
that these estimates bore little relationship to the actual faculty
rankings., Similarly, W values in Table 4, page 81, indicated strong
concordance in faculty rankings, but high x? values denied the acduracy
of these estimates.

Although the nulls of non-concordance in ranking and independence
of group versus ranking variables were rejected on both tables, faculty
did appear slightly more in agreement and considerably more accurate iﬁ
their estimates than did the students. The students reached a W of .26
overall and correctly ranked only the one objective; item g, as seventh

in importance. Faculty reached .28 W, in spite of their-Smallér n,

and correctly estimated the rank orders of three objectives, items a,

c, and g, -as sixth; first, and-seventh respectively.

Responses were not tabulated for 6 per cent of the students on
question 12 and 16 per cent of the faculty on their comparable quéstion
11. Most of phese-mﬁissions were actually partial respbnses~frankings
of some but not all of the seven grading objecti&es--which could not be
included in survey results without validating W calculations. Similarly,
most of the 10 per cent not included in stﬁdeﬁt question 13 respltsn

and 22 per cent not included in faculty question 12 results had.only




Table 3

Student Mean Rankings of Faculty Grading Objectives Compared
to Actual Faculty Rankings

Obiectives® Flathead Oregon | Grinnell All Institutions
Objectives Estimate/Actual Estimate/Actual Estimate/Actual Estimate/Actual
a, Precise evaluation - 2.9/4.6 3.0/4.1 l2.6/3.6 ' 2.8[4.1
b. General evaluation 3.1/3.5 - 2,5/2.8 2.5/3.0 2.6/2.9
c. Indication to student. 3.7/2.1 3.5/2.3 3.5/2.2 3.5/2.3
d. Indication to others 4.7/3.1 4.2/3.9 - 4,2/3.5 4.3/3.8
e. Indication of ability C4,1/4.2 4,6/4,0 5.0/4.5 ' 4.6/4.1
£. Indication of effort 4,2/4.0 ‘ 4.7/4.4 4.4/4,1 4.5/4.3
g. Impression of 1 5.4/5.8 5.5/6.4 5.9/6.6 . 5.7/6.4
character- -
n : ' 80/19 205/161 ' 142/36 427/216
W, Significance ] *.17@/ .09 .20@/.37@ .33@/.32@ .26@/.34@
x2, Significance 65.2¢4 . 182.9@ 87.5@ © 280.1@

* For a coﬁplete statement of the questions and items, see the Student Questionnaire, Appen-
dix D, p. 178, question 13 and the Faculty Questionnalre, Appendlx F, p. 183, questlon 11,

Significance: # = ,05 level, @ = .01 level

_Degrees of freedom: 42

08



Table 4

Faculty Mean Rankings of Student Grading Objectives Compared
to Actual Student Rankings '

Flathead Oregon Grinnell All Institutions

Objectives*
o Estimate/Actual Estimate/Actual Estimate/Actual Estimate/Actual
a. Precise evaluation 4 7/6.7 4.2/4.8 4.2/4.7 4.2/4.7
b. General evaluation 3.7/4.4 . 3.8/3.4 3.7/3.6 3.6/3.6
¢. Indication to student 2.7/3.4 , 2.6/2.7 ' 2.1/2.7 2.5/2.8
d, Indication to others 3.1/4.6 . - 3.6/4.6 - 3.6/4.7 3.6/4.6
e. Indication of ability 4.1/3.0 4.1/3.4 3.9/3.7  4.1/3.4
£, Indication of effort 4.0/2.9 . 3.7/3.3 C4.0/2.8 3.8/3.1
g. Impression of 5.6/5.0 6.3/5.8 . 6.6/5.8 6.3/5.7
character ‘ '
n 16/86 - 152/213 33/146 201/445
W, Significance‘ .17@/.15@ . .33@/.26@ .38@/.24@ .28@/.23@
X2, significance 66.6@ 131.1@ 58. 84 - 175.6@

*For a complete statement of the questions and items, see the Faculty Questionnaire, Appendix
F, p. 183, question 12, and the Student Questionnaire, Appendix D, p. 178, question 12,

' Significance: # = .05 level, @ = .01 level

Degrees of freedpm: 42

18
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partialiy completed the items. However, judging from the written
comments of several students (e.g., "I don't knoﬁ what objectives my
instructors have when they assign grades.") and similar faculty remarks
(How should I know? Ask the studeﬁts."), the 4 per cent increase in
omissions from student question 12 to 13 and the 6 per cent increase
from faculty question 11 to 12 can be explained by the reluctance of

each group to -estimate the other's grading objectives.
g 1 g

Grading System Preferences

Table 5, page 83, provides responses ofhstudents and faculty
tg'a quéstion which asked them to rank eight grading systems in order"
of their preference. Students at all three Eolleges cﬂose one of the
A?B;C—N or NR systems first, ranking tﬁe traditional A-B-C-D-F system
last in the overall results. Faculty, however, uniformly ranked A-B-C-
D-F with.the PaSSFF;il option (item b) in firét place, with one of the
A-B~C~N or NR systeﬁs running a close second. Students énd faculty
shared negative opinions of the 1isfing of student skills.and competen—
cies (item hx the two groups ranking the system seventh and eighth
respectively; but the students raqked detailed written .evaluations
(item g) fourth overali, while the faéulty ranked it next fo last.

In rénkiﬁg written evaluatiéns low and’ A-B-C-D-F grading high,.
many respondents--students and teachers alike--commented grudgingly
that the written system is '"ideal" but “impractical" in‘ﬁhe reality -of

mass higher education. In particular, teachers mentioned. heavy




Table 5-

Student and Faculty Mean Rankings of Grading Systems

e o

* Flathead Oregon Crinnell All Institutions

Grading Systems .
& %y Students/Faculty Students/Faculty Students/Faculty Students/Faculty

a. A-B-C-D-F only 5.2/4,2 . 5.8/4.1 5.7/3.2 5.7/3.9

L, A-B-C~D-F with Pass- 3.9/2.7 3.9/2.9 3.3/2.9 o 4,7/2.8
Fail Option ‘
¢. A-B~C-No Credit or 2.8/2.9 3.8/4.0 4.2/3.1 3.8/3.7
No Record only :
d. A-B-C-No Credit or No 3.1/3.5 2.8/3.3 3.1/3.9 2.9/3.4
Record w/Pass-N or NR
option
e, Pass-Fail only C 5.2/5.3 .5.3/4.8 5.3/5.2 5.3/4.9
_ f, Pass-No Credit or 5.0/5.5 4,9/5.4 4,9/5.4 4,9/5.4
No Record only ) .
g. Detailed written ' 5.2/5.5 4,3/5.5 . '3.6/5.1 - 4.2/5.4
evaluations only
h. Listing of student 5.8/6.4 © o 5,2/6,2 © 6.0/7.3 . 5.6/6.4
skills & competencies ) '
only '
i ©83/18 T 214/162 U 149/37 T 446/217
‘W, Significance - .26@/.15@ .16@/.20@ .21@/.38@ .38@/.23@
X, Sighificance 50.4 E ST o225.7@ T T 164.3@ 0 T 204.9@

. For a complete statement of the question and items, see the Student Questionnalre, Appendix
D, p. 178, question 14 and the Faculty Questionnaire, Appendix F, P. 183, question 13.

Degrees of freedom = 56 : . Significance: # = .05 level, @ = .01 level °

€8
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workloads and large classes as factors making written evaluation
.unfeasible. Several students added that their rankings were, as one
put it, "influenced by the fact that employers and graduate schools -
like to see grades.”" A number of respondents suggested that A-B-C-D
should have been offered as a choice.
The W values for this question indicated concordance at the .01
level for both students and faculty and equally significant x? values ,
fo; all but Flathead, where a significant difference in.stUAent—faculty
-‘opinion was not shown. The independence null was rejectéd in the over-
all results, however. |
Sub-group results for student question 14 and faculty question
13 (Appendices N and 0) showed W's for all variables significant, as
_were x% values for all but faculty sex, agé, and tenure varigbles. As
-on prefious questions, rejection of the null of indepéndence between
sub-group variables and responses was primarily the result of differ- '
ences in the item values rather than the rank orders. An important.
exception to. this, however, was the first-place rgnking of an A-B-C-N
or NR system by faculty inipre—prqfeésional fields.

" Factors Motivating Academic
Performance

' The next pair of questions involved comparative rankings of
factors motivating student academic performance under A-B-C-D-F and

A-B-C-N or NR grading. Table 6 , page:85 , indicates that under the




Tgble 6

Student and Faculty Mean Rankings of Factors Motivating Student
Academic Performance Under A-B-C-D-F Grading-

Flathead Oregon Grinnell All Institutions

ol *
Motlvaflng Factors Students/Faculty Students/Faculty Students/Faculty Students/Faculty

a. Desire of students to “4.3/3.7 4,4(4,0 4.,3/3.9 4,4/3.9
satisfy parents or ’
‘others close ', . &

b. Desire to satisfy 2.1/2.9 . 2.2/2.9 2.0/3.0 2.1/2.9
themselves

c. Desire to satisfy 4.2/4.3 - Gob/b.6 . 4.4/4.5 L.blb.6
‘teachers . ' .

d. Desire to earn A or B 3.3/2.2 2.8/2.0 - 3.1/2.3 3.0/2.1
grades .

e. Desire to avoid D or F 4,3/4,1 4.,2/3.6 4.6/4.1 © 4.403,7

f. Desire to learn the 2.9/4.0 2.9/3.9 ' 2.7/3.3 2.9/3.8
subject matter T B ' C :

n ' 85/20 .- 217/154 - 147/35 449/209

W, Significance .28@/ . 20@ .21@/ . 25@ .32@/.17@ .28@/ . 22@
x?2, Significance 38.4 _ 140.4@ 61.6@ 229.0@

* For a complete statement of the question and items, see the Student Questionnaire, Appendix
D, p. 178, question 15 and the Faculty Questionnaire, Appendix F, p. 183, question 14,

~Degreés of freedom = 30

Significance: # = .05 level, @ = .01 level

68
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traditional grading system students were primarily motivated to satisfy
themselves (factor b),‘seeking A's‘and B's (factor d) to a lesser
extent-—and then, some explained, only because they were "forced" to do
so "to get into grad school" or to avoid “prejudicing future placement,
jobs, etc." Faculty assumed that pursuit of A's and B:s was the prime
motivator of academic performance, many sharing the opinion that students
sougﬁt thus "to impress future employers and grad schools." Students

and faculty also disagreed over the relative importance of the desire

"to learn the subject matter (factor f), with students motivated more

by this than faculty estimated. The reverse was true of the desires to

avoid D's and F's (factor e) and to satisfy parents or others close

'(factor a), with students influenced less by these considerations than

faculty had assumed.‘

Kendall coefficilents were significant ét .01 for Eoth.groups,
causing rejection of the null of noﬁ—concordance; and x2 values for
differences in:studént—faculty opinions at Oregon and Grinnéll were
sufficiently -high to requirg rejection of the independence null for
these and the overall results. '

Sub-group results. for student question 15 (Appendix N) were
substantialiy'uniform, although the under—25 s?udents ranked their
desire to earn A's and B's second—-one higher than éther éub—groups——
and the overall fourth-place tie for factors a, c, and e was narrowly

resolved with varying sub—-group orders——only a tenth or so apart. Sub-
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group results for faculty question'14 (Appendix 0) were uniform in all
important respects. All student and faculty sub-groups reached .05 or
higher W-levels, and x? values were significant for all student vafiables
except sex and attendance aﬁd for the one faculty variable of marital
status. As on previous raﬁking questions, the rejection of the nuil

of independence was more a reflection of'sub—group'differences in item
values than in rank order.

As Table 7, page 88 ,.shows, responses to the second question
.1In the before-after sequence were quite similar to the first, with
‘students égain finding self-satisfaction to be the prime motivator for
academic performance and faculty incorrectly assuming that the pursuit
of A and B grades was most important. However, the desire to avoid N&
Credit or No Record appeared less important than previ&us avoidance of
D's and F's, as factor e dropped to last place in student rankings and
fourth place in faculty estimates.

Again, nulls were rejeéted as overall xz values showed concord-
ance at the .0l level for both groups, and the x?2 test.of in&ependence
indicated differences in student—faculty opinion significant at the .01
level. |

A‘X2 comparison of each group's rankings of factors mgtivating
academic pefformanqe before and after the change in grading systems.

Table 7, page 88) showed a diffefenge of ppinion sufficient to allow

rejection of the null for students and faculty at Flathead and fbr‘




o L '~ Table 7.. -
I Student and Faculty Mean Rankings of .Factors Motivating Student
Academic Performance Under A-B-C-N or NR Grading

. Fléthead Oregon Grinnell All Institutions

Motivating Factors Students/Faculty Students/Faculty Students/Faculty Students/Faculty

a. Desire of students to . 4.6/3.7 4.6/4.2 4.4/3.9 4.5/4.1
satisfy parents or ’ ‘
others close , . .

b. Desire to satisfy 2.1/2.9 2.0/2.7 1.9/2.6 2.0/2.7
themselves -
c. Desire to sétisfy 4.5/4.6 - 4,5/4.6 bbbl 4.5/4.6
teachers : C
d., Desire to earn A or 3.2/2.1 3.1/2.2 3.0/2.7 3.1/2.3
B grades : _ ) ‘
e, Desire to avoid No 4,7/4,1 4.5/3.7 4,7/4,2 4,6/3.8
" Credit or No6 Record : .
f. Desire to learn the ' 2.1/3.6 7 2,3/3.5 ~2.6/3.2 2.3/3.3
subject matter - o _ :
| n St os2/19 T 211/152 144/34 438/205
W, Significance .53@/.22@ . .37@/.22@ - .37@/.17@ - - .40@/.15@
" X2, Significance " 70.8@ 213.9@ 50,64 287.5@
2 e e : . 7 .
X% Significance, 43.8#/63.4@ 102.5@/ 24,1 17.5/12.9 114,6@/25.5
Table 6v7

*For a complete statement of the questidn-and items, see the Student Quéstionnaire, Appendix
D, p. 178, question 16 and the Faculty Questionnaire, Appendix F, p. 183, question 15,

Significance: # = .05 level, @ = .01 level Degrées of freedom: 30

88
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‘Oregon students."This was primarily the result of an increase in the
value assigned to the desire to learn the subject matte¥ (factor f),
with Flathead students, for example, increasing the mean value from 2.9
under A-B-C-D-F grading to 2.1 under A-B-C-NR.

Sub-group responses for student question 16 (Appendix N) were
substantially uniform, with factor b ranked'first and factor £ second
for all but three variables—-25 and over, marrieg, and freshman-
sophomore--which reversed the order of these factors. Sub-group
.responses for faculty question 15 (Appendix 0) were also generally
uniform, with factor e ranked first and factor‘b second for all but
three variables--teachers in the humanities, social sciences, and pre- -
professional fieids——which reveréed the order of these factors.

As on the first question of the pair, W values for all student
and faculty sub-groups reached a .05 significance or higher, causing
rejection of the non—éoncordande null., Chi—sqhare\values‘for éll
student variables except class and for the oné faculty variable of sex
were significant at .05 or above, requiring rejection of the independ-
~ence null for these combiﬁations. Ttem values rather than rank orders
were the primary differences.

The x2 comparison of sub-group rankings on this before-after
pair of'questiénSShowed a difference of opinion sufficient to allow
rejection of the null for twelve of nineteen studént variables and for

none of the faculty variables. The rank orders of the student variables
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remained generally the same, but item values increased--particularly for
factor f, desire to learn the subject matter.

Student omissions on questions 15 and 16 ran about 5 and 7 per
cent, respectively, and were primarily caused by disqualified partial
completions, as on previous raﬁking questions. However, the numerous
faculty who commented in exasperation, "I have no idea what motivates

' "revealed a continued reluctance

students to make an effort or study,'
to estimate student attitudes and resulted in a 19 per cent omission

. rate.

érading Accuracy
| The next pair of questions involved a comparative rating of

grading accuracy under the A-B-C-D-F -and A-B-C-N or NR systems. Table

"8, page 91 , shows that under the traditional system an overall total

of 22 per cent of the students found grades t§ indicate they had

learned much more (i?em a) or slightly more (item b) than'the§ real}y

di&g 37 per cent rated grades as being fairly accurate (item c)é 30 per -

cent found grades to indicate slightly less (item d) br much less (item.
e) than actually 1earned; and 11 per cent had no opinion.  Overall
faculty results show‘more'faiéh in grading accuracy. Although 17 per
cenF found grades to indicate more than was aﬁtually.iearned, 58 per
éeﬁt found grades fairly aécurate under the traditionél.Sys;em, and 16

per cent had no opinion. The written comments of many who omitted this

item~—students and faculty alike--were in agreement with the teacher
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!, Table 8|. -

. L y ‘ Lo i
Distributions of .Student.and Faculty Ratings of Grading Accuracy Under A-B-C-D-F System

‘ %
Accuracy Scale

Flathead

Oregoﬂ

Grinnell

All Institutions

a. (Student) grades
indicate they learned
much more than they
really did

b. « . . indicate they
learned slightly more
than they really did

€. + + o indicate fairly
accurately how much
they learned

d. . . . indicate they °
learned slightly- less
than they really did

€. . . . indicate they
learned much less
than they really did

" 21/5°

6/0 10/3 . 4/3

7/9 17/14 18/13
41/59 34/56 ' .39/68

13/14 21/7 . 20/5

‘

9/2 » 7/0 '

Student%/Faculty% Student%/Faculty% Student%/Faculty’ Student?/Faculty%

7/3

15/14

37/58

T6

19/7

11/2

n

84/19 205/162 - 134/34

" 423/215

X2, Significance

5.7 CU437@ T T T 12.44%

' 56,6@ -

*'Fdr a complete statement of the question and items, see the Student Questiomnaire, Appendix
D, p. 178, question 17 and the Faculty Questionnaire, Appendix F, p. 183, question 16,

Degfees of freedom = 4

Significance: # = .05 level, @ = .01 level
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who noted, "I'm not sure grades indicate anything about learning;"

The xz'values for Oregon and Grinnell showed a difference in
étudent-faculty ratings that was sigﬁificant at .05 or above, requiring
rejection of the independence nﬁll for these and the overall results.

Sub-group responses for student question 17 and facuity question
16 (Appendices N and 0) were mixed. The percentage of student sub-
group members rating grades as fairly accurate (item c¢) ranged from 53
per cent of the physical science majors to 28 per cent of the students
- in pre—professionai fields, and the faculty ranged from a high of 79
per cent of the physical science teachers to a 40 per cent low for
teachers in social sciences. The trend in moét sub-groups, however,
generally paralleled the overall student and faculty results, with
students less iﬁclined than teachers to rate grades as being acéurate.

Chi-square values for only two student variables, class and
GPA, .and oﬁe faculty variable, degree, reached levels of significance.
necessary for rejection of the independence null,’ Junior—éenior class
students, those with GPA's under.3.0, and facultvaithout the dqctorate
found grades less accurate than did gheir counterparts.

Responses to the second question in thié before-after sequence,
reported on Table 9, page 93, indicated that students at Flathead and
_ Oregon found an improvement in grading accuracy under the A-B-C-N or NR
system, while Grinnell students and the faculty of all three institutions.

found grades to be less accurate. The percentage of faculty rating




Table ©

" Distributions of Student and Faculty Ratings of Grading Accuracy Under A-B-C-N or NR System

Flathead Oregon Grimmell All Institutions

A ; * : o G
ceuracy Scalg Student?%/Faculty% Student%/Faculty’ Student%/Faculty?% Student?%/Faculty%

“

a.. (Student grades 2/5 7/7 “4/3 - : 5/6
indicate they learned
much more than they
really did

b. . . . indicate they ~ 15/18 - 16/25 20/42 17/27 .
learned slightly more . :
than they really did -

c. . . . indicate fairly  56/50 46/37 132/26 : 43/37
accurately how much
they learned

d. . . . indicate they 9/9 14/9 24/16 . 17/10
learned slightly less .
than they really did

e, . . + indicate they 6/5- 7/3 - 9/0 8/3
learned much less
than they really did "

n - 85/19 202/161 = . 135/33 422/213
'x2, Significance .97 18.8@ , 40, 1@ 37.6@
X2, Significance, . = - 14.7@/2.0 '8.6/17.6@ © 2,8/15.0@ 8.0/29.1@

Table 8“vs. 9

* For a complete statement of the question and itemé, see the Student Questionnaire, Appendix
D, p..178, question 18 and thé Faculty Questiomnaire, Appendix F, p. 183, question 17.
Degrees of freedom = 4 S Significance: # = .05 level, @ = .01 level

€6
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grades as indicating much more or slightly more than was actuall&
learned (items a and b) increased from 17 per cent under traditional
gfading to 33 per cent under the new system, while the percentage
finding grades falrly accurate (item,c).dropped from 58 per cent to 37
per cent. Many comments were in agreement with the teacher who warned
of ﬁgradé inflation" after D's and F's were eliminafed.

The x2 values for Oregon and Grinnell showed a difference in

student-faculty ratings that was significant at .01, causing rejection

. of the independerice null for these and the overall results.

1

A x? comparison of each'group}s ratingé of grading accuracy
beforé and after the change in grading systems (Table 9, page 93)
showedzadifference of opinion sufficient to allow rejection of thé nu11~
for students at Flathead and for faculty at Oregon and Grinnell, Mixed
stu&ent responses kept overall results below significant levels, 5ut
the uniform faculty opinion that grades were less accurate under. the
new system provided a X% that was significant at .01, causing rejection
of the null. |

Sub-group responses for student question-18 (Appendix N) were
mixed, but‘faculty 12sponses to their comparable question 17 tended to
rate the new system as less accurate than the old. The range of students
rating grades as being fairly accurate widened, with a high of 64 per -
cent for the freshman-sophomore vafiable and a low of 30 per cent for-

students with less than 3,0 GPA's. The faculty range narrowed. downward




95
with a high of 52 per cent of the biology teachers rating grades as
fairly accurate under the new system and a low of only 32 per cent of
the social science teachers agreeing.

Chi-square values for the student variables of age, marital
status, class, and GPA were significant at .05 or above, as was the
faculty variable of marital status, causing the nuli of independence
to be rejected for these sub-group variables. Students under 25, .
those ummarried, juniors and séniors, those with under a 3.0 GPA, and
.married faculty found grades less ‘accurate than did their counterparts.

The %2 comparison of each sub-group's ratings of accuracy for
the before-after pair of questions showed a significant opinion change
fof one 'of nineteen student variaBles and for nine of eighteen faculty
vafiables. The nulls were rejected for these sub;grqups.

Difficulty of Earning A's, . -
B's, and C's

The next three questions involved the ratiné of the relative
difficulty of earning A's; B's, and C's after D's and F's were
eliminated. Tabie 10, page 96, shows that 17 per cent of the respond-~
ing students found it much ha¥der or slightly hardér to earh‘A‘s‘
(items. a and b); 68 per cent saw no change (item c); 12 per cent found
it slightly easier or much easier (items d and e); and 3 pér cent
offered no opinion. Overall faculty results show a stronger trend in

the direction of less difficulty of earning A's. Only 6 per cent found




Table 10

Distributions of Student and Faculty Ratings of A-B-C-N or NR
" Effect on Difficulty of Earning A's

Flathead Oregon Grinnell " All Institutions

‘e *
. Difficulty Scale Student%/Faculty?% Student%/Faculty? Student?/Faculty? Student%/Faculty%

a. It is much harder 5/0 1/2 - 8/0 ]2
to earn A's now
b, . . . slightly harder  10/0 14/5 - 14/3 13/4
to earn A's now ' .
¢, . . . neither harder 61/95 ' 71/65 68/47 : 68/65
nor easier to earn .
"A's now
d. . . . slightly easier 11/0 : 10/21 , 9/45 10/23
to earn A's now . : : '
e. . o . much easier 3/0 _ 3/4 . 0/5 2/4
to earn A's now - " :
n 88/21 . 219/192 .. 151/38 458/251
- %%, Significance 9,84 18.8@ T 40.1@ T - 37.6@

* For a complete statement of the question and items, see the Student Questionnaire, Appendix
D, p. 178, question 19 and the Faculty Questionnaire, Appendix F, p. 183, question 18.

Degrees bf freedom = & Significance: # = .05 level, @ = .0l level

96
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it hardér to earn A's; 65 per cent saw no change; 27 per cent found it
easiler; and 2 per cent offered no opinion.

The X2 test indicated differences in student—faculty opinion to
be significant at .05 or above for all three colleges, causing rejection
bf the null.

Sub—group.responses for étudent question 19 (Appendix N) were
generally uniform, but the x% values reached .05 or above for the
variables of age, clasé, and major, with those over 25, lower classmen,
-and in the physical sciences %inding more change in the difficulty of
earning A's than did Fheir counterparté. Sub—group responses for
faculty question 18 (Appendix 0) also paralleled overall ratings, with
only the Qariable of sex'reaching as high as .05 significance and
requiring rejection of the null. The faculty men found A's eésiér to
earﬁ under the new system than did the Womeﬁ.

As- reported on Tgble 11, page 98 , 9 per cent of the students
rated the difficulty of earniné B's as much harder or slightly harder
under the new system (items a and b); 63 per cent found no change (itém.
c); 23 per cent found it slightly easier or much easier (items d and e);
and 5 per cent offered no opinion. Faculty'observed.a stronger trend in
the direction of less difficulty of earning B's. Only 6 ﬁer cent found
iF harder to earn B's; 52 per cent saw no change; 39 per cent found it
easier; and 3 per cent offered no opinion.

Chi-square levels reached the .05 level of significance or above




Table 11

Distributions of Student and Faculty Ratings of A~B-C-N or NR
' Effect on Difficulty of Earning B's

Flathead Oregon ' Grinnell All Institutions

. . * A . . .
Difficulty Scale” giydent%/Faculty% Student?%/Faculty? Student%/Faculty% Student%/Faculty%

a. It is much harder 1/0 . 0/1 2/0 1/0
to earn B's now ' :

b, . . slightly harder 11/0 7/17 . 8/3 8/6
to earn B's now ’

‘c. . . neither harder 54/91 68/53 61/26 63/52
nor easier to earn
B's now

d. . . slightly easier 20/5 _ 17/25  23/50 ©19/27
to earn B's now o , _

e. . . mich easier to 5/0 . o 4/12 3/18 . 4/12
earn B's now : ) )

n : 88/21 217/192 : © 148/37 453/250

x2 Significance 10.04# 16.2@ ©29.4@ 24.0@

* For a complete statement of the question and items, see the Student Questionnaire, Appendix -

"D, p. 178, question 20 and the Faculty Questionnaire, Appendix F, p. 183, question 19,
Degrees of freedom = 4

Significance: # = .05 level, @ = .01 level

. 86
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for the three institufiﬁns, indicating considerable differences in
student—faculﬁy ratings and causing rejection of the null.
Sub-group responses for student question 20 (Appendix N) were

in general agreement, but x% values significant at .05 or above indicated
digagreement for the variables of class and major. Lower classmen and
physical sciencé students found B's easier to earn under the new gradiné
system than did their counterparts, causing rejection of the null 6f
indeﬁendence for these variables. Faculty sub-group responses to their
* comparable question 19 (Apﬁendix 0) were also generally uniform, with
X% values allowing retention of the null for aliﬂbut the variables of
gex énd degree. Women and faculty with doctorates found more change
ﬁpde;.;he new system than did thei? counterparts, with most of thé
&ifferénce indicated in the direction of less difficulty of earning B's.

-~ - Table 12, page 100, shows that 9 per.cent of'the:students found
it m#ch harder or glightly harder (items a andAp) to earn C's after the

elimination of D's and F'é; 42 per cent saw no change (item c¢); 43 per

cent?founé-il slightly easier or much easier (items d and é); and é per
cent:offered no opinion. Faculty responses indicate an even more pro—':
nounced trend in the direction of less difficulty, with oply 8 per cent
rating it hérder'td earn C's, 25 per cent seeing no changé; 66 per cent
- finding it eéasier, and 1 per cent offering no opinion. |

The questions concerning the A and B grades drew very few written

comments, but many of the respondents had something -to' add about the




Table 12

Distributions of Student and Faculty Ratings of A~-B-C-N or NR
Effect on Difficulty of Earning C's

Difficulty Scale®

Flathead

Oregon- Grinnell

Student%/Faculty? Student?%/Faculty? Student%/Faculty%

All Institutions

Student?/Faculty?

a. It is much harder 2/0 /1 _ 3/3 2/1
to earn C's now .

b. . . slightly harder - 5/0 7/8 8/8 717
to earn C's now

¢. . . neither harder 44/59 49/24 31/8 42/25
nor easier to earn .
C's now

d. . . slightly easier 22/23 23/35 36/39 27/35 S

* to earn C's now .

e. . . . much easier - 16/14 13/30 19/42 16/31
to earn C's now .

n 85/21 209/193 147/38 441/252

;xz,,Significance 2.4 36.7@ 12,94 150.5@

* For a complete statement of the question and items, see the Student Questionnaire, Appendix
D, p. 178, question 21 and the Faculty Questionnaire, Appendix F, p. 183, question 20,

Degfees of freedom = 4

Significaﬁce: # = .05 level, @ = .01 level
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effect of eliminating D's and F's on the difficulty of earning C's.
Most of these comments showed concern fhat,‘as one teacher put it, "
The 0ld D is now C." A few students omitted the question because of
unfamiliarity with the grade. "I have never recieved [sic] a C," one
Oreéon scholar noted proudly. |

Sub-group responses for student question 21 and faculty ques-
tion 20 (Abpeﬁdices N and 0) were quite uniform, with x? values signifi-
cant at .05 or above for only the variables of student attendance~ana
. major and_for none of the faculty variables. ‘Full-time students and
those with physical science majors found-it easier to earn C's than
did their couﬁterparts, causing fejection of the null for these sub-

groups.

Worry About Grades and
Grading

Table 13, page 102, provideé the responses of sfudents who were
asked to rate their relative worry over grades after adoption of the
ArB-C—ﬁ or NR system and the responses of faculty who were asked to
estimate student worry. Fourteen per cent of the students indicated

“that they worried moré kitems a and b);.54'pér cent'sgw no change'
(item ¢); 29 per cent worried less (items d and e); and.3 pér cent
offered no opinion. Facuify estimated a more proﬁounced tgénd in the -
direction of less student worry over,grade;‘than did thg stgagnts(themr

selves. Only 12 per cent of the faculty observed more worry; 34 per




Table 13

Distributions of Student and Faculty Ratings of A-B-C-N or NR
System Effect on Student Worry About Grades

Flathead Oregon Grinneli All Tnstitutions

Rating Scale Student?%/Faculty?% Student?/Faculty? Student%/Faculty% Student%/Faculty?

a. (Students) seem to 4/5 2/2 10/5 5/3
worry much more
about grades now

b. . . . worry slightly 4/9 9/7 -12/18 9/9
more about grades

c. . . ..worry neither 57/27 - 48/36 : 61/29 54/34
. more nor less about : .
grades now

20T

d. . . . worry slightly . 14/32 . 29/36 s 16/42 ' 21/37
less about grades now . : : :
e. . . . worry much less 15/23 - 9/10 1/3 8/10
about grades now
n 90/21 C 217/179 152/37 " 459/237
" %2, Significance 8.1 6.5 . 18.1@ . 32.3@"

*For a completé statement of the question and items, see the Student Questionnaire, Appendix -
D, p. 178, question 22 and the Faculty Questionnaire, Appendix F, p. 183, question 22.

Sigﬁificanée; # = .05 level, @ = .01 level

Degrees of freedom: 4
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cent found no changej; 47 per cent thought students worried less; and 7
per cent offered no estimate.
In explaining why she thought student worries over grades had -
increased, one student summarized thg comments of many in writing;
"[Now,] I am really disappointed when I get a B. B's are 'average' . . .

and C's are 'below average.'" A few students who found no change under

the new system echoed the comment of one blithe spirit, "I don't worry

' while others shared continuing concern, "I'm a

at all over academics,'
- pre-dental major and I always worry about grades." Several of those who
found less worry agreed with the student who explainéd, "I know of
people who were happy to lose .credit for a course instead of receiving
a failing grade." Indeed, some students commented that they would
rather lose credit for a course'than,receive a C grade.
The X2 values for Flathead and Oregon did not indicate a signifi-

cant difference in student-faculty opinion, but the value for Grimnell
wasg significant at .Oi, as was the value for the overall results. Rejec-
tion of the null indicate& student~-faculty differences in the extent
rather than the direction of'change. Both groups found less student
worry over grades under the new system, but faculty estimated a greater
change under the new s&stem than students reported.

' Sub;group responses to question 22 (Appendices N and.O).were

generally uniform. The x? values for the student variables of age,

marital status, class, attendance, and GPA did reach the .05 significance
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level or abpve, but again the rejection'of the null indicates differ-
ences in the extent rather than the diréction of change. Students over
25, married, at the upper class or graduate levels, and those with 1éss
than 3.0 GPA's found less worry under the new system than did theig
counterparts. Nome of the faculty variables for question 22 reached
.05 significance, allowing retention of the independence null.
| Table 14, page'lOS, provides responses to a similar question,
. ‘'which asked faculty to rate théir'own worry over grading after elimina-
- tion of D's and F's. Overall results show 29 per cent to worry much‘
more or élight}y more (items a and b), %6 per cent to worry heither more
nor less (item c¢), 19 per cent to worry éither slightly less or much
less (items d and e), and 2 per cent to have omitted the question.

Several faculty who indicated that they worry more about grading
under the new system commented that the line between C levei performance
and that which would formerly have earned a D but now receives no
credit is difficult to maintaiq. A few of those who found no change
were .in agfeement with the teacher who explained, “I always worried.
. Grading is serious business.'" But just as many said they had never
‘worried, for, as one put it, "[grading is] a necessary evil that is
foolish to-worfy over." One of those ﬁho now worries less under A-B-C-
No Record recalled, "F's were harder to give than to receive." His
implication, shared in others' éomments, is that it is easier to with-

hold credit than to fail students.
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V ' Distributions of Faculty Ratings of A-B-C-N or NR

Table 14

Effect on Faculty Worry About Grading

Oregbn %

Rating Scale™ . Flathead % Grinnell 7% All Institutiéns %

a. I worry much more .9 7 13 8
about grading now

b. I worry slightly more 14 20 34 21
about grading now

¢, I worry neither more nor 41 53 37 50
less about grading now

d. I worry slightly less 23 16 11 16
about grading now

e, I worry much less 9. 2 ) 3
about grading now '

n 21 193 38 252

* For a complete statement of the question and items, see the Faculty Questionnaire,

Appendix F, p. 183, question 21,

0T
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Incidence of Cheating

Responses to a question which asked for a rating of the relative
incidence of academic cheating after- elimination of D's and F's are
shown on Table 15, page 107. Only 4 per cent of the students f;und
much more or slightly more cheating. (items a and b); 68 per cent saw
no change (item c¢); 20 per cent found slightly less or much less
cheating (items d and e); and 8 per cent omitted the question. Faculty
observed the new grading system to have had less effect on cheating than
. did stﬁdents. Three per cent believed that cheating has iﬁcreased;

76 per cent found no change; 11 per cent saw a Qecrease; and 10 per

cent omitted the questioﬁ. There were few marginal notes by those
answering the quesfion, but ﬁany of those not responding commented that
they had no contact with or knowledge’of cheating. One student mildly -
chastised the researcher for even asking such a question, commenting,
"Really, Mr. Taylor, this is Grinnell." .

The *2 test indicéted differences in student-faculty opiniom to
be significant at .OS.fof‘the ovérall results, causing rejection of the
independence null for these variables.

Sub—gfoué responses to- question 23 (Appendices N and 0) were
generally uniform, with X% values siénificant at .05 or above for only
tﬁgvvariables of student age, major, and GPA and for the faculty
variable of major. Students under 25, social sciénce majérs, those With;

3.0 G?A's or above, and faculty in the humanities and physical sciences




Table "15

Distributions of Student and Faculty Ratings of A-B-C-N or NR Effect on Cheating

. * Flathead Oregon Grinnell All Institutions
Rating Scale . o .
Student%/Faculty% Student?/Faculty’ Student?/Faculty? Student%/Faculty?
a. Students seem to 2/0 o1/t 1/3 1/1
- cheat much more now
b, . . . seem to cheat 2/5 2/0 ' 478 3/2
slightly more now
c. . .. seem to cheat . 61/82 63/75 . 78/76 68/76
: neither more nor . .
less now
d. . . . seem to cheat 11/9 17/10 . . 9/3 13/9
slightly less now '
e. . . . Seem to cheat 11/0 9/3 3/3 7/2
much less now ' :
n 85/21 < 206/173 144/35 435/229
%2, Significance 4.3 18.0@ : 2.7 13.1#

" *For a complete statement of the question and items, see the Student Questionnaire, Appendix

D, p. 178, question 23 and the Faculty Questionnaire, Appendix F, p, 183, question 23.
Signifiéance:. # = .05 level, @ = .01 level

Degrees of freedom: 4

LOT
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found considerably less change in the incidence of cheating after

elimination of D's and F's than did their colleagues.

Likelihood of Probation

Table 16, page 109, provides respénses of students and faculty
to a question concerning the effecf of A-B-C-N or NR grading on the
likelihood of écholastié probation. The two groups disagreed considera-
bly on the extent of change. Only 10 per cent of the students thoughf

it much more or slightly more likely that they would now be placed on
probation (items a and b); 63 per cent saw no change in the likelihood
(item ¢); 24 per cent thought it slightly less or much less likely
(items d and e); and 3 per cenf did not offer.an opinion. Faculty
responses indicate.a much greater effeﬁt in the direction of less
1ikelihood of probation.. Although 22'§er cent found students more
1ikei§ to be placed on probation, only 19 per cent found no change,
and ﬁS per cent rated probation less likely. . Fourteen per cent omitted
the question;

In explaining their impressién that the likelihood of probation
had increaéed, respondents commented that Oregon's ceiling on the
percentage of No Credits accumulated and Grinnell's requirement of
"normal progress" toward the four—year degree could adversely affect the
academic status of‘many students. Those finding.no'éhange or less
likelihood of probation offered liftle explanation for théir views. It

should be noted. that Flathead Valléy Community College does not have a

<




Table 16

Distributions of Student and Faculty Ratings of A~B-C-N or NR
Effect on Scholastic Probation

Flathead . o Oregon Grinnell All Institutions

*
Ratipg_Scale . " Student?/Faculty?’, Student?/Faculty? Student%/Faculty? Student%/Faculty?

a. (Students) are much . 3/0 6/5 - 3/3 5/4
more likely to placed .
on probation now

b. . . ¢ slightly more 4/5 4/22 . 7/8 5/18
likely to be placed . ' ’
on probation mnow

¢c. . . . neither more - 56/23 56/20 . '77/13 63/19
nor less likely to ' '
be placed on proba-
tion now

d, . . . slightly less . 10/9 - 17/28 ' 6/55 12/31
likely to be placed : Lo . .
on probation now

e. . . . much less likely ' 16/45 Lo 14/10 , 5/13 . 12/14
to be placed or : o
probation now

n | 86/18 218/168 150/35 454/221

x2 Significance - 13,24 . 69.4@ 71.4@ 130.0@

*For a complete statementiof the question and items, see the Student Questionnaire, Appendix
D, p. 178, question 24 and the Faculty Questionnaire, Appendix F, p. 183, question 24, '

Significance: # = .05 level, @ = .01 level Degrees of freedom: &

60T
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formal set of requirements or procedures estéblished for academic
probation.

Although students and faculty agreed on the direction of change,
their differences of opinion as to the extent of change produced x2
values that were significant at high levels, causing rejection of the
null of independence of variables.

Sub-group responses to question 24 (Appendices N and 0) were
consistent with overall resulté in most respects. Only the éariables
- of student sex and major and the facul;y variable of major produced
values signiéicant at .05 or above. Women students, those in the
Humanities and social sciences, and faculty in pre-professional fields
found sbmewha; less change in the likelihood of probation than did

their counterparts.

Enrollment in Electives

Table 17, page 111, shows responses to a question coﬁcerning
the effect of the new grading sysfem on student tendency to enroll in
elective courses not required in their major fieldé of sfudy. Many
students and teachers found this exp;orétory enrollment to have
incfeased under A-B-C-N or NR grading. Thirty per cent of the stu&ents
indicated tﬁat-they take many more or a few more of these courses now
(items a and b): 66 per cent found no change (item c); 6 per cent
. indicated that they take a few less or many less such cburses ﬁow

(items' d and e); and 4 per cent did not regspond. Faculty estimated




Table 17

Dlstrlbutions of Student and Faculty Ratings of A-B-C-N or NR Effect’
on Tendency to Take Exploratory Elective Courses

Rati Scale® Flathead - Oregon : Grinnell All Institutions
ating ocale Student?%/Faculty?% Student?/Faculty? Student?/Faculty? Student%/Faculty?
a. (Students seem to) 21/9 13/12 0/8 10/11
take many more such
courses mow
b. . . . take a few more 17/50 o 27/47 _ 13/39 20/47
such courses now . .
¢c. . . . take neither 49/36 56/30 73/42 60/32
more nor less of '
these courses now
~d. . . . take a few - . 2/0 2/0 8/5 ' 4/1
less such courses .
now
e. . . . take many less 1/0 o/1 . . 5/3 . 2/1
such courses now e :
n . 86/21 218/177 150/37 4547235
x2, Significance - ¢ 11.0# ° 33.2¢ ¢ 29.6@ 73.9@

*For a complete statement of the question and items, see the Student Questionnaire, Appendix
D, p. 178, question 25 and the Faculty Questiomnaire, Appendix F, p. 183, question 25.

Significance: # = .05 level, @ = .01l level . Degrees of freedom: &

TIT1T.
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greater change in the direction of more exploration than the students
themselves reported. Fully 58 per cent of the faculty found students
to take more electives under the new system; 32 per cent saw no change;
only 2 per cent found students taking less electives; and 8 per cent
of fered no estimate.

Student comments indicated that increased enrollment in
electives was one of the more obvious effects of A-B-C-N or NR grading.
Indeed, one went so far as to suggest that "this is the only relsvant
* and significant difference." Faculty estimates of increased exploratory
enrollment may be given credence on the basis of their experience as
student academic advisors. Fully 95 per cent indicated such guidance
responsibilities on the background portion of their survey form (éues—
tion 9).

The X% value for Flathead Wss significant at .05, and the values
for Orsgon snd Grinnell reached the .01 level., ‘A differsnce in student-
faculty opinion sufficient to:reject the null of independence was thus
‘'showm.

Sub-group results for question 25 (Appendices N and 0) were less
uniform for students than faculty. The x? values for the student
variables of age, marital status, class, and major were significant at
.05 or above, causing rejection of the null. Students swenty~five and
over, married students, lower classmen and graduates, and education
majors wefe.considerably more likely to take_electives under the new

, :
zrading system than were their counterparts. Wone of the X7 values for
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faculty variables reached the significance level necessary for rejection

of t@e null.

Grades as Threat or Reward

The next pair of questions involved a comparative rating of the
use of grades by teachers as a threat or reward for conformity to.their
views under the traditional and non-punitive systems. As Table 18,
page 114, indicates, 28 per cent of the studentslwere of the opinion
that teachers almost always or quite often use grades to enforce
conformity under‘the A-B—-C-D-F system (items a and b); 27 pe£ cent
thought that the practice occurred once in awhile item c); 41 per cent
found it seldom or almost never to occur (items d and e); and 4 per cent
did not.respond. faculty found the practice to be less prevalent. Only
15 per cent estimated its occurence as. almost always or quite often; .
22 per cent thoughtqit occurred once in awhile; 47 per cent found it
seldom or almost never practiced; and 16 per cent did not offer an
opinion.

Written commeﬁts‘révealed considerable sensitivity to and
controversy over the question. Several students who believed that their
teachers often used grades to enforce conformity hastened to add that
the practice was perhaps, as one explained "sb subtle they‘aren‘t even
aware of it." 0the£ respondents countered by adding an item f to thé,
quéstion, labeling it hNEVER." Several teachers éxplained that whiie

the practice may occur in other disciplines, it did not apply to




Table 18

Distributions of Student and Faculty Ratings of Teacher Use of Grades As
: Threat or Reward for Conformity Under A-B C-D-F System

Flathead Oregon Grinnell "~ All Institutions

- %
Frequency Scale Student%/Faculty?% Student%/Faculty?% Student%/Faculty? Student?%/Faculty%

a. Almost always 13/0 . 4/2 3/0 . 5/2
b. Quite often 28/5 28/15 ' 13/11 23/13
c. ‘Once in awhile - 25/23 26/22 _ 28/21 27/22
4, Seldom - - 9/27 . 19/27 2oy 18/26
e. Almost never 16736 | 21219 . 31/24’ ©o23/21
n . : 8}/20 219/166 - 148/30 454/216
xz,Significénce 15,@@ 11.8# 1.6 - 28,8@

#+For a complete statement of the question and items, see the Student Questionnaire, Appendix
D, p. 178, question 26 and the Faculty Questionnaire, Appendix F, p. 183, question 26.

.-Significance: # = ,05 level, @ = ,01 level

Dégrees of freedom: &

71T
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mathematics, physics, or as one summed up, "the sciences." One teacher
declined to estimate the actual occurence, but noted that "the poten-
tial threat is always there" under traditional grading. Several
faculfy who did not answer the question explained that they could not
generalize about the practices of their colléagues.

Chi—équare tests of independence for Flathead and Oregon were
significant at .05 or above, as were the overall resui;s, causing
rejection of the null.

Sub-group responseé to question, 26 were quite ﬁniform, with
only the student variables of age ana class and the faéulty variable
of major field reachiﬁg'a level of significance high enough to require
rejection.of the null., Students under twenty-five, those in the fresh-
man and sophomore classes, and faculty in pre-professional fields
" found grades used to enforce conformity more often than‘did their
counterparts.

Responses to the second question in-this before—afte; sequence,
reported on Table 19, page 116, indicate a decrease under A-B~C-N or NR
grading in the use of grades by teachers as a threat or reward for
conformity to their views. Although 14 per cent of the students still
mainéained that the praétice occurred almost always or quite often
(itens é and b), 29 per cent though it océur?ed only once in awhile
(item ¢), 52 per cent seldom or almost never observed the practice

(items d and e), and 5 per cent offered no opinion. TFaculty were even.




Table 19

Distributions of Student and Faculty Ratings of Teacher Use of Grades As
Threat or Reward.for Conformity Under A-B-C-N or NR System

* Flathead  Oregon Grinnell  All Tnstitutions
r Scal
Frgquency cg ¢ Student%/Faculty? Student%/Faculty? Student?/Faculty? Student%/Faculty%

9TT

a. Almost always 3/0 2/1 2/0 2/1
b. Quite often 9/0. 13/9 ) 11/5. 12/8
c. Once in awhile 24/18 33/22 25/26 29/23
d., Seldom © 23/36 24/31 . o 22/24 23/30
e. Almost never 29/36 25/20 . 37/26 _ 29/23
n 85/20 218/165 148/31 451/216

2, Significance Gt 7.6 2.2 11.3#

x?, Significance o .
Table 18-V 19  ° 23.8@/1.4 . 17.3@/3.9 ¢ 1.7/ .9 30.4@/5.2

*For a complete statement of the question.and items, see the Student Questiomnaire, Appendix
D, p. 178, question 27 and the Faculty Questionnaire, Appendix F, p. 183, question 27.

Significance: # = .05 level, @ = ,01 level

Degrees of freedom: &
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. more éonvinced that the practice was uncommon, with only 9 per cent
having found it almost always orrquite often to occur, 23 per cent
having found it once in awhile, 53 per cent insiting that it seldom
or almost never occurred, and 15 per cent not responding.

Although x? values for the three individual colleges were not
sufficient to reject the null, overall results did indicafe a difference
in student;faculty opinion significant at the .05 level. .However, the
difference was in degree, not direction. Both groups agreed that gradeé
- were infrequently used to enforce conformity under the non—punitive
grading system.

V Sub-group results for question 27 (Appendices N and 0) uni-
formly pafalieied overall student—facﬁlty opinion. The X% test of

independence showed none of the student or faculty variables.to be

'significanf at .05 or‘above. |

A x2 comparison of each group's éstimates of the‘use ofﬁgrades
to enforce conformity before and after adoption of fhe Arﬁ—C—N or NR
system (Table 19, page 116) éhowed a difference of opinion sufficient
to .cause rejection of the null for students at Flathead and Oregon.
Although studeﬁts at these two colleges found the practice to have
significantly diminished under the new grading system, Grinnell students
aqd faculfy at all three institutions found the ﬁraétice infrequent

under both systems.

Sub~group comparisons of before-after opinions (question 26v27,
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Aépendices N and 0) showed X2 values to be significant fgr nine of
nineteen student wariables énd.for none of the faculty variables.A The
null waslthué retainéd for. about half of the étudent sub—-groups and for
all of the faculty groups.

General Student-Faculty
Relationship )

Respoﬁsesto.the final question, concerning the effect of A-B-C-N
or NR grading on the general student-faculty relationship are shown on
Table 20, page 119.  Although most respondents in both groups found no
change under the new system, a considerable number did see an improve-
mént in the relationship. Fully 26 per cent of the students éhought
- that the? got along much better or a little better with their teachers
‘(items a and b); 70 per cent saw no changé in the relationship; 2 per
cent thought they did not get along quité-as well or nearly as well
(items d and e); and 2 per cent did not answer. Faculty responses were
similar,‘with Zé per éent observing students and teachers to get along
better than-before, 68 per cent finding no change, 4 per cent seeing a
»worsening éf thé relationship, and 6 per cent not offeriﬁg aﬁ opinion.

Written comments included séveral indications of "better rap-—
port" and "less tension" in the student-faculty relationship. However,
one-teacher found little change "except where faculty curry favor by

giving inflated marks," and a student noted some faculty resentment

"because [the non-punitive grading system] was foisted upon them."




Table 20

Distributions of Student and Faculty Ratings of A-B-C-N or MR
Effect on General Student-Faculty Relationship

- Rating Scale”

Flathead
Student?%/Faculty? Student%/Faculty? Student%/Faculty? Student%/Faculty?

Oregon

Grinnell

All Institutions

a. (Students and teachers)
get along much T:atter
than before

b, . . . get along a
little better than
before

Ce o« o » get along nei-
ther better nor
worse than before

d., . . . do not get along
quite as well as
before

e. «+ . » do not get along
nearly as well as-
before

19/0

10/32

60/59

. 175 .

1/0

8/3

25/19°

65/67 . . -

0/3

0/0

3/3 . 9/2

9/16 : 17/20
83774 70/68

5/8 o 2/4

0/0 " ' 0/0

n

88/21

220/182

151/38 459/241

Xz,SignifiCance

13.2#

14.2@

2.6 15.1@

*For a complete statement of the question and items, see the Student Questionnaire, Appendix
D, p. 178, question 28 and the Faculty Questionnaire, Appendix F, p. 183, question 28.

Significance: # = ,05 1éve1, @ = .01 level

" Degrees of freedom: 4

61T




" 120

The X2 test of independence showed a difference in student-
faculty opinion that was significant at .05 or above for Flathead,
Oregon, and the overall results. As was the case on several previous
questions, the groups were in agreement about theldirection_of change,
but differed in their estiﬁates of its extent. At Flathead, for
example, 29_per.cent of the students found the general studént—faculty
relationship to have improved under A-B-C-N or NR grading (items a énd
b), Qith 19 per cent taking the extreme pqsition that it was much
" better (item a). Thirty-two pef cent of the faculty agreed that the

relationship had improved, but they found it.only a little better

(item b).

. Sub-group results for question 28 (Appendiceé N and 0) indicated
‘differences of opinion to be signifiéant at .05 or above for the
student variaﬁles of class level and GPA and.for none of the faculty
variables. Students in.the junior and senior classes and those with
GPA's below 3.0 found considerablylmore improvemeht in the general
‘student-faculty relationship than did their counterparts in other sub-—
groups. The null of independence was thus rejected for these excep-—

tions and retained for all other student and faculty sub-groups.

Unsolicited Student-Faculty Responses
A number of written marginal comments, notes, and separate
letters accompanied questionnaire returns. Many of the 103 unsolicited

student responses and the 92 faculty responses were summarize& in the
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preceding sections of this chapter,‘as part of the analysis of specific
questions. 'Othef responses, of a more general nature, were sorted into
three ;ategories;rstatements negativé toward the non—-punitive grading
system, statements positive toward the system, and statements either
neutral towérd the system and)or more directed to the overall qﬁestion
of grading than to this particulér'scheme.
The following excerpts are representative examples of responses
negativ;'towérds non~-punitive grading:
. « . I do not thinkK the change has much more than illusory
significance. The most practical result has been to make it
difficult to pass students who would otherwise have earned a
"D." (Oregon, social science teacher)
I do not like the "erase" idea. To me, it is dishorest and

fails to show the record made by a student--for whatever circum-
stances or factors involved, (Grinnell, biology teacher)

« « «» Your quéstions . . . couldn't sense the apathy of the
students after change or the attitude of the teachers toward the
apathy of the students. It is more difficult to earn an A, but
not necessarily more difficult to get ome! It is extremely
difficult for the better students. (Flathead, social science

" student)

Under the new grading system, it is really difficult to
"flunk out." Grades seem to be highly inflated today, lending
very little reliability & GPA's as a measure of a student's
performance and ability to learn. (Oregon, industrial relations
student) ’

« « « My opinion of the [ABC-No credit system] is that it stinks.
The result. . . . is the use of the C grade as a catch-all . . . .
It includes D students as well as C+ ones. (Oregon, social science
student) . '

v« . The [A-B~-C-No Record] system is absolutely useless to me.
It is-designed to benefit those who fail courses, and I never
fail courses. (Grinnell, biology student)
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If a person does badly in a course, it seems pointless to
hide the fact . . . . Acceptance of the fact that you screwed
up a course is better for your head than just forgetting about
it. It gives you a better idea of your capabilities and limi-

- tations. (Grinnell, physical science student)

The following excerpts are representative examples of responses

positive towards the system:

-1 encourage adopting of an A-B~C-No .Credit type system. Why
not accentuate the positive and eliminate the negative? Reward
students for what they do instead of threatening them for what
they don't do. (Just like the payroll -system we "adults" work
under) (Oregon, physical science teacher)

There is far less neurotic failure syndrome; the comﬁensation~
factor of G.P.A. has been removed.(Oregon, theatre arts teacher)

There is a point I wish to make [about]. the emotional effect
of the change . . . . Under ABCDF, an "F" was very hard to cope
with. Under our present system, if -I find myself faced with a
course which is not relevant, too difficult, not interesting, or
for any reason not compatible with my present life condition, I
can drop the course without any thought of "punishment.”™ . . . .
For me, this "safety valve" is the most significant effect of
the change . . . (Flathead, humanities student)

I feel very lucky to have been a student at a college with a
grading system such as FVCC's . . . . It takes the fear out of
trying something new. It takes the pressure off of not being
able to complete the requirements of a class in the prescribed
time period. It has made me realize the importance of learning
for my own sake . . . not for the grade . . . . I'm afraid I

“couldn't ever go back to the old grading system agaln (Flathead
student)

[A-B~-C-No Record] gives the student a better chance to prove
himself. 1If he fails once, he can try again without it showing
on his record,. (Grinnell, social science student).

The following excerpts are representative of responses that were

neutral towards the specific A-B-C-N or NR alternative and/or more

directed toward grading in general than a specific system:
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Grades should be abolished. The student knows approximately
where he stands with his peers. How one copes with real life
situations has little if any relation to grades or other means
of  categorizing individuals.(Oregon, architecture teacher)

« « « Grading systems are very impersonal and should be improved
so as to truly reflect an individual's gifts. . . . 'There is a
true complexity involved that is oversimplified by grading in the
conventional manner. If courses were organized around teaching
instead of quizzing it might be better. (Flathead, student)

[Grades] are merely an institutional device to pigeon-hole
students, funnel them to grad school, etc. I certainly do not
consider the ABCDF v. the ABC debate a valid one, (Grlnnell, social
science student)

If you want my real opinion about the A-B-C-No Credit system,
it's that it hasn't changed my academic life at all . . . . I've
always worked hard for classes, not because I'm totally motivated
by good grades, but because I really like to go to school and
learn . . . (Grinnell, humanities student).

No Record, No Credit? As far as I knew we were still under

ABCDF. (Oregon, social science student)

Admissions Officer Questionnaire .
Returns )

As Table 21 indicates, questionnaires were.sent to a total of

Table. 21

Admission Officer Questionnaire Returns

Survey Number Number Per cent Number
Region Sent Returned - Returned Usable
Flathead _ 48 - . 42‘ ' 88 41

Oregon 62 48 - 77 : 46

Grinnell 112 78 70 73

Totals 222 - 168 76 o " 160
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222 transfer and graduate admissions officers; and 168 (76 per cent)
were returned before the cut—off date. Of the eight unusable responses,
most- were not completed because the responding admissions officer
declined to answer for other administrators and department personnel
involved in the graduate admissions process. ¥For this reason, one
might question the responses provided by the 160 admissions officers
Who did éarticipate in the %urvey. Admissions officers and department
personnel appeér to substantially agree on these matters, however,
judging from the results of a survey similar to this study. Edward
‘Stevens found a correlatioﬁ of Spéé?man r-= .83 between the responses
éf 16 departments at a major univérsity and the responses of 147
graduate school admissions officers. 2

Return rates of 70 per cent from the Grinnell regién and 77 fer
"cent from the Oregon region Wére surpassed by a strong 88 per cent from
the. Flathead region. Thesé ﬁigh return rates underscore the profes-
sional interest in non-traditional grading experiments- in higher
education and seem to justify confidence in survey results.

Admissions officer questionnaire results are organized to
consider the following topics: (1) undergraduate transfer criteria,

(2) graduate admissions criteria, (3) undergraduate competition for

transfer and scholarships, and (4) graduate competition for admission

2pdward Stevens, "Grading Systems and Student Mobility,“
Educational Record, Fall 1873, p. 31l1.
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and fellowships. For each topic, responses to specific questions are
reported, by region; reference is made to sub-group breakdowns for the
Flathead, Oregon, and Grinnell regions (fﬁlly tabulated in Appendix P,
pages 207-208, Appendix Q, pages 209-210, and Appendix R, pages.211-
212, respectively); statistical hypotheses are evaluated;.and.pertinent
marginal comments by respondents are noted. A separate topic heading,
unsolicited responses, is devoted to a summary of the lengthier notes

and letters accompanying survey returns.

"Undergraduate Transfer Criteria -

Table 22, page 126, provides responses to two questions
concerning ctiteria for transfer from community colleges to senior
institutions in the Northwest region. Admissions officers were first
asked to rank five criteria in order of their importance for graduafes
of community colleges with ArB;C—D—F grading. The most impoftant
criterion for admission Was.judged to be community collége grades (item
c), followed by high school grades (item b), the acknowledged quali£y
of the community college (item d), scores on standardized tests (item a),
and such other miscellaneous criteria as letters of recommendation, -
personal interviews, and sgpplemental test scores (item e). OFf the 27
per cent whose responses were not tabulated, nearly all were partially.
completed items which could not be inciuded without invalidating rank,
W, and X2 calculations.-

The second question of the pair asked for a ranking of the same
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Table 22

Undergraduate Admissions Officer Mean Rankings of
Transfer Criteria, Flathead Region

Criteria® For Students *  For Flathead
' Graded A-B-C-D-F A-B—-C-NR Graduates
a. Scores on ACT, SAT, or 3.3 3.1
other standardized tests
b. High school grades o 2.9 e 2.8
. c. Community collegé grades 1.1 - - 1.5
d. Acknowledged quality of 3.0 . 3.0

community college

e. Other . - 4.7 4.7
n : 30 29
W, Significance - .64@ ' .52@

2

- X% Significance. ‘ 9.2

*For complete statements of the question and items, see the Flathead
Region Questionnaire, Appendix I, p. 192, questions 5 and 6.

Significance: # = .05 level, @ = .01 level

Degrees of freedom: 20
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five admissions criteria for graduates of Flathead Valiey Community
College's A-B-C-NR system. As Table 22 indicates, the fanﬁ order of
the criteria remained the same for Flathead students as it was for
ﬁgg}§§§gts_f;9m_q;her colleges, although the mean values of the items
varied slightly. érades were given somewhat less importance, while the
importance of standardized test scores was increased. Paftially
completed rankings again‘accounted for the exclusion of many responses,
29 per cent for this question.

' Concordance on both questions was vefy strong, with W values
;ignificant at .01 or above, disproving the null. However, the null of
indeﬁendence &és retained, for x? values were not sufficient to show a
signifiéant difference in admissions critéria for grgdﬁates of the two
gx_&ding__sx&t éms_.__ S ——

Sub=-group results for questions five and six (Appendix P) were

generally uniform. Ranking agreement produced W values as high as .81,

and all sub-group -values were significant at .0l or above, -causing

rejectién.of the null. Althﬁugh some groups reversed the order of
acknowledged quality (ifem d) and high school grades (item b), mean
Géfﬁes were too close to ‘disprove the x% null of independence between
ériféfiahand'gfouﬁ variables. A further x2 comparison, between each
sub—group'é criteria for A-B-C-D-F-graded applicants and graduates of
the Flathead A-B-C-NR system (question five versus six) showed no

significant differences.
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The ranking of grades as the most important admissions criterion
for community college transfers was underscored by responses to another
question. Asked if tﬂey computed grade point averages for Flathead
graduates—-even though D's and F'slwere not shown on transcripts—--85 per
cent indicated that they did (question 7). Sub-group responses (Appendix
P) ranged from 73 per cent of colleges with less than 1,000 students to
100 per cent of those with 4,000 or more.students. Private schools and
colleges within Montana were less inclined to compute GPA's for Flathead

_ graduates than were their counterparts..

Graduate Admissions Criteria

Table 23, page 129, provides responses to two questions' con-
'cerning.admissions criteria.for graduate schoél. Admissions officers
in the Northwest.and Midwest regions were asked to rank five criteria
in order of their importancg for appli?ants from underg;aduate colleges
with A-B-C-D-F grading. Respondents in Oregon's region judged under-—
graduate grades (item b) to be most important, followed by scores on
standardized tests (item a), letters of recommendation (item c), the
acknowledged quality of the institution -(item d), and such other
miscellaneous ériteria as student-written statéﬁeﬁ£s of background and
objectives, personal interviews, and supplemental tesf scores. Grinnell
region admissions officers agreed that undefgraduate gradeg and

standardized test scores were first and second in importance and that

other miscellaneous criteria ranked last, but they reversed the order of




Table 23

Graduate Admissions Officer Mean Rankings of Admissions Cri
' Oregon and Grinnell Regions

teria,

% Oregon Region Grinnell Region
Criteria ' Students Oregon Students Grinnell
' - Graded A-B~-C-N Graded A~B~-C-NR
~F  Graduates

A-B-C-D-F Graduates A-B-C-D

a. Scores on GRE or

other standardized _ 2.8/2.6 2.9/2.5
graduate tests :
b. Undergraduate grades : 1.3/1.6 1.1/1.7
_c. Letters of 3.1/2.9 3.2/3.0
recommendation
d. Acknowledged quality
of undergraduate 3.2/3.2 2.9/3.0
institution ) i
e. Other ' 4.6/4.6 4.9/4.8
n , 39/39 52/47
W, Significance .58@/.47@ ' : .71@/.53@
x?, Significance ' 13.2 26.5

#*For complete statements of the questions and items, see the Oregon Region Que

stionnaire,

Appendix K, p. 194, questions 5 and 6 and the Grinnell Region Questionnaire, Appendix M,

-p. 196, question 5 and 6.

Significance: # = .05A1evel, @ = .01 level Degrees of

freedom: 20

62T
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letters of recommendation and quality of the undergraduate college.
Partially completed items prevented tabulation of 15 per cent of the
responses in the Oregon region and 29 per cent of those in the.Grinnell
region.

The second question of the pair asked admissions officers in

s

the Northwest region to rank the same five criteria for applicants from
the Universi;y of Oregon's A-B~C-N system and asked Midwest region
officers to rank the criteria for applicants from the Grinnell College
. A;B-C-NR system. As Table 23 indicateé, the rank order of the criteria
remained the same for graduates with non-punitive records as it was
for graduates of colleges with traditional systems, although the mean
values of the items varied slightly. Grades were given somewhat less
imporfance as admissions criteria, while the importénce of scores on
standardized tests and letters of recommendation was incréased.

'Ranking agreement in both regions was sufficient to disprove
the null of non—concordanée. Chi square values, however, did not
indicate significantly differeﬁt criteria rankings for applicénté from
‘colleges with traditional or non-punitive grading systems in either
regioﬁ, allowing retention of the null of independence.

‘Sub—group responses to questions five and six (Appendices Q and
R) generally paralleled overall results for both regions, with some
variation in the order of itmes c and d.. Mone of .the.x2 values in either

7

region was significant at .05, however, allowing retention of the null
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of criteria and sub-group independence. The W values for all-varigbles
except Oregon region schools with graduate enrollments exceeding 2,999
were significant at .01, causing rejection of the non-concordance null.
A further X2 comparison (question 5 versus 6) between each sub—group's
criteria for A-B-C-D-F-graded applicants and graduates of the Oregon
A-B-C-N ‘system (Appendix Q) or the Grinnell A-B-C-NR system. (Appendix
R) showed no’significant differences, allowing retention of the.null.

As with the results of the undergraduate survey, the ranking of
‘gfades.as the most important graduate admissions criterion was under-
scored by responses to the question on GPA computation. Although.
neither Oregon nor Grinnell provides GPA's on.transcripts, admissions
officers.at 76 per cent of the graduate schools in tﬁe former region
and af 84 per cent in the latter reported that they did compute a GPA
for applicants from these tw0'institutioﬁs-(question . Sub—groub

responses (Appendices Q and R) ranged from 60 per cent of the Oregon

region colleges with graduate enrollments under 100 to 100 per cent of

the colleges with 500 or more gréduate students. In the Grinnell regiom,

the low was 71 per cent of the in-state graduate schools and the high

was 91 per cent for ¢olléges with 3,000 or more graduate students.

Undergraduate Competition for
Transfer and Scholarships F

Table 24, page 132, shows responses of admissions officers'in_the

- Northwest region to three questions concerning the effects of Flathead's




Table 24

_ Distributions of Undergraduate Admissions Officer Ratings of Effects of Flathead's
A-B-C-NR System on Competition for Transfer and Scholarships

Competition with  Competition with out- Competition with

Rating Scale* A-B-C-D-F grades of-region A~B-C-N or A-B-C-D-F for
for admissions NR for admission scholarships
a. A considerable advantage 7% ' 5% 7%

to Flathead applicants

b. A slight advantage to ‘ 157% 20% 10%
Flathead applicants

¢. Neither an advantage nor 51% 68% ’ 51%
a disadvantage to -
Flathead applicants

d. A slight disadvantage to 12% 2% 127
Flathead applicants ' ‘

e. A considerable disadvantage - 10% - 2% K 12%
to Flathead applicants '

n | 39 s. - 38

*For compl&fe statements of the questions and items, see the Flathead Region Questionnaire,
Appendix I, p. 192, questions 8-10.

AN
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non-punitive grading system on the‘transfer process. The first questio?
involved a rating of the relative admissions chances of applicanté from
Flathead's A-B-C-NR system when competing with applicants from community
colléges with the A-B~C-D-F system. Flathead graduates were judged to
have a considerable or slight advantage in such competition (items a and
b) by 22 per cent of.the respondents, neither an.a&vantage nor a disad-
vantage (item c) by 51 per cént, énd a slight or considerable disadvan-
tage (items d and e) by 22 per cent. Five per cent did not respond.

’ Written comments indicated that many of those whp rated the
qon—bunitive system as advantageous did so in the belief that tran-
scripté without D's and F's gaﬁe their owners an "edge'" over competing
.studenfs Wﬁose colleges recorded these low marks. Some of Fhose who
foundifhe A-B-C-NR system.disadvantageous "discounted" the Flathead
gra&és soméwhat, assuming that some lower level performances had not
been recorded. There was no indication that transfer would be ‘denied
on this basis, however, but father that the need for supplgmental test
sco;és, letters of recommendation, and interviewé would ‘delay the
admi;sions process. Several of those who did not respond 6r who
indiégted that the A-B-C-NR system was neither an advantage nor a diséd—
vantage noted that "competition" for admission was minimal in a climate
of d;clining college enrollment and vacant places. The tendency to

accept the Flathead records at face value was further influenced for

some by "a good experience with transfers from 7.V.C.C."
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Sub-group responses.to question 8 (Appendix P) were mixed, but
differences based upon the variables of college control, enrollment,
and location did not produce x2 values-sufficiently high.tﬁ cause
rejection of the independence -null.

The next qﬁestion involved a rating of the relative admissions
chances of applicants from Flathead's A-B-C-NR system when competing
with applicants from out—of-region community éolleggs that also use
ArB-C-NR. _As Table 24 indicates, 25 per cent of the Northwest admis- .
i sions officers judged their familiarity with the community college
within their region to give Flathead graduates a considerable or slight
advantage in such competition (items a anq b); 68 per cent found there
;o be neither an advéntage nor a disadvantage (item c); 4 per cent
judged Flathead students to be at a slight or ;onsiderable disadvantage
(items d and e); and 3 per cent did not respond.

Sub-group responses to question 9 (Appendix P) showed differences
in opinion for the variables of control and size to be significant at
the .05 level., Admissions officers at private colleges and at institu-~
tions with less than 4,000 students judged theif familiarity with the
community college within their region to give Flathead graduates a much
greater advantage over out—of-region applicants than did the officers-
at othér colleges.

| The answers to two other -questions provide fufther.insight into

the competition between applicants from within the region and from
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outside the région for transfer to four-year institutions. The 36
Northwest admissions officers responding to questions 3 and 4 indicated
that of their 173,687 undergraduate students, fully 122,705 t71 per
cent) came from high schools and/or community colleges within 500 miles
.of the.senior institution. Admission or transfer to a four-year
college, then, is largely an intra-regional concern. Further, the
question of the acceptability of a given community college grading
system to senior iﬁstitutions is also resolved primarily by the
B tfansfer admissions officers in the same region as the junior institu-
tion.

The final questibn involved a rating of the relative chances éf
appliéants from Flathead's A-B-C~NR system to receive scholarships when
competing with appliéants from community colleges with A-B-C-D-F grading.
As Table 24 indicates, 17 per cent of the admissions officers in the
Northwest region judged the A-B-C-NR system to giVe'Flathead'graduates
a considerable or slight advéntage over.traditionaily graded applicants
(items a and b); 51 per cent found neither an advantage nor a disadvan-
tage (item c); 24 per cent rated Flathead graduates at a slight or
considerable disadvantage.(items d and e); and 8 per cent did not respond.

As on an earlier question, written comments. indicated that many
of those who rated the non-punitive system as advantageous assumed thqt
the elimination of D and F-grédes would tend.to "inflate" GPA's, while

those rating the system as .disadvantageois indicated.that.such records
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would either be "discounted" or actually "disqualified" for scholarships
based primarily upon academic performance. Those who found neither an
advantage nor a disadvantage volunteered no explanations, but sewveral
- of those not answering the question commenfed that there were either no
scholarships to offer or that transfer students were ineligible for the
few available, |

'Sub-group responses to qgestion lQ (Appendix P) were mixed, but
the differences did not produce x2 values significant at .05 or ab;ve.
_The.null of independeﬁce between sub—group and response- variables was
thus retained;

Graduate Competifion for
Admission and Fellowships

Table 25, page 137, provides responses of admissions officers
to three questions concerning the effects of undergraduate non-punitive
grading on the graduate admission process. The first question asked

Northwest graduate officers to rate the admissions chances of applicants

from Oregon's A~B-C-N system when competing with applicants from
colleges with the A~B-C~D~F system. Oregon applicants were judged to
havela'considerable of slight‘advanfage_in such competition (items a-
and b) by 11 per cent of the respondents, neither an advantage nor a
disadvantage (item c) by 67 per cent, and a slight or considerable
disadvantage (items d and é) by 19 per cent. Three per cent did not

respond.




Table 25

Distributions of Graduate Admissions Officer Ratings of Effect of A-B-C-N or NR
System on Competition for Admission and Fellowships, Oregon and Grinnell Regions

. Competition with  Competition with out- Competition with
Rating Scale* A-B-C-D-F for . of-state A-B-~C-N or » A-B-C-D-F for fellow-
. admission NR for admissions ships & assistantships
Oregon/Grinnell Oregon/Grinnell Oregon/Grinnell
a. A considerable ad- 2%/ 3% 9%/ 4% 0%/ 0%
vantage to (Oregon
or Grinnell) appli-
cants - '
b. A slight advantage 9%/ 5% 28%/15% 9%/ 8%
¢. Neither an advantage 67%/49% 57%/64% ' 61%/49%
nor a disadvantage . o s
d. A slight disadvan- 15%/22% 4x/ 4y , 17%/18% ™
tage ) ] s .
e. A considerable 4%/ 8% 0%/ 4% ' 7%/16%
disadvantage ' : .
‘n 45 /64 ' 45 /67 . 43 /67
x2, Significance 3.0 5.9 4.4

pP.

*For complete statements of the questions and items, see the Oregon Region Questionnaire,
Appendix K, p. 194, questions 8-10 and the Grinnell Region Questionnaire, Appendix M,
196, questions 8-10. -

Significénce:' ff = .05 level, @ = ,01 level °

Degrees of freedom: &
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The poésible negative effects of non~-punitive grading on
graduate admission were mofe pronounced in the Midwest region. 1In
responding to the same. question regarding Grinnell's A-B-C-NR system,
8 per cent of the admissions officers ;ated Grinnell applicants as
having a considergble of~élight advanfage, 49‘per cent saw neither an
advantage nor a disad&antage, and 30 per cent fouﬁd applicants with
such récords to be at a slight or considerable‘disadvantage in competi--
tion with applicants offefing traditional undergfaduate records.

Written comments suggesfed that thosg who found applicants with
A—B—C-N or NR records to have an advantage overltraditionally graded
applicants assﬁmed that the elimination of D's and F's tended to
"distort the meaning of the grade point average,” the most important.
graduate admissions-criterion, by "inflating'" the academic record.
Several of those who found the system disadvantageous to applicants
agreed with the above reasoning but fook steps to compensate for the
alleged distortion. Some of the admissions officers in the Oregon
regioﬁ, for examble, counted N's as D's or F's in computing undergraduate
'GPA'é. An-administrator at a large university in the Grinnell region
went even further, aséuming that "a student's normal load would have

been-15. hours,"

and counting any "missing hours" on undergraduate
transcripts as F's. (This practice would also effectively bar working

students and other part~timers from graduate admissions.) The major

disadvantage, however, seemed to be delay rather than denial of
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admission, with supplemental test scores, letters of recomﬁendation,
aﬁd interviews being requested of applicants with non-traditional
records. Several of those who judged A-B-C-N or NR neither an advantage
nor a disadvantage assumed that applicants were not affected by such a
system, for as oné_put it, "potential graduate étudents tend to operate
above the effective level of 'no credit.'"

The null of independence was retained, for a significant
difference in the opinions of respondents from these two regions was
' not shown. Sub-group respon;es to question 8 (Appendices Q and R) were
ﬁairly uniform for both Northwest and Midwest, with only the variable
of enrollment in the lattér region producing a x2 Value‘that was
significant at .05 or above. _Respondents.at universities with more
than 3,000 graduate students judged the Grinnell A—B—C—NR.system to be
considerably more of a disadvantage in the admissions process than did
their colleagues at smaller institutions. The null of independence
was retained for all but this one exception.

The next question involved é rating of the relative admissions
chances of graduate applicants from regional colleges with the A-B-C-N
or NR system when cqmpeting with applicants from out-of-region colleges
which employ the same non-punitive system. As Table 25 indicates, 37
per cent of‘the admissions officers in the Northwest judged their
familiarity with the University of Oregon to give its graduates a

considerable or slight advantage (items a and b) in such competition;
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57 per cent found neither an advantage nor a disadvantage (item c¢);
4 per cent saw a slight or considerable disadvantage (items d and e);
and 2 per cent did not respond. In the Midwest, 19 per cent of the
admissions officers judged their familiarity with Grinnell College to
give its graduates an ‘advantage over A—B—C—NR—graded applicants from
colleges outside the region; 64 per cent founﬂ neither an advantage nor

a disadvantage; 8 per cent saw a disadvantage; and 9 per cent did not

.respond.

Chi-~square values did not show a significant differénce in the’
opinions of administrators in the two regioﬁs on this matter. Sub--
gr;up responses on quesfion 9 (Appendices Q and R) were generally
uniform, - for both Northwest and Midwest, with only the variable of
location in the_latter region producing a x2 value_that was significant
at- .05, Respondents at colleges in Iowa judged their familiarity with
Grinnell to give its graduates considerably more of an advantage in
competition with non—tradifionally—graded applicants from other regions
than didjresgpndénts_at;colleges eléewhgre_in-tbe.Midwes;;- -

As on the undergraduate survey, the answers to two other ques-—

tions provide further. insight into the competition between applicants

‘from within and outside the given regions' for graduate admission. The.

4G Northwest adminigtrators responding to questions 3 and &4 indicated
that of their 39,168 graduate students, fully 29,442 (75.per cent) came

from undergraduate institutions within 500 miles of the gréduate school.
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Similarly, 67 Midwest administratofs indicated that of their 97,146
. graduate students, 64,779 (67 per cent) came from undergraduate
inétitutions within 400 miles 6f the graduate school. Thus graduate
admission is shown to be largely an irtra-regional concern. The
acceptability of a particular grading system'té graduate schools: is
resolved primérily by admissions policies in the same region as the
undergraduate institutionm.

The final question involved a rating of the relative chances of
' graduateé of non-punitive systems to receive fellowships and teaching
gssistantships when competing with-applicants from colleges with
traditional grading. As Table 25 indicates, 9 per cent of the Northwest
admissions officers judged the Oregon A-B-C-N system to give its
graduates a considerable or slight advantage (items a and b); 61 per
cent found neither an advantage nor a disadvantage (item c¢); 24 per cent
saw a slight or considéfable disadvantage (items d and'e); and 6 per’
cent did not respond. In the Midwest, 8 per cent judged the Grinnell
A-B-C-NR system to give its graduafes an advantage; 49 per cent found
neither an advantage nor ‘a disadvantage; 34 per cent saw a disadvantage;
and 9 per cent did not respond.

As on previous quesfions, written éomments indicated that those
who found'the'nonfpunitive system advantageous assumed that the elimina-

tion of D's and F's tended to "inflate" grade point averages. TFew of

those who saw non-punitive grading as a disadvantage suggested that
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. , g
such records would alone deny fellowships or teaching assistantships to
otherwise qualified applicants, but there was a‘strong indication that
the application process would be-delayed to allow for'sﬁpplemental
letters of recommendation and test scores., Those who.saw non—punitive
grading as giving the applicant neither an advantage nor -a disadvantage-
seemed to follow the policy of accepting undérgraduaté,tréﬁscripts‘from

reputable colleges in their region at face value.

There was not a significant difference in the opinions of

" admissions officers in these two regions on this questién, allowing

;etention of thé-nullr Sub—grouﬁ responses to quegfibn lO'(Appeﬁdicéé
Q and R) were -generally uniform, ﬁith no x2 values indicating differences
in variables.tb be significant at .05 or aboﬁe. The null of-independencg
was thus retained.

Unsolicited Admissions
Officer Responses

A number of written marginal cO@menfé,\nqtes, ana separate
letters accompanied dﬁestibnnaire‘fetﬁrnSE Many of the thirty-seven
unsolicited responses WereAsummarized in .the precéding sections of this -
chapter, as part of the analysis of specific ques&iqns. ,The-following
excerpts, howevef; répresent'éhe‘widé_rahge of the remaining responses.-

All-such attempts to- withhold negative informatioﬁ implies

" [sic] deceit arid-attempts to.hinder obJectlve evaluation. (Grlnnell
region, small state college):
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"+ . . Each department tries to look over the total credential

file of each of its applicants. Most . . . do not follow any
rigid policy . . . but look more to the total pattern of the
student's trapscript than to a grade point average. (Grinnell

- region, large private university).

How can any record which lists only the good achievements of
a student and none of the poor be used as a valid recommendation
for acceptance .of a.transfer student or 'as a quality indicator for
job, placement e« o« ? 1If this.trend becomes universal, the

‘ person's academic record will be useless for ‘any other than

egotistical reasons; (Flathead region, small state college)

We deal with students from a number of colleges which no
longer use the D or F grade. I don't become concerned unless
there are a large number of non-traditional grades which may
indicate inadequate student progress.(Flathead region, medium—

.size state college)

When we get an application from a school such as Grinnell,
we can't help but feel that such a student is at a disadvantage
since given the known and the unknown we .- . . are inclined to
go with the known factors. And Grinnell's system leaves doubts
for a student unless the student has kept to a full program . . .
and shows high grades. (Grinnell region, medium-size state
university) -

I really think that changing to the U of 0 system would make
little difference at 'a school 'like [ours]. However, a school like
[the University of] Washington might think differently. (Oregon
region, medlum—81ue state college)

. « » Applicants from the University of Oregon . . . would ‘
probably be individually judged and many factors considered:

. how high the grades were, whether or not they were in the field

of planned graduate study.(Oregon region, small private college)

My feeling is-that if a reviewer knows the nature of the
Grinnel [sic] system, it will work against the applicant's
interest . . . . I would not be too concerned about this type of
grading system if our only job was to determine whether or not an
applicant was qualified for graduate study. However, competition
for admission and financial aid is very intense . . . and we are
usually trying to determine who are the best applicants . . . .
I doubt .that grading systems were originally designed to provide
comparison, but grades are usually one of the better measures of
ability that are available.(Grinnell region, large private university)
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:Summarz

Data on grade distributions for six academic years (1967-68
through -1972-73) were collectea from three institutions that had adopted
non-punitivé grading during.that period--Flathead Valley Community
College, the Univefsity éf Oregon, and Grinnell College--and three
comparable regional'institufions that had retained the traditional
system-~North Idaho (Community).College, Oregon State‘University, and
Wartburg College., Unobtainable déta on Grinnell's one year of non-~ |
_ punitive.grading prevented analysis or comparison with Wartburg, but
data from the other participating institutions showed the following
trénds:

1, - Flathead's dowﬁward pattern of combined passing grades
during four years‘under the A-B-C-D-F system continued through the first
two years of A-B-C-NR grading and paralleled the pattern at North TIdaho.

2. While North Idaho's percentage of combined A-~B-C grades
rémaine& fairly constant during the six years, Flathead's percentage
declined steadily during both traditional and non-punitive grading.

3. Althougﬁ the percentagé of A's increased slightly dﬁring
non-punitive grading at Flathead, cgnsiderably less B's and C's were
awarded-~in contrast to the predictions of some who expected substantial
increases in these letter grades after adoption of the non-punitive

system.

‘4. While the percentage of combined paséing grades remained




145
consistently high at Oregon State during the six-year period, it
‘sharply declined during three years of A-B-C-D-F grading and the first
year of A-B-C-N grading at Oregon, leveling off the next two years.

5. The high percentage of combinéd A-B~C grades at Oregon State
declined somewhat for five years and then leveled off, while the modest
percentage at Oregon declined sharply duying three years of traditional
. grading and the first year of non-punitive grading, 1eve1ing.off there-
after,

6. The percentage of A’s‘sliéhtly increased ddriﬁg traditional
grading at Oregon, slighgly decreasing and leveling off during non;
punitive grading, while the pattern of'decreasing percentagés of B's
and C's continued.into the first year of the new system, leyeling off
thereafter--again failing to substantiate hypotheses of considerable
increases in the percentages of these grades after aaoption of ‘the non-
punitive system.

| A total of 710 students and 396 faculty at Flathead; Oregon,
and Grinnell were surveyed regarding their attitudes toward and experi-
ences under the traditiopal and non~punitive grading systems. The 512
.students (72 per cent) and 278 faculty (70 per cent) who.responded '
expressed the folldwing opinions:
S 1. 'Studeﬁts and faculty generally agreed that the primé objec-"
tive of grading was to provide the student with an indication of his

academic performance and the -least important objective was to record an
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.impression of student character and personality.

2. Students chose A-B-C-N or NR grading as most desirasle and
A-B-C-D-F grading as least desirable, while faculty ranked A-B-C-D-F
first and A-B-C-N or NR second, choosing the listing of student skills
and competencies lést‘out of eight possibilities.

3. Students indicated Fﬁat their motivation for academic
achievement under b&th A-B-C-D-F and A-B-C-N or NR grading was first )

their desire to sétisfy themselves and second their desire to learn the
, subject matter, but faculty assumed tﬁe prime ﬁotivato£ under both
systems to be student desire‘to earn A or B grades.

¥ 4. Students found A-B-C-N or NR grading slightly more accurate
than the A-B-C-D-F system, %hile faculty were of the.opposite opinién.

5. Although most students and faculty did not see much change
in’the‘difficulty of eafning A's énd B's, over a third thought th;t it
was- easier to earn C's after the elimination of D's and_F's;

| 6. Over a quarter of the students and abouta:fifth of. the
faculty said they worried less about grades after the'non-punitive
system was adopted--but about a quarter of the-faculty'worried more.

7. Although nearly a quartéf of the students thought academic
cheating had decreaséd under non-punitive grading, most respondents
found no-chanée.
| 8. About a quarter of the students and over half of thé faculty

believed that academic probation was less likely .under A-B-C-N or NR
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grading.

9. Neariy a third of the students and over half of the faculty
found student enrollment in exploratory elective courées more likely
under A-B-C-N or NR grading.

10. Nearly'all faculty agreed that the teacher use of grades as
a threat or reward for conformity was infrequent under both tradifional
or non-punitive grading, but over a fourth of the students found the
practice to occur often under A-B-C-D-F grading, while only about a
. tenth found it as frequent under the A-B-C-N or NR system.

11, NWearly a third of the respondents observed‘an'iﬁprovement
in the general student-facuify relationship after adoption of non=-
- punitive grading, but most others saw no change. |

A total of 222 college admissions officers in thé,Northwest and
Midwest were surveyed concerning the effects‘of non-punitive grading on
transfer and admissioﬁ. Spgcifically, 42 officers (88 per ;ent) at
institutions within 500 miles of Flathead Valley (Montana) Community -
College responded in regard to the latter's A-B-C-NR grading;.48 (77 per
cent) within 500 miles of the Univeréity of Oreggn offered opinions on
Oregon's A-B-C-N records; and 78 (70 per cent) within 400 miles of
Grinnell (Iowa) College reacted to thiSNinstiFution's A-B;CfNR system,
with the following results: k |

1. Undérgraduate admissions officers.in the:ﬁorthweét ranked

community college grades the most important transfer criterion, followed
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by high school grades, the acknowledged quality of the college, and
test scores-~for graduates of both the Flathead A-B-E-NR system and
the A-B-C-D-F system at other community colleges.

2. Graduate admiséions officers in the Northwest ranked.under-
graduaté grades thé most. important admissions criterion, followed by
ﬁest scores, letters of recommendatioﬁ, and the acknowledged quality of
the undergraduate.institution--fqr graduates of both the Oregon A-B-C-N
system and Ehe traditional éystem at other colleges. |

. 3. Graduate admissions officers in the Midwest were less
qniform, ranking undergraduate grades the most impoftant admissions
criterion for graduates of both the Grinnell A-B-C-NR system and the
traditional system at other colleges, but-finding test scores and the
acknowledged quality of the institution equally important for all but

Grinnell graduates, for whom test scores became more critical.

4. Undergraduate and graduate admissions were shown to be

1érge1y intra-regionallconcérns, for 71 per cent of the undergraduate-
students in the Northwest came from insfitutions within 500 miles of
the given college; 75 per cent of the graduate students in the Northwest
camerfrom undergraduate colleges within 500 miles of their graduate |
school; and 67 per cent of the graduate students in the Midwest came
from undergfaduate éollegés within 400 miles of their graduate school.

| 5. Although most undergradudte admissions officers found Flatj.

head's A-B-C-NR system to have no negative effects on transfer or
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scholarships, nearly a quarter found it a disadvantage (at least
delaying admission) in competition with A-B-C-D-F-graded applicants,
and a quarter judged their'familiaripy with Flathead to give its
graduates an'advantage over applicants frqm colleges with similar
systems in other regions.

6. Although most graduate admissions officers found Oregon's
A-B-C-N system to have no negative effecfs on admission; felloﬁships,
or assistantships, about one-fifth found it a disadvantagé (at 1eést
. delgying admission) in competition with A-B-C-D-F-graded applicants, and
qve? a third judged their familiarity with Oregon to give its graduates.
an advantage over applicants from colleges with similar systems in other -
regions. |

7. Although most graduate admissions officers found Grinnell's
* A-B~C-NR system to have no negatiﬁe effects 0; admiséion, fellowsﬁips,
or assistantships, about one~third found it‘a disadvantage (at least
delaying admission) in competition with A-B-C-D-F-graded appiicants,
and-abéut one-fifth judged their familiarity.with‘Grinnell Eo givelits‘

- \

graduates an advantage over applicants from Colleges with similar systems

in other regiomns.




Chapter 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In the last decade, many students, behavioral scientists, and
educators have challenged the basié assumptions upon which traditional
grading is based. They have questioned the accuracy and meaniné of
the A-B-C-D-F symbols and the necessity for permanent records of failure.
A movement for grading reform has affected all levels of schooling, .
from kindergarten to college. Suggestions for grading alternatives have
‘included Pass-Fail (P-F), Credit-No Credit (C-NC), writfen evaluations, -
apd competency-based criterion-reference systems. A compromise between
tradition and feform, the A-B-C~No Credit or No Record System (A=~B-C-N
or NR), retains the ranking of achievement but merely withholds credit
rather than recording D's and F's when ﬁérformance is below standards.

Recent surveys showed an overwhelming majority of colleges to
have modified their grading systems during the 60's and early 70's,
with most of them adding the P-F option, over half no longer including
F's in GPA calculations, and a number eliminating the F érade completely.
Although there is a growing body of research on P-F grading, little
information is available on the effects of the "non-punitive'" A-B-C-N
or NR system, This study was one of the initial attempts to: document
this latest grading alternative. Thé problem was.:

1. To compare the distribution of grades before and after‘£he

elimination of D and F grading at .selected colleges.
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2. To describe the 5ttitudes,;owara A-B~C-D-F and A-B-C-N Qr-
NR grading held by students wifh experience undgr both systems at
selected colleges. |

3. To describe ‘the attitudes toward A—B-C-D;F and A-B-C-N or
NR.grading held by féculty With teaching experience under both systems
at selectéd collegés. |

4., To determine the effect the eliminatién of D and F grading
at 'selected colleges has had on the acceptability of their students to
regional transfer and graduate school admissions officers.

The reseérch focused on three institutions which had eliminated
D and F grading, Flathead.Valley {(Montana) Community College, the
‘University of'Oregon, and Grinnell (Iowa) College. In the light of
the review of literature, this study's attempt to compile a detailed
profile of information concerning the effects of the A-B-C-N or NR
system seemed timely and necessary.

SUMMARY

Summary of Review of
Literature

The iﬁitial'phase of research involved a review of literature,
to establish the historicai, philosophical, and psyéhological context
for grading reform and the extent of published documentation of experi-
ences with recent gradiné modificatié;s. A tradition whose genesis

may be traced to early American church schools appeared to contribute

to the continuing use of grades as the student's academic "day of
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reckoning.'" More enlightened educators have seen no morél significance
in grading, but rather an indication of the competency of instruction
and the readiness and learning rates of pupils.

Psychologisté have found that educational systems which allow
students to build on their successes and which avoid punishment for
failure are most conducive to learning. In contrast, researéh has
suggested that the threat of failing grades encourages the seeking of
short-term answers for tests rather than long-term cdncepts for life,
can block learning with fear, and promotes cheating. It has been further .
argued that permanént rgco;ds of failure damage self-concepts, estab-
lish a self-fulfilling pattern of failure, and unnegessarily deny -
future educational and career opportunities. Although education per
se was found.to affect career success, relative scholastic performance--
as ‘measured -by grades~-was not shown to have any correlation with
achievement in such post~school careers as business, teaching, .

engineering, and medicine.

z-I-7-Research on college adoption of P-F grading indicated general
student support for the system,'although its influence appeared to be
limited to ifs use as a temporary release from pressureé in A-B-C-D-F-
graded ;ourses. Initial evaluation of A-B-C-N or NR grading focused
onm;he philosophy of the system, finding faculty divided over it and
gtudents in general agreement with it. Several national.survefs found

college transfer and graduate admissions officers to génepally oppose
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non-traditional grading, although such ranked alternatives as A-B-C-N
or NR were more acceptable than such unranked systems as P-F or written

evaluations,

Summary of Grading Trends

Grade distributions for the six academic years from 1967-68
through 1972-73 were requested from Flathead, Oregon, énd Grinnell,
For comparison, édditional data were requested from three similar
institutions retaining the traditional grading system, North Idaho
(Community) College, Oregon State University, and Wartburg College
(Iowa). Data on.Grinnell's one year of A-B-C-NR grading proved
unavailable, but information for the Flathead-North Idaho and Oregon-
Oregon State comparisons was complete; |

The analysis of data involved the calculation of rates-of-
change (A) in the annual percentages of grades an& of meaﬁ rates-of-
change (xA) for periods béfore and after the elimination of D and F
grades. A null hypothesis that tA values after adoption of non-
ﬁunitive grading do not exéeed the values during traditional grading
was advanced, as.was.the alternaﬁive hypothesis’that the A values with
the A-B-C-~N ér NR s&stem are greater than values during traditional
grading. The null assumed that the eliminafion of D's and F's wouid
not affect previously established patterns of the remaining grades,
and thé alternative assuméd that an increase in passing grades would

accompany the non-punitive system--representing a deterioration in
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academié standards. The major findings were:

1. The six-year patterns of combined passing grades (A, B; c,
D, S, and P) at Flathead and North.Idaho showed remarkably similar
downward trends. Flathead's passing ratio during four years of A-B-C-
D-F grading declined from 8l.4 per cent of attempts to 78.4, and it
continued downﬁard to 71;0 in two years of A-B-C-NR grading. The nﬁll
hypothesis was rejected, for the -8.55A in the first year of non-
punitibe grading was a greater annual drop than any during traditional
~grading, and the alternative hypothesis was clearly disproved by a
dgcreasing rather than'increasing ratio of passing grades to attempts
following adoption of the non-punitive system,

.2. The pattern of qombiﬁed A-B-C grades at Flathead duriﬁg
the six years showed a steady decline, while the North Idaho percentage
remained at about the same level. In four years of A-B-C-D~F grading,
Flathead's pércentage dropped from 67.8 to 56.3, and it continued dowq-
ward to 49.8 in two years of A-B~C-NR grading. The nuil was retained,
for A values during non-punitive gradiﬁg‘éxceeded previous values, and
the alternaﬁive hypothesis was disproved by decreasing percentages of
combined A-B-C grades after adoption of the A-B-~C-NR system.

3. TFlathead's six-year patterns of individual A, B, and C
grades were mixed, with A's rising slightly and B's declining slightly-~
l While C's dropped éonsiderably.' During four years of A-B-C-D-F grading,

the percentage of A's increased from 15.1 to 20.5; B's decreased from
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24.2 to 21.1; and C's dropped from 28.5 to 14.8. 1In the first year of
A-B-C-NR grading, A's decreased to 20.0 and B's increased to 21.6,
while C's continued downward to-.12.5. The second year, A's increased
slightly to 21.2 and B's decreased to 19.2, while the C continued
sharply downward to 9.4. The null was rejected for A's and B's, as
both #A values in the first year of non-punitive grading exceeded
pfevious values, and retained for C's, whose A values were more
modest. Decreasing percentages in one or more of the.years following
. adoption of non-punitive grading'disprovéd the alternétive>hypothesis,

4. The six-year pattern of combined passing grades (A, B, C,
D, and P) at Oregon showed a ste;dy decline and agbrupt leveling off,
while Oreéon State's percentage remained at about the same high level
during the period. Oregon's passing ratio in three years of A-B-C-D-F
grading declined from 91.6 of attempts to 86.4, and it continued down-
ward to 82.4 in the first year of A~B-C-N grading, leveling off there-
after. The null was rejected, for the =-4.63A in the first year of
non-punitive grading was a greater annual drop than.any during
traditionél grading, and the alternative hypothesis was disproved by
the same decreasing A after adoptionm of A-B-C-N.

"5, The patterns of combined A-B-C grades at Oregon and Oregon
State showed similar declining and leveling off trends during the six
years, aléhough Oregon State's percentage remained cpnéistently higher.

In three years of A-B-C-D-F grading, Oregon's ratio dropped from 76.0 ..
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per ceﬁt to 66.7, and it continued downward to 60.5 in the first year
of’A-B-CeN grading, leveling off thereafter. The null was rejected,
for the =-9.30A in the first year. of non-traditional grading exceeded
previous values, and the alternative hypothesis was disproved by the
same decreasing- A value.

6. Oregon's six-year patterns of individual A, B, and C grades
-were mixed, with A's rising and falling and with.B's.and'C'S‘declining
and abruptly leveling off. During three years of A-B-C-D-F grading,
~the percentaée of A's increased from 22.9 to 25.5,'buﬁ in the fifét
tyo.fears of the A-B-C-N system the grade dropped to 23.7 and 22.6,
leveling off thereafter where it Began six years eanlier--ét 22.9.
However, B's and C's decreased in three years of traditional grading
from 31.1 and 22.1 per cent respectively to 26.5Aand 14.6, with the
percentages continuing downward to 23.4 and 13.4 in the first year of
non-traditional grading and then 1eve1ing off and slightly rising,
‘respectively, thereafter. The null was rejected because the -7.06A
for A's and -11.70A for B's.in the first year of non-traditional
grading exceed previous'fA values and the slight increéses in C's
during the second and third years were the only éositive & values in
. six years. However, the uniform decrease in'A's, B's, and‘C’s immedi-
ately after adoption of A-B-C-N disproved the alternative-hypofhesis,

7. There were indications that "informal" grading policies

co-existed with formal grading systems at both Flathead Valley and
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Oregon during the six-year period. At Flathead, the W grade increased
in four years of A-B-C-D-F grading from 9.0 to 17.8 per cent--antici- -
pating adoption of the A-B-C-NR system--and during both traditional
and non-traditional grading at Oregon, the percentages of P's increased

from 11.5 to 21.6, W's from 1.1 to 5.2, and I's from 4.6 to 5.3.

Summary of Student-Faculty
Surveys

Survey instruments were designed to record the attitudes of
~students and faculty at Flathead, Oreéon, and Grinnell toward A-B-C-N
or NR grading and the A-B~C-D-F system it replaced. Analysis of |
questions requiring rénked responses involved fhe.calcuiation.of mean
ranks-~-to indicate rank order and value, Kendall's coefficient of -
concordance (W)--to indicate the extent of agreement among respondents,
and the chi square (x?) test of independence--to indicate the felétion-
ship between the variables of response item and respondent group (iué.,
student or facu;ty) and sub-group (i.e.,_age,'sex, major field{ class
.1eve1 or e#perience, etc.). Tﬁe null hypothéses for these questions
were that W and X> values are not significant at .05, Analysis of
questions requiring ratings on a five-point scale involved a ‘description
‘of the response distribution, and the use of the X2 test of'independ-
ence for item and group variables. As on previous questions, the null
was that these variables are below .05 significance. When .pairs of

questions compared experiences before and. after grading modification,
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. the xz null Wﬁs that differences in opinions ‘are not significant at
.05 or above.

A total of 710 student questionnaires apd 396 faculty question-
. naires were sent, and return rates were 512 (?Z-per cent5 and 278 (70
per cent), respectively. Samples were sufficient to §¥ovide 95 per
cent confidence that respoﬁses were f5 pérlcent of the population
parameters of 2,160 students and 586 faculty. The méjbr findings
were: |

1. The prime objective of grading, for both students and
faculty, was to providé the student with an indication of his academic
performance, and the least imporfén£ objective was to record an impres-
sion of.student character and personality. The objective of indicating
student effort as well as academic performance was raﬁked second by
students but sixth out of seven by faculty, wﬁile the objectives of
offering a general evaluation of academic performahce and of providing -
a record of that performance to others (e.g., graduate admissions
officers énd prospective employers) were ranked second and third by
faculty but only fourth and fifth by students. ‘The W values indicated
coﬁcordance at .01 for stﬁdents at all three collezes and faculty ét
Oregon and Grinnell, requiring rejection of the null. The nuli~of
independence was aléo rejected, as levalues were significant at .0l.

2. Respomnses to similar questions in which gtudénts were asked

to estimate the rankings of these same objectives by faculty and.
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faculty were asked to estimate student rankings showed each group to
have only a limited idea of the other's‘dpiﬁions and considerable
reluctance to even estimate them. Facuity ranked only three objectives
correctly and students only one, producing x2 values at .05"signifiéance
or above, requiring retention of the null of igdépendghce.‘ And overall
. W_valﬁes significant at .05 or above indicated that student and faculty
groups were in considerable concordance regarding:their reépective
inaccurate estimates, requiring rejéction of the null.

3. Students ranked ‘variations 6f Fhe A-B-C-N or NR»system
firgt;and second of eight possibiiitieé, choosing;deﬁailed written
eyaluatiops-third and the traditfohgl A;B;C-D-F éystém last{ while
faculty ranked A-B-C-D-F first, with A-B-C-N or NR second and the -
listing of student skills and competencies lastp‘(The significance of
overall W and X% values at the .0l level required rejec;ion.of:the
np}lg_of non-concordance and indéﬁendence of Qariables.

k. qudents indicated that'their motivation for academic:
achievement upﬁer both A-B-C-D-F and A-B-C-N or NR g;adingiwasAfirst
their desire to:sétisfy_themselves and second their desire to:learnm .
the:subject ma;Fer, but faculty‘incorrectly assuméd fhé‘prime motivatér
to_be student desire to eafn‘A or‘B‘grades.' Overail W anci.)('2 signifi-
Sgncé:ati.Ol indigatea concordénce in stu&ent rankings and,inéécurate
faculty-gstimates and‘showedja’relationship betWeeg variables, cadsing-

rejection of the nulls.
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5. Students judged A-B-C-N or NR grading to be somewhat more
accurate than the A-B-C-D-F system, while faculty were of the opposite
opinion. Thirty-seven per cent of the students and 58 per cent of the
faculty rated traditional grading as fairly accupéte, with most others
judging it to overstate or understate learning to some degree, while
43 per cent of the students and 37 per cent of the faculty rated non-
punitive grading as fairly accurate, and the balancé fognd it inaccur-
éte. A xz test indicated these before-after comparisons of the two
_systems to have shown differences that were é}gnificant-at .05 for
fgculty and below that level fo; students. Other X? values were
sufficient £o cause rejection of ‘the independence null.

6. Although two-thirds of the students and féculty found it
neither harder nor eaéier to earn A's after the elimination of D's and
F's, and over half found no change in the difficulty of earning B's,
43 per cent of the students and 66 per cent of the faculty believed
that it was to some extent easier to earn C's, Chi-sqqare values were
significant at .05, requiring fejection of the null.

7. Fully 29 per cent of the students and 19 per cent of the
faculty said they worried less about grades and grading with the A-B-C-N
or NR system. Most of the remaining students found no change, but 29
per cent of the faculty.worrigd more. The X2 values wérevsufficient

to reject the null of ‘independence.
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8. Although 20'per cent of the students and 11 per cént of

the faculty believed academic cheating to have decreased after the
elimination of D's and F's, 68 per cent of the students and 76 per cent
of the faculty found no change. The X% values at two of the institu-
tions were not higﬁ enough to indicate a significant difference in
student-faculty opinion, although the overall value was sufficient to
reject the null. ‘

9. Twenty-féur ber cent of the students found themselves less
_likely to- be placed on academic probation with the A-B-C-N or NR
system, gnd 45 per cent of the faculty agréed. However, 10 per cent
of the studénts and 22 per cent of the faculty found probation more
likely. Chi-square values significant at .05 or above caused fejection
of the null, |

10. Enroliment-in electives was more likely after elimination:
of D's and F's, accbrding to 30 per cent of the students and 58 per
cent of the faculty, but most of the othe?s found no change. Chi-
square values were sufficieﬁt to reject the null,

11. The great majority of faculty agreed that the use of grades
as a threat or reward for conformity to teacher views was infrequent
under both AiB-C-D-E and A-B-C-N or NR grading, but 28 per cen;nof the
students found the practice to occur often during tr;ditional g?adiﬁg,
while half as many found it as frequent after adoption of the non-.

punitive system. A x2 test indicated these before-after comparisons
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of the two, K systems to have shown differences that were significant at
.01 for students, but below .05 for faculty. Overall x? values were
high enough to reject the independence null.

12. An improvement in the general student-faculty relationship
after elimination of D's and F's was observed by 26 per cent of the
étudents and 22 per cent of the faculty, but nearly all of the remaining
found no change. Overall Xz values were sufficient to cause rejéction

of the independence null,

' Summary of Admissions Officer
Surveys

Sur&ey instruments were designed to rgcord the policies of
regional undergraduate admissions officers Eoward Flathead's A-B-C-NR
system and of graduate admissions ﬁfficers toward Oregon's A-B-C-N ana
Grinnell's A-B-C-NR system. Analysis of questions requiring raﬁkéd
responées involved the célculation of mean ranks--to indicate rank
order and value, Kendall's coefficient of concordance (W);-to indicate
the extent of agreement among respondents, and the chi square (yx?2)
test of independence--to indicate the relationship between the variables
of response item and intra-regional sub-g?oup (i.¢., based‘on control,
-location; and énrollment). The null hypotheses for these questions
were that W and X values are.not significant-at 105' When pairs of
questions compared.policies toward A-B-C-D-F and AjB-C-N‘or NR grading,'

the x? null was that differences are not significant at .05. Analysis
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of questions requiring ratings on a five-point scale involved a descrip-
tion of tne response distribution and the application of the X% test
of independence for item and.sub-group variables. As on previous
questions, the null was that these variables‘are below .05 significance.‘

Questionnaires were sent to the entire populetions of 48 under-
graduate transfer admissions officers at. four-year colleges within 500-
miles of.Flathead Valley Communlty College, of 62 graduate school
officers at institutions w1thin 500 miles of the Unlver31ty of Oregon,'
and of 112 graduate school officers at institutions Within 400‘miles
of Grinnell College. Responses from the three regions equelled 42 (88
per cent), 48 (77 per cent),:and:78'(70 per cent),;respectively. 'lhe
major findings were: |

1. Uncergraduéte admissions officere in the Northwest ranked
community college grades the most important transfer criterion, followed
by high school grades, the acknowledged_quelity of tne college, and . |
test scores--for graduates of.ooth the Flathead A-B-C-NR eyétem andltne:
A-B~C-D-F gystem at other commnnity colleges. The-null of non-
concordance was rejécte&, as W values reached .01 significance, but the
"test- for.independence between suo-group variables and differences.‘
‘between criteria for‘either‘grading system were not sufficient to
disprove the nulls.' : . ‘: - o

| :zf. Graduate adnissions officers in the-Noythwest tenked undetf

graduate‘gtedes theimost_impoftant admiseions critefion;“follg%ed by,

v
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test scores, letters of recommendation, and the acknowledged quality of
the undefgraduate institution~-for graduates of both the Oregon A-B-C-N
system and the A-B-C-D-F system at other colleges. Kendall coefficient
values were -significant at. .0l, requiring rejection of the null, but X2
tests were not as significant, causing retention of the nulls of sub~-
group variable independencg and similarity in criteria order for the
two systems.

3. Graduate admissions officers in the Midwest ranked under-
. graduate grades the most important admissions criterion fpr applicants
from Grinnell's A-B-C-NR system and the.A-B-C-D-F system at other
colleges, but they judged test séore; and the acknowledéed quality of
the undergraduate institution to be equally ‘important for a;l but -
Grinnell graduates, for whom test scores were more critical. Ranking
agreement was significant at .Ol,'réquiring rejecfion of the null, but
close ranking values produced X2 figures below .05 significancé for
both the nulls of sub-grogp variasle independeﬁce and similarity in
criteria order for the two systems.
| 4, Undergréduate and graduate admissions were shown to be
largely intra-regional concerns, for 71 per cent of the undergraduate
‘students in the Northwest came from institutions within 500 miles of
their colleges; 75 per cent of the graduate students in the same region-
came from undergraduate institutions within 500 miles of their graduate:

schools; and 67 per cent of the graduate students in the Midwest came
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from within 400 miles of their graduate schools.

5.- Although most undergraduate admissions officers found
Flathead's A-B-C-NR system to have no negative effects on £ransfer or
scholarships, nearly a quarter found it a disadvantage (at least
deiaying admission) in éompetition with A-B-C-D-F-graded applicants,
and 25 per cent judged their familiarity with Flathead to give its
graduates an advaﬁtage'over applicants'from‘colléges with similaf
systems in other regions. Chi-square tests fo; nearly all sub-group‘

. variables produced values insﬁfficient to cause rejecﬁion of fhe.
independence null. ‘

6. Although most graduafé admissions'officers féund Oregon's
A-B-C-N system to have no negative effects on admission,Afellpwsﬁip55
or assistantships, about one-fifth found it a disadvantage (at 1e§st
delaying admission) in'competitibn with A-B-C-D-F-graded apﬁlicanfs,
and 37 per'cent'jpdged their faﬁiliarity with Oregon to give its
graduates an ad;antage over app}iqénts from colleges with similar'
systems in other régions. Chi square cémparisons be;wéen régions and
nearly all sub-groups produced values.insuffiéient'to cause rejection
of the iqdependen;e null,

7. Although most graduate admissions officefs'found.Gfinnelle‘
A-B-CFNR system to have‘no_negative effeqts on admission,\fellowships;;
or assistantships, -about one-third found it & disadvantage (ét Ieasf o

delaying admission) in competition with A-B-C-D-F-graded applicants, .
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and 19 per cent judged their.familiarity with Grinnell to give its
graduates ah advantage over.applicants from colleges with similar
systems in other regions. Chi square coﬁpa:isons between regions and
néarly all sub-groups produced values insufficient.to cause rejéction

of the independence null.

CONCLUSIONS

Analysis and interpretation of ‘grade distributions and student,
faculty, and admissions officer questionnaires have suggested the
folléwing conclusions:

1. Academic standards—--to the extent that they are related to
.grade distributionsf-werg neither weakened nor strengthened appreciably
as a result of the non-punitive system. The percentages of A, B, and C
graaes tended to stabilize after the elimination of D's and F's.

2. The prime objective of grading--for ﬁost students and
faculty--was to provide the student with an indication of his academic
performance. Providing a public record of performance and indicating
student charactér or personality were of lesser importance.

3. The grading system preferred by most students was A-B-C=No
Credit or No Record, while most faculty preferred the A-B-C-D-F system.
Written evaluationsland competency listings were ranked lower by Both
groups.

4. Themrankings‘of grading objectives and grading'systems

appeared to conflict. Written or competency. based evaluations would
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seem to potentially offer more meaningful indications to the student of
his academic perfo;mance than the letter grade systems,’but survey
respondents commented grudgingly that the lengthier evaluations--~though
"ideal"--were "impractical in the reality of mass educationm.

5. The motivation for student academic achievement appeared to
be more internal than exter;al. Self-satisfaction and the desire to-
learn the subject matter were ranked as the priﬁe motivating factorg .
by students,-whilé the pursuit of high grades, the évoidaﬁce of low -
grades, and the desire to p}gase.others_were of lesser importarce. '

6. No épbreciablé éhanges'in academic life following the
elimination of D's and F's were observed by a majority of_students and
faculty participating in the sﬁrveys. However, favoréble effects on .
student worry over grades, academic cheating, acad;mic probation,
exploratory enrollment iﬁ'électives, the use of grades as threat or
reward for conformity to teacﬁer views, and the.general student~faculty
relationship were attributed to the elimination of D's and F's by a
minority, averaging about 25 per cent of the survey respondents; Student
opinion was consistently more extreme than faculty opinion on these
matters.

7. Respondénts disagreed over the effects of the non—punitivé
system-On grading accuracy, with students tending to see an improvement
and faéulty a decline. The 1aék of appréciable chgnges-in grade

distributions, however, suggested.that changes in g:éding accuracy had
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‘also been quite minor.

8. The effect of the elimination of D's and F's on the diffi-
culty of earning A's, B's, and C's--as perceived by students and faculty--
conflicted with the patterns indicated by grade distributions. Respon-
dents believed that letter grades,.particularly C's, were less difficult
to achieve in noﬁ-punitive s&stems, but grading tfends showed either a
leveiing off or an .actual drop in the percentages of letter grades;
particularly C's, to accompany the new system. 'Someifaculty, of
. course, apply informal and 1ibera1 grading policies to any grading
system, but the.nonnpunitivé'systeﬁ has apparently changed attitudes-
about the difficulfy of earning éfédes more than it has changed“aétual
standards or practices. |

9. Undergraduate. transfer and graduate‘adﬁiSSion were found to
be largely intra-regional concerns. - When about threeréuafters of the
students come from within 500 miles of their transfer college or
graduate- school, it is obvious that questions regarding the aéceptability
af a given undergraduate grading system are. resolved primarily by that
region's admissions officers~-national opinion surveys notwithstanding.

10. No appre:iable differences in the admissions chances of
equally qualified épplicants with A-B-Cdb-F.or A-B=C-No Credit or No .
Record transcripts were reported by a majorify of the undérgraduate and
graduaée admissions officers in all regions surveyed. Declining

enrollments and vacant places seemed-to at least partially explain
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liberal policies.

11. UnﬁaVorable effects on undergraduate transfer and to a
greatér extent on graduate admissions were attributed fo A=B~C-No
Credit or No Record tramscripts by a minority of the respondents,
averaging about 25 per cent. Requirements that applicants supplement
nop=traditional records with-aaditionél test scores, letters of
recommendation, an& interviews tended to delay admission. and decrease
chances for academic scholarships. .

12, Favorable effects on admission and scholarship competition
were attributed to A;B-C-No'Credit or No Record transcripts by a
minority of the respondents, avgfaging about 10 per cent. Iﬁe_feéiing

"was that the elimination of D and F records Fénded-to give applicants
an.advantage over ofhers whose transcripts recorded these low marks.
About 25-per,cent of the respondenfs also judged their familiérify with
institutions within.the éame region to give their gradua?és an advantage
over applicants. from other regions in competition by students with non-;*
traditional records.

13. Continued support and justification for traditional grading
practices has been largely derived from the administrative desire for
efficient record-keeping. A cycle--in which transfer‘and g;aduate
admissions officers required traditional letter grades;.s;udents sought
the gradeé in order to. survive in the academic environment, and faculty

maintained the system to satisfy apparent student desires and
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administrative convenience--has discouraged significant modifications
_of grading.ﬁractices, in spite of agreement aﬁong studénts and faculty
that meaningful evaluation is more important than efficient recdgd—

keeping.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Consideration of this study's findings and conclusions has
led to the following recommendations:

1. Experiments in non-punitive grading shoiuld be continued and
expanded. Although most studenﬁs and faculty do not appear to be
affected by such a system, enough have reported positive experienceé
to warrant further study.

2. Further research on the effects of non-punitive grading
should be conducted at the institutioﬁ; participating in this study.
Effects which were not apparent.during the limited time-~frame of this
study may be observed through research on the long-term results of the
non-punitive system.

3. Further research on the effect of non-punitive grading
should be conducted ét instituiions dissimilar in characteristics and
location to those in this study. Before any generalizations can be
made concerﬁing efﬁects of the non-punitive system, research must
include experiences in a vériety of educationél environments.

4, TFollow-up studies should be undertaken to trace the

performance of graduates from institutions with.non-punitive grading
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who go on to golleges and graduate schools which employ the traditional
grading system. A null hypothesis would expect them tﬁ do about as
well as students whose previous education was completed entirely under
traditional grading, and alternative hypotheses would expect either
above average or below average performance in relation to their counter=-
éa;ts with traditional grading experience.

5. Experiments in non-punitive grading should be conducted at
the public school and graduate school ievels, in addition to the collegé
. experiments, This would allow smooth articulation and evaluation of a
;pmplété educational system;-lesé prejudiced by pre-experimental or

;pgg-experimental concerns.

“-6; Institutions adopting non-tra&itional grading systems -
should uﬁdertake programs to inform and "educate" regional admissions
;ﬁfi;ers, employers, elected officials, and the general public regarding
the philosophy underlying the new system and the mechanics of its
péeration, This open and pogitive policy could do much to prevent
mgsun&erstanding and opposition outside the college community.

7. Institutions involvea in non=-punitive gfa&ing experiments
;pould cooferate with each.gtﬁef in evaluating their systems, informing.

the public and profession, and dealing with employment or admissions

8. Students and faculty should have more opportunities to

discuss and reconcile attitudes on academic matters. This study's
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documentation of the reluctance of each gfoup to estimate each other's
opinions and the inaccuracy of such estimates has evidenced considerable
confusioﬁ. Little improvement in grading systems or other matters of
academic importanqe can be expected until the misunderstandings and
conflicting desires of students and faculty are resolved.

9. Students, faculty memﬁers, and administrators should explore
evaluative methods and admissions criteria that are more meaningful than
letter grade records. The desire for efficient and inexpensivé systems.
should not prevent the consideratian of more comp?ehensive approaches.
Nop—punitiye grading may prove to be oniy a temporary experiment, a

prelude to more ambitious academic innovation.
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"APPENDIX A

Dawson College .

TELEPHONE.: (406) 365-3396 300 COLLEGE DRIVE
GLENDIVE, MONTANA S9330

JAMES HOFFMAN
PRESIDENT
DONALD KETTNER
VICE-PRESIDENT

November 19, 1973

Mr. Gil Taylor, Admin. Ass't
College of Letters and Science
Montana State University
Bozeman, MT 59715 -.

Dear Gil:

As per your request, the correspondence concerning your
study of grading systems and, in particular, non-punitive grading
‘was read at our fall meeting in Missoula.

The Montana Association of College Registrars and Admission
Officers (MACRAO) are, in deed, interested in the results of your
study. If you can work it into your schedule, we would appreciate
a progress resume of your study at our winter meeting in Billings

on January 10, 1974,
If we can be of assistance, please let us know.
Sincerely,
Donald H. Kettner

Vice President

DHK:crt
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APPENDIX B

SUMMARY OF GRADING SYSTEMS

. Flathead Vélley Community College
.Effectivé with the 1971-72 academic year, transcripts record only:

High degree of excellence

Above average

Meets course requirements

Satisfactory completion (equivalent to a C or better)
Withdrawn

S nNaOwW >

D's and F's are no longer indicated. Transcripts contain
no record of course attempts which do not result in the
earning of one of the above grades.

University of Oregon

Effective with the 1970-71 academic yéar, transcripts record only:

Excellent (pass-differentiated)
Good (pass-differentiated)
Satisfactory (pass-differentiated)
Satisfactory or better (C or above; pass undlfferentlated)
Unsatisfactory (no credlt)
Withdrawn

Incomplete

No grade reported by 1nstructor
No basis for grade

KMXHEZ9Y0OW

’

D's and F's are no longer indicated, although the N records
less than C-level performance. Grade point averages are no
longer computed, but students are disqualified when the
percentage of their N grades exceeds acceptable levels
(about 20 per cent N).
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Appendix B (Continued)

Grinnell College

Effective with the 1972-73 academic year, transcripts record only:

A Excellent
A- Superior
B Very Good

B~ Good

C Satisfactory

Credit Satisfactory or better
I Incomplete

AU Audit

D's and F's are no longer recorded .permanently; transcripts
contain no record of course attempts which do not result in
the earning of one of the above marks. Students are,

" however, expected to maintain '"mormal progress" toward their
four-year degrees.
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APPENDIX C

Montana State University

October 23, 1973 -

Dear Student:

Your college is one of several institutions that have recently
adopted an A-B-C-No Credit or No Record grading system. The
Dzpartment of Educational Services at Montana State University
is sponsoring my research project to document some of the
experiences selected colleges are having with the new systems,
and an important aspect of this study is a survey of student
opinion, '

‘1 am making a special effort to contact students who have had
experience under both the traditional and new grading systems

at this institution, I will very much appreciate your completing
. the enclosed survey form and returning it in the accompanying
pro-paid envelope, The form takes only ten or fifteen minutes

to finish--and the results will assist your college and others

in their evaluation of grading practices,

I assure you that individual survey responses will be treated
confidentially., Summary statistics will be made available to the -
ptaff and students of your institution during the coming term.

I look forward to including your opinions and experiences‘in this
ogtudy. Thank you for your cooperation,

' Sincerely,

Gilbert O, Taylor, Jr.

enclosure

Bozemnan, Montana 59715 Tel. 406-587-3121
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APPENDIX D

STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

This questionnaire is being administered as part of a study on coilege gradiné

practices.

In particular, the questionnaire is designed to record some of your -

attitudes toward the traditional ABCDF grading system and the ABC/No Credit or
No Record grading system recently.adopted by your college. The results of the
questionnaire will be used for research purposes only. Thank you for your
_assistance. (G. Taylor, 104 Colter Hall, Montana State University, Bozemen, ML)

ANSWER
COLUMN

1.

2.

3.
ho

9.

in.

. {8) other {£ill in)

Please choose one answer to each of the following questions and enter
the appropriate number in the answer column on the left.

Sex:. (1).Male (2) Female

How old are you? - (1) 17 or under (2)-18, (3) 19~
(420 (5) 21 (6) 22 (7) 23 (8) 24 (9) 25 or over

Marital status: (1) Single (2) Married
Have you ever been on active military duty? (1) Yes (é) No

Not counting summer employment, have you ever had s full-time job?
(1) Yes . (2) Mo .

Class level: (1) Freshman (2) Sophomore (3) Junior (k) Senior
(5) Graduate Student (6) Other (£ill in)

Carrent school attendance: (1) Full-time student . (2) About 3/4 time
{3) About 1/2 time (4) About 1/4 time or less

In vhich of the following areas is your major field of study? Choose one.

{1) Humapities and Arts (philosophy, English, ert, foreign language, etc. )
(2) Social Sciences (sociology, psychology, hlstory, economics, ete.)

(3) Physicel Sciences and Math (physics, math, chemistry, geology, ete. )

(4) Biological Sciences (botany, biology, zoology, microbiology, ete.)}

{5) Professional Education (elementary or secondsry degree programs, etc. )
{6) Other Professions (engineering, pre-med, pre-law, business admin., etes)
(7) Vocational-Technical (certificate or two-year degree programs)

Which of the following was your ‘overall grade range in high schogl? Estimate -
if you're not sure. (1) A- or A average (3.5 through 4.0 GPA)
{2) B average (3.0 through 3.4 GPA)
{3) B~ average (2.5 through 2.9 GPA)
{4) C average (2.0 through 2.4 GPA)
{5) Below C average (under 2.0 GPA).

Which of the following is your cumulative college grade range? Estimate
if you're not sure. (1) A- or A average (3.5 through 4.0 GPA)

(2) B everage (3.0 through 3.4 GPA) ’

{3) B~ average (2.5 through 2.9 GPA)

{4) € average (2.0 through 2.4 GPA)

{5) Below C sverage (under 2.0 GPA)
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11. In what school year did you first attend this college?
(1) Before September, 1970
(2) September, 1970 through August, 1971
(3) September, 1971 through August, 1972
(4) September, 1972 through August, 1973
(5) September, 1973 through August, 197k

ar—

There will be more than one answer to each of the next few questions. Please
rank your answers as indicated, using the spaces provided in the answer column.

12. Please rank the following grading objectives
in the order of importance you would give
them, Enter on the left of the answer col-
umn the number of the most important objec-
tive, then the next most important, and so
on to the least important on the right.

(1) Precise evaluation of academic performance
(2) Genersl evaluation of academic performence
(3) Indication to student of his academic performance
{4t) Indication to others (e.g.,, graduate admissions officers,
prospective employers, etc. 3 of student academic performance
(5) Indication of student ability or potential, as well as performance
(6) Indication of student effort, as well as academic performance
{7) -Impression of student character and personslity, as well as performence

13. Now rank these same grading objectives in
the order that most of your college teachers
seem to follow when they are grading you.

R et T a8 St—m— —— ——

14. Please rank the following grading
systems in order of their desirability
to you. Enter the number of the most
desirable, the next most, and so on.

{1) ABCDF only
{2) ABCDF with Pass-Fail option _
{3) ABC/No Credit or No Record only
‘(4). ABC/No Credit or No Record with Pass-No Credlt ar No Record option .
{5) Pass-Fail only .
+ {6) Pass/No Credit or No Record only
{7) Detailed written evaluations only
(8) Listing of student skills and competencies only

15. In general, when you are graded under the ABCDF
system, what motivates you to study or to other-
wise make a strong effort in a course? Rank the
following items in order of their importance in
motivating you. Enter the number of the most

_important, the next most, and so on to the least.

. {1) Desire to satisfy parents or others close to you.
* {2) Desire to satisfy yourself )
(3) Desire to satisfy the teacher of the course
{4) Desire to earn A or B grades
{5} Desire to avoid receiving D or F grades
{6} Desire to.learn the subject matter of the course




) Desire to
) Desire to
} Desire to
) Desire to
; Desire to

Desire to

16,

satisfy
satisfy
satisfy
earn A o
avoid re
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In general, when you are graded under -the

ABC/No Credit or No Record system, what motivates
you to study or to otherwise make a strong effort
in a course? Rank the following in order of their
importance in motivating you.

parents or others close to you
yourself

the* teacher of the course

r B grades

ceiving No Credit or No Record

learn the subject matter of the course

Please choose only one answer to each of the following questions.

. 1m.
__ 1.

9.
’___ 20,
21.

In general, when you are graded under the ABCDF system, how accurately
do the grades you receive indicate how much you you have really learned?
Choose one answer.

(l; grades
My grades
(3) My grades
(4) My grades
(5) My grades

indicate
indicate
indicate
indicate
indicate

that I learned much more than I really did.,
that I learned slightly more than I really did.
fairly accurately how much I've learned.

that I learned slightly less .than I really did.
that I learned much less than I really did.

In general, when you are graded under the ABC/No Credit or No Record )
system, how accurately do the grades you receive indicate how much you

1) My grades
2) My grades
3) My grades
4) My grades
(5)- My grades

‘have really learned? C

indicate
indicate
indicate
indicate
indicate

hoose one answer.

that I learned much more than I really did.
that I learned slightly more than I really did.
fairly accurately how much I've learned.

that I learned slightly less than I really did.
that I learned much less than I really did.

On the'whole, how has the change from ABCDF grading to'ABC/No Credit or :
No Record grading affected the difficulty of earning A's? Choose one answer.
(1) It is much harder to earn A's now.
{2) It is slightly harder to earn A's now.
':(3) It is neither harder nor easier to earn A's now.

- {%) It is slightly easier to earn A's now.

(5) It is much easier to earn A S now.

Cn the whole, how has the change from ABCDF grading to ABC/No Credit or

- No Record grading affected the difficulty of earning B s? Choose one answer.

(1) It is much hardeér to earn B's now.

(2) 1t is slightly hardér to earn B's now. )
(3) It is neither harder nor easier to earn B's poy,’
(4) It is slightly easier to earn B's now.

(5) It is much easier to earn B's now.

On the whcle, how has the change from ABCDF grading to ABC/No Credlt'or .
Mo Hecord grading affected the difficulty of 'earning C's? Choose one answer.
(1) It is much harder to earn C's now.
(2) It is siightly harder to earn C's now.
(3) It is neither harder nor easier to earn C's now.
{4) Tt is slightly easier to earn C's now.:
(5) It is much easier to earn C's now.
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23.
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a5.

26.

27.

28. .
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In general, how has the change from ARCDF to ABC/No Credit or Mo Record
grading affected your tendency to worrv over grades? Choose one answer.
(1) I worry much more about grades now.
(2) I worry slightly more about grades now.
(3) I worry neither more nor less ahout grades now.
(4) I worry slightly less about grades now.
(5) I worry much less shout grades now.

On the whole; how would vou say the change from ARCDF to ABC/Mo Credit or
No Record grading has affected incidences of cheating by students?

(1) Students seem to cheat much more now.’

(2) Students seem to cheat slightly more now.

(3) Students seem to cheat neither more nor less now.

(4) Students seem to chest slightly less now.

(5) Students seem to cheat much less now.

In general, how has the change from ABCDF to ARC/No Credit or No Record
grading affected your chances of being placed on scholastic probation?

(1) I.am much more likely to be placed on probation now.

(2) I am slightly more likely to be placed on probation now.

3 am neither more nor less likely to be placed on probation now.
Y am slightly less likely tosbe placed on probation now.

5 am much less likely to be -placed on probation now.

o~~~
Nt Nt et
4 = -

How has the change from ARCDF to ARC/No Credit or No Record affected the
frequency of your enrollment in elective courses not reguired in-your
major field of study? .

{1) I teke many more of these courses now.

{(2) I take a few more of these courses now.

(3) I take neither more nor less of these courses now.

(4) I take a few less of these courses now.

(5) I take many less of these courses now.

In general, when you are graded ABCDF, how often do teachers use
grades as & threat or reward to enforce conformity to their views?
51) Almost always ‘
2) Quite often
(3) Once in a while
(4) Seldom
(5) Almost never

In general, when you are graded ARC/No Credit or Wo Record, how often 4o
teachers use grades as a threat.or reward to enforce conformity to their

views? . (1) Almost always
(2) onite often
(3) Cuce in a while
(4) seldom
(5) Almost never

On the whole, how has the change from ABCDF grading to ABC/No Credit or
No Record grading affected the way you and your teachers get along?
(1) We get along much better than before.
2) We get along a little better then before.
3) We get along neither better nor worse than before.
4) We don't get along quite as well as before.
5) We don't get along nearly as well as before.
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APPENDIX E

Montana State 'Uniwm'ty

October 23, 1973

Dear Faculty Member:

Your college is one of several institutions that have recently
adopted an A-B-C-No Credit or No Record grading system. The
Department of Educational Services at Montana State University
is sponsoring my research project to document some of the exper-
iences selected colleges are having with the new systems, and -
an important aspect of this study is a survey of faculty opinion.

1 om making a special effort to contact faculty who have had
experience under both the traditional and the new systems at |
your institution. I will very much appreciate your completing
the enclosed survey form and returning it in the accompanying
pre-paid envelope. The form takes only ten or fifteen minutes
to finish--and the results will assist your college and others
in their evaluation of grading practices.

I ossure you that individual survey responses will remain confi-
dential. Summary statistics will be made available to the staff
and students of your institution during the coming term. I look
forwvard to including your opinions and experiences in this study.
Thank you for your cooperation. . ' e

Sincerely,

Gilbert O. Taylor, Jr.

anclosure

Bozeman, Montana 59715 Tel. 406-587-3121
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A This survey is part of a larger study on
college grading. In particular, the
=N questionnaire is designed to record some

of your reactions toward the A-B-C-No

Credit or No Record grading system recently
i ] = adopted at your college. Responses are
.1 confidential and will be included in sum-

mary statistics only. Thank you for your

assistance. G. Taylor, 104 Colter Hall,
Montana State University, Bozeman MT 59715.

ANSWER Please choose one response to each of the following questions and
COLUMN enter the appropriate number in the answer column on the left.
1. Sex: (1) Male (2) Female
2. Age: (1) 24 or under (2) 25-34 (3) 35-bb (4) Ls5-54
(5) 55-6u (6) 65 or over
3. Marital status: (1) single (2) Married

s In which of the following areas is your major field of teaching?

(1) Humanities-Arts (philosophy, English, art, foreign language, etc.)
2) Social Sciences (sociology, psychology, history, economics, etc.)
3) Physical Sciences-Math (physics, math, chemistry, geology, etc.)
L) Biological Sciences (botany, biology, zoology, microbiology, etc.)
5) Professional Education (elementary or secondary ed programs, etc.)
6) Other Professions (engineering, law, med, business admin., etc.)
7) Vocational-Technical (certificate or two-year degree programs)
8) Other (please specify)

PN N N o~ o~ P~

5. Highest degree held: (1) Bachelor's (2) Master's (3) Doctor's
(4) other (please specify)

6. Years of teaching experience: (1) 5 or under (2) 6-10 (3) 11-15
(&) 16-20 (5) 21-25 (6) 26 or over

7. Tenure status: (1) Non-Tenured (2) Tenured

8. Employment status: (1) Full-Time Faculty (2) About 3/4 Time
(3) Avbout 1/2 Time (4) About 1/4 Time or Less

Q. Do your faculty responsibilities include the academic advisement
of students? (1) Yes (2) No

10. In what academic year did you begin teaching at this institution?
(1) Before the 1970-1971 academic year
(2) During the 1970-1971 academic year
(3) During the 1971-1972 academic year
(4) During the 1972-1973 academic year
(5) During the 1973-1974 academic year

There will be more than one response to each of the next few questions. Please
rank the items as indicated, using the spaces provided in the answer column.
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Please rank the following grading objectives in the order of 1mportance You
would give them (l=most important; 7=least important):
OBJECTIVE
(1) Precise evaluation of academic performance
(2) General evaluation of academic performance
(3) Indication to student of his academic performance
(4) 1Indication to others (e.g., graduate admissions officers,
prospective employers, etc.) of student academic performance
(5) 1Indication of student ability or potential, as well as performance
(6) 1Indication of student effort, as well as academic performance
(7) Impression of student character and personality, as well as performance

Now rank these same grading obgectives in the order you belleve most students
uould choose (1=most important; 7=least important):
. OBJECTIVE

(1) Precise evaluation of amcademic performance

(2) General eveluation of academic performance . .

(3) 1Indicstion to student of his academic performance ) B

(%) Indication to others (e.g., graduate- admissions officers, -
prospective employers, etc.) of student academic performance

(5) Tndication of .student ability or potential, as well as performance

—__ (6) Indication of .student effort, as well as academic performance

(7) Impression of student character and personslity, as vell as performance

13. ."Plesse rank the following grading systems in order of theu' desirability

-“to you (1=most desirable; B=least desu'able) s
GRADING SYSTEM- . . : : LTy
1) A~B=-C-D-F only
(2) A-B~-C-D~F with Pass-Fail option
(3). A-B-C-No Credit or No Record only '
{4) A-B-C-No Credit or No Reccrd with Pass-No Credit or No Record option
(5) Pass-Feil only I ,
{6) Pass-No Credit or No Record only -
{(7) Detailed written evaluations only i
{B). Listing of student skills and cunpetencles only' o

In general, when greaded under the A-B-C-D-F system,~ what motivates students
"to study or otherwise meke a strong effort in their courses? .Rank the
.Lollowing items in order of their importance in motlvatmg students undey
--A-B-C-D-F greding {1=most important; é=least.important):

MOTIVATING FACTOR

{1) Desire to satisfy parents or others close to students T
{2) Desire of students to satisfy themselves P P TRARP L S
(3) Desire of students to satisfy their teachers Lo IR

(4)  Desire of students to earn A or B grades

( ) Desire of students to avoid receiving D or F grades . -

( )‘ Des:.re of students to learn the subject matter of the course’

In general, }vhen graded under the A-E—C-No Credit ‘or No, Record system, what
motivates students to study or otherwise make a strong effort in their courses?
Rank the following items in order of their importance im motivating students .
under A-B-C-No Credit or No Record gradlng (l—most important ; 6 =least 1mportant):
. MOTIVATING FACTOR

{1) Desire to satisfy parents or others close to students

{2) Desire of students to satisfy themselves )

(3) Desire of students .to satisfy their teachers, | T T ;
{4) Desire of students to earn A or B grades T - T

"(5) -Desire of students to avoid receiving No Credit or N'o Record .
(6). Resire of students to learn the subject matter of the.course
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Please choose one response to each of the following questlons and
enter the approprlate number in the answer column on the left.

In general, when graded under the A-B-C-D-F system, how accurately

do grades indicate hbw much students have really learned?

(1) Their grades indicate they learned much more than they really did.

(2) Their grades indicate they learned slightly more than they really d4id.
{3) Their grades indicate fairly accurately how much they learned.

(h; Their grades indicate they learned slightly less than they really did.
{5) Their grades indicate they learned much less than they really-did.

In general, when graded under the A-B-C-No Credit or No Record system, how
accurately do grades indicate how much students have really learned?

(1) Their grades indicate they learned much more than they really did.

(2) Their grades indicate they learned slightly more than they really did.
(3) Their grades indicate fairly accurately how much they learned.

(4) Their grades indicate they learned slightly less than they really did.
(5) Their grades indicate they learned much less than they really did.

On the whole, how has the change from A-B-C-D-F to A-B-C-No Credlt or
No Record grading affected the difficulty of earning A's.

(1) It is much harder to earn A's now. .

(2) It is slightly harder to earn A's now.

(3) It is neither harder nor easier to earn A's now.

(4) Tt is slightly easier to earn A's now.

(5) It is much easier to earn A's now.

On the whole, how has the ‘change from A-B-C-D-F to A-B-C-No Credit or
No Record grading affected the difficulty of earning B's?

(1) It is much harder to earn B's now.

(2) It is slightly harder to earn B's now. ‘

(3) It is neither harder nor easier to earn B's now.

(4) Tt is slightly easier to earn B's now.

(5) It is much easier to earn B's now.

On the whole, how has the change from A-B-~C-D-F to A-B-C-No Credit or.
No Record grading affected the dlfflculty of earning C's? .
(1) It is-much harder to eara C's now.

(2) It is slightly harder to earn C's now.

(3) It is neither harder nor easier to .earn C's now.

(4) It is slightly -easier to earn C's now.

(5) It is much easier to earn C's now.

In general, how has the change from A~B-C-D-F to A-B-C-No Credit or

" No Record grading affected your tendency to worry over grading?

(1) 1 worry much more about grading now.

(2) T worry slightly more about grading now..

(3) T worry neither more nor less about grading now.
) I worry slightly less sbout grading now.

(5) T worry much less about grading now.

In general, how has the change from A-B-C-D-F to A-B-C-No Credit or
No Record grading affected student tendency to worry over grades?
(1) Students seem to worry much more about grades now.

(2) Students seem to worry slightly more about grades now.

(3) students seem to worry neither more nor less about grades now.
(4). Students seem to worry slightly less about grades now.

(5) Students seem to worry much less about grades now. ) ‘ 3 .
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On the whole, how would you saj the change from A-B-C-D-F to A-B-C-

No Credit or
(1) Students

(2) Students
(3) Students
(4) Students
{5) Students

No Lecord grading has affected student cheating?
seem to cheat much more now.

seem to cheat slightly more now.

seem to cheat neither more nor less now.

seem to cheat slightly less now..

seem to cheat much less now.

In general, how has the change from A-B-C-D-~F.to A-B-C-No Credit or
No Record grading affected student chances of being placed on
academic probation?

(1) Students
(2) Students
(3) Students
(4) Students
(5) Students

are much more* likely to be placed.on probatlon now.

are slightly more likely to be placed om probation now.

are neither more nor less likely to be placed on probation now,
are slightly less likely to be placed on probation now.

are much less likely to be placed on probation now.

* On the whole, how has the change from A-B-C-D-F to A-B-C-No Credit or

No Record grading affected the frequency of student enrollment in

(1) Students
(2) Students
{3) Students
(4) students
(5) Students

- elective courses not required in their major field of study?

seem to take many more- such courses now.

seem to take a few more such courses now. .
seem to take neither more nor less of these courses now..
seem to take a few less such courses now.

seem to take many less such courses now.

In genersal, wheh grading under the A-B~C-D-F system, how oftén do ‘college

. teachers use
- views?

(1) Almost always
(2) Quite often

grades as a threaﬁ or reward to enforce conformity to thelr . )

(3) Once in a while

(4) sSeldom

(5) Almost never

In general, when grading under the A-B-C-No Credit or No Record system,

how often do

college teachers use grades-as a threat or reward to

enforce -conformity to their views?
(1) Almost always

(2) quite often

(3) Once in a while -

(4) Seldom’

(5) Almost never

On the whole, how has the change from A-B-C-D-F to A—B-C—No Credit or
No Record grading affected the way students and teachers get along?

(1) They get
(2) They get
(3) They get

along much better than before.
along a little better than before.
along neither better nor worse than before.

(4) They do not get along quite as well. as before.
(5) They do not get along nearly as well as before.
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APPENDIX G

LIST OF TRANSFER AND GRADUATE SCHOOLS SURVEYED

Undergraduate admissions officers at the following colleges within 500

miles of Flathead Valley Community College,

Kalispell, Montana, were

surveyed.
asterisk (*).

Idaho

1. Boise State College *

2. College of Idaho *

3. Idaho State University *

4., Lewis and Clark State College *
5. Northwest Nazarene College *

6. University of Idaho *

Montana
7. Carroll Coliege *

College of Great Falls *
Eastern Montana College *
Montana College of Mineral
Science and Technology
Montana State University *
Northern Montana College *
Rocky Mountain College *
University of Montana *
Western Montana College *

11,
12.
- 13.
14,
15.

Oregon

16. Columbia Christian College *
17. Eastern Oregon College *

18. George Fox College *

19, Lewis and Clark College

20. Linfield College *
21. Marylhurst College *

22. Portland State University
23, Pacific University *

24, Reed College *

25, University of Portland
26.

wta

Warner Pacific College *

Institutions. participating in the study are indicated by an

Utah

27,

28.
29.
30.
31.

Brigham Young University *
Univérsity of Utah *

Utah State University *
Weber State College *
Westminster College *

Washington

32.
33.
34,
35.

36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41,
42,

43,

44,
45,
46.
47.
48.

‘Central Washington State Col.*
.Eastern Washington State Col.*

L

Evergreen State College * -
Fort Wright College of the
Holy Names -
Gonzaga. University *
Northwest -College *
Pacific Lutheran University *
Saint Martin's College
Seattle Pacific College
Seattle University *
University of Puget Sound
University of Washington #*
Walla Walla College *
Washington State University * -
Western Wash. State College *
Whitman College * ‘
Whitworth College #*
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Graduate admissions officers at the following colleges within 500 miles

of the University of Oregon, Eugene,
tions participating in the study are

Oregon, were surveyed. Institu-
indicated by an asterisk (¥).

California Oregon

1. Armstrong College 33. Eastern Oregon College * - .~
2. Calif. State College, Sonoma * 34. Lewis and Clark College *

3. Calif. State Univ.,Chico * 35. Linfield College *

4, Calif, State Univ.,Hayward * 36. Marylhurst College *

"5. Calif. State Univ.,Humboldt 37. Oregon College of Education *
6. Calif. State Univ.,Sacramento 38. Oregon Graduate Center *

7. Calif. State Univ.,San Francisco*39. Oregon State University *

8. Calif. State Univ,,San Jose * 40. Pacific University *

9. College of the Holy Names * 41. Portland State University *
10. College of Notre Dame * 42, Reed College *

11. D-Q University * 43, Southern Oregon College *

12. Dominican College of San Rafael* 44, University of Portland

13.
14.
15,
16.

Golden Gate University

John F. Kennedy Unlver51ty

Mills College *

Monterey Institute of Forelgn
Studies

Pacific Union College

Saint Mary's College of Calif.

‘Stanford University *

Univ. of California, Berkeley

Univ. of California; Davis

Univ, of California, Santa Cruz

Univ. of the Pacific, Stockton *

University of San Francisco *

University of Santa Clara *

Wright Institute *

ol
w

17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
. 25.
26.

Idaho

L.

27. Boise State College *
28. College of Idaho *
29, Idaho State University *
- 30, University of Idaho

Nevada
- 31. University of Nevada *.

Montana

~a

32. University of Montana *

45, Willamette University *

Utah

46, Brigham Young University *
47. University of Utah

48. Utah State University *
49, Weber State College

Washington

*

50.
51.
52.

Central Wash. State College
Eastern Wash. State College
Fort Wright College of the
Holy Names '
Gonzaga University *
Pacific Lutheran University
Seattle Pacific College *
Seattle University
University of Puget Sound
University of Washingtom *.
Walla Walla College
Washington State Unlver51ty
Western Wash. State College
Whitworth College *

53.
54.
55,
56.
57.
58.

59.

60.
61.
62.

ate

w

.
>

i
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Graduate admissions officers at the following colleges within 400 miies

of Grinnell College, Grinnell, Towa, were surveyed.

Institutions par-

ticipating in the study are indicated by an asterisk (%),

Arkansas Indiana (continued)
1. University of Arkansas * 35. Huntington College
36. Indiana Central College *
Illinois 37. Indiana State University * .
38. Indiana Univ.,Bloomington *
2. Augustana College * 39. Indiana Univ., Indianapolis *
3. Bradley University 40, Indiana .Univ., NW, Gary *
4. Chicago State University * 41, Purdue University, Lafayette *
5. Concordia Teachers College 42, Purdue University, Calumet *
6. Depaul University * T 43, Purdue Univ.NC, Westville
7. BEastern Illinois University * . 44, Rose-Hulman Institute of Tech.#
8. George Williams College 45. University of Evansville *
9. Governor's State University * 46, University of Notre Dame *
10. Illinois Institute of Technology 47. Valparaiso University *
'11, Illinois State University ' B '
12, Illinois Wesleyan University Towa
13. Lincoln Christian College : :
14.. Loyola University of Chicago 48, Clarke College
15, Midwest College of Engineering * 49. Drake University *
16. Milikin University 50. Towa State University *
17, Mvndelein College 51. Loras College *
18, National College of Education D2. Marycrest College *
19. Northeastern Illinois State Univ.53. Morningside College *
20. Northern Illinois University * 54, University of Dubuque
21. Northwestern University * 55, University of Towa *
22, Rockford College 56. University of Northern Iowa ¥
23. Roosevelt University * 57. Vennard College
24, Rosary College *
25, Saint Xavier College Kansas
26. Sangamon State University * )
27. Southern Illinois University * 58, Ft. Hays Kansas State College *
28. University of Chicago 59. Kansas State College of
29. University of Ill., Chicago Cir. Pittsburg *
30, University of Illinois, Urbana * 60. Kansas State Teachers College
31. Western Illinois University * 61. Kansas State University *
32. Wheaton College * 62. University of Kansas
. 63. Wichita State University *
Indiana ‘
33. Butler University
34. DePauw University
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Grinnell College (Continued)

Michigan

64. Andrews University
65. Aquinas College
66. Western Michigan University *

Minnesota

67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72,
73.

College of St. Thomas

Mankato State College *

St. Cloud State .College *

St. John's University

St. Mary's College

University of Minnesota, Duluth

University of Minnesota,
Minneapolis *

74. Winona State College L
Missouri :
75. Calvary Bible College

76. *
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87.
88.
89.

Central Missouri State Univ.
Drury College *
Lincoln University

Northwest Missouri State Univ.%®
St., Louis University
Southeast Missouri State Col.
Southwest Missouri State College
University of Missouri, Columbia
University of Missouri,Kansas Cit
University of Missouri, Rolla *
University of Missouri, St. Louis
Washington University of St.Louis
Webster College

als
~

Nebraska

ol
w

90.
91.
92.
93.
94,
95.

.Concordia Teachers College
Creighton University *
‘Kearny State College *
University of Nebraska, Lincoln
University of Nebraska, Omaha *
Wayne State College *

w

v

" 110.

Northeast Missouri State College®

- South Dakota

96. Augustana College *

97. Northern State College *
98. South Dakota State Univ., *
99. University of South Dakota

. Wisconsin

100.
101.
102,
103.°
104,
105.
106.
107.
108.
109.

Cardinal Stritch College
Marquette University *

Univ. of Wisconsin,Eau Claire¥
Univ. of Wisconsin,La Crosse *
Univ. of Wisconsin, Madison *
Univ. of Wisconsin,Milwaukee *
Univ, of Wisconsin, Oshkosh *
Univ. of Wisconsin,Platteville
Univ. ‘of Wisconsin,River Falls*
Univ. of Wisconsin,Stevens Pt.*
Univ. of Wisconsin, Stout *
Univ. of Wisconsin, Superior *
Univ. of Wisconsin,Whitewater *

111,
112,

y

L
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APPENDIX H

———Mon‘(ana State University

Bozeman, Montana 59715 Tel. 406-587-3121

College of Letters and Science
Office of the Dean

October 15, 1973

I am conducting a survey on non~traditional grading that differs
from other recent studies with which you may be familiar. Rather
than attempting to poll admissions officers throughout the nation
on the many possible alternatives to traditional grading, this
survey specifically concerns the acceptability of the Flathead -
Valley (Montana) Community College A-B-C-No Record grading system
to admissions officers at transfer institutions in the Northwest
region.

The survey is proceeding under the sponsorship of the Montana State

University Department of Educational Services--as part of my doctoral
-~ 'program in higher education, and the College of Letters and Science--

In connection with a comm:.ttee proposal to modify this institution's

greding practices.

Although return envelopes are coded for follow-up mailihgs, I assure
you thet individual survey responses will be treated confidentially.
Only summery statistics will be reported.

I w111 very mmch appreciate your completing the brief survey form
enclosed and your returning it in the accompanying pre-paid envelope.
Results will be sent to survey participants during the coming winter
term. Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Gilbert O. Tay'lor',- Jr.
Administrative Assistant

enclosure
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APPENDIX I: Regional Admissions Officer Survey: _The Acceptabilify'

1.
2.
3.
L,

7.

9.

10.

of the Flathead Valley CC A-B-C-No Record Grading System

Location of' your institution: (Enter name of state)

Institutional control: (Check one) " Public ‘ ' Private
Number of undergraduate students enrolled this term: (Enter number)

About what percentage of your undergraduate students came from high schools and/or
community colleges within 500 mlles of your school? (Enter percentage) :

Please rank the following criteria in order of their importance in your evaluation
of applicants who have graduated from community colleges with traditional A-B-C-D-F
grading systems (1=Most important; S=Least important):

(a) Scores on ACT, SAT, or other standardized tests

2b) High school grades

c) Community college grades i

(d) Acknowledged quality of community college

(e) Other (Please specify) .

Please rank these same criteria in order of their importance in your evaluation
of applicants who have graduated under Flathead Valley CC's A-B-C-No Record
grading system (1=Most Important; S5=Least important):
{a) Scores on ACT, SAT, or other standardized tests
(b) High school grades.
“(e) Community college grades
{(d) Acknowledged quality of community college
__ (e) other (Please specify)

Although Flathead Valley CC no longer computes grade point averages, do you
compute a GPA for tramsfer applicants from FVCC? (Check one) . Yes No

A1l else being equal, when- applicants from Flathead Valley CC compete with
applicants from community colleges with A-B-C-D-F grading for limited spaces

in your school, the FVCC A-B-C-No Record grading system generally gives (Check one): .

{a) a considerable advantage to FVCC applicants -

___(b) a slight advantage. to FVCC applicants o
—__(c) neither an advantage nor a disadvantage to FVCC appllcants L
E g a slight disadvantage to FVCC applicants . L
e) a considerable disadvantage to FVCC applicants - -

If you had to choose between two applicants from community colleges with A-B-C-
No Record systems, one from Flathead Valley CC and the other from a college with
which you were less familiar in another region, all else being’ equal, your
familiarity with FVCC would give (Check one):

__ (a) & considerable advantage to the FVCC applicant

—__(b) a slight advantage to the FVCC applicant :

(c) neither an advantage nor a disadvantage to the FVCC appllcant

d) a slight disadvantage to the ¥FVCC applicant.

e) s considerable disadvantage to the FVCC applicant

A1l else being equal, when applicants from Flathead Valley CC compete with -
applicants from community colleges with A-B-C-D-F grading for limited scholar-
ships, the FVCC A-B-C-No Record system generally gives (Check one):

(2). a considerable advantage to FVCC appllcants :

___(b) a slight advantage to FVCC applicants -

¢) neither-an advantage nor a disadvantage to FVCC appllcants -

___(a).e slight disadvantage to FVCC applicants
(e) a considerable disadvantage to FVCC appllcants

g e g
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—Montana State University

APPENDIX J

Bozeman, Montana 53715 Tel, 406-587-3121

College of Letters and Science
 Office of the Dean

October 15, 1973

I am cédnducting a survey on non-traditional grading that differs
from other recent studies with which you may be familiar. Rather
than attempting to poll graduate schools throughout the natlon on
the many possible alternatives to traditional grading, this survey
specifically concerns the acceptability of the University of Oregon's
A-B-C-No Credit grading system to graduate schools in the Northwest
region, . .

The survey is proceeding under the. sponsorship of the Montana State
University Department of Educational Services~-as part of my doctoral
program in higher education, and the College of Letters and Science--
in connection with a committee proposal to modify this institutior's
grading practices. . '

Although return envelopes are coded for follow-up mailings, I assure.
you that individual survey responses will be treated confidentially.
Only summary statistics will be reported.

I will very much appreciate your completing the brief survey form
enclosed and your returning it in the accompanying pre-paid envelope.
Results will be sent to survey participants during the coming winter
term. ‘Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Gilbert 0. Taylor, Jr.
Administrative Assistant

enclosure
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APPENDIX K: Regional Graduste School Survey: The Acceptability

t

P

. Location of institution: (Enter name of state)

‘Number of graduate students enrolled this term: (Enter number ) ‘

of the University of Oregon A-B-C-No Credit System

Institutional control: (Check one) Public Private

About what percentage of your graduate students came from undergraduate -
institutions within 500 miles of your school? (Enter percentage)

Please rank the following criteria in order of their importance in your
evaluation of applicants from undergraduate colleges with traditional
A-B-C-D-F grading systems (l=Most important; S5=Least important):

(a) Scores on GRE or other standardized graduate tests

____(b) Undergraduate grades

—___(c) Letters of recommendation .

(d) Acknowledged quality of undergraduate institution

—___(e) Other (Please specify)

Please rank these same criteria in order of their importance in your
evaluation of applicants who have been graded A-B-C-No Credit at the
University of Oregon (1=Most important; S=Least important)

(a) Scores on GRE or other standardized graduate tests

(b) Undergraduate grades

—(c) Letters of recommendation

—__(d) Acknowledged quality of undergraduate 1nst1tution :

(e) Other (Please specify)

Although the University of Oregon no longer computes grade point averages,

.do you compute a GPA for applicants from U of 07 (Check one) Yes No

A11 else being equal, when applicants from the University of Oregon compete: -
with applicents from institutions with A-B-C-D-F grading for limited spaces
in your graduate school, the Oregon A-B-C-No Credit grading system generally -

gives (Check one):

9

10.

{a) a tonsiderable advantage to the U of O applicants.
___(b) a slight advantage to the U of 0 applicants
(c) neither an adventage nor a disadventage to the U of 0 appllcants .
(d) @ slight disadvantage to the U of O applicants
(e) a ‘considerable disadvantage to the U of § applicants .

Iz you' had to choose between two-applicants from institutions with A-B-C-
To Credit systems, one from the University of Oregon and the other from an
institution with which you were less familiar in another region, all else
being equal, your familiarity with the U of O would give (Check one):

- (a) a considerable advantage to the U of O applicant }

(b) a slight advantage to the U of O applicant
(c) neither an advantage nor a disadvantage to the U of O appllcant
(d) 8 slight disadvantage to the U of O applicant
(e) a considerable disadvantage to the U of O applicant

All else 'being equal, when applicants from the University of Oregon compete
with applicants from institutions with A-B-C-D-F grading for limited fellow- .
ships and teaching assistantships, the Oregon A-B-C-No Credlt gradmg system
generally gives (Check one):

{a) a considerable advantage to the U of O applicant

___ (b) a'slight advantage to the U of O epplicant’

(c) neither an advantage nor a disadvantage to the U of O appllcant
~___(4) a slight disadvantage to the U of O applicant

ge) a considerable dlsadvantage to the Uof O appllcant
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APPENDIX L
——Montana State University

Bozemazn, Montana 59715 Tel. 406-587-3121

‘College of Letters and Science

Office of the Dean

October 15, 1973

N -

I em conducting a survey on non-traditional grading that differs

from other recent studies with which you may be familiar. Rather
than attempting to poll graduate schools throughout the nation on

the many possible alternatives to traditional grading, this survey
specifically concerns the acceptability of the Grinnell College
A-B-C-No Record grading system to graduate schools in the Midwest
region.

The survey is proceeding under the sponsorship of the Montana State
University Department of Educational Services--as part of my doctoral
program in higher education, and the College of Letters and Science--
in connection with a commlttee proposal to modify this institution's
grading practices.

_Although return envelopes are coded for follow-up mhlllngs, I assure
you that individual survey responses will be treated confldentlally.
Only summary statistics will be reported.

I will very much appreciate your completing the brief survey form
enclosed and your returning it in the accompanying pre-paid envelope.
Results will be sent to survey participants during the coming winter
term. Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Gilbert 0. Taylor, Jr:
Administrative Assistant

enclosure
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APPENDIX M: Regional Graduate School Survey: The Acceptability

1.
2.
3.
L,

of the Grinnell College A-B-C-No Record System

Location of institution: (Enter name of state)

Institutional control: (Check one) . ___Public Private
Number of graduaste students enrolled this term: (Enter number)

About what percentage of your graduate students came from undergraduate
institutions within 400 miles of your school? (Enter percentage)

Please rank the following criteria in order of their importance in your
evaluation of applicants from undergraduate colleges with traditional
A-B-C-D-F grading systems (1=Most important; S=Least important):
(a) Scores on GRE or other standardized graduate tests

T (b) Undergraduate grades

(cg lLetters of recommendation

(d Acknowledged quality- of undergraduate Institution

—__(e) other (Please specify)

————

Please rank these same criteria in order of their importance in your evaluation
of applicants who have been graded A-B-C-No Record at Grinnell College
{(1=Most important; S=Least important):
(a) Scores on GRE or other standardized graduate ‘tests
(b) Undergrasduate grades .
(c) Letters of recommendation
(d) Acknowledged quality of undergraduate institution

o (e) Other (Please specify) -

7.

9..

10.

Although Grinnell College no longer computes traditional grade point aversges,
do you compute a GPA for applicants from Grinnell? (Check one) Yes No

All else being equal, when applicants from Grinnell compete with applicants
from institutions with A-B~C-D-F grading for limited spaces in your graduate
school, the Grinnell A-B-C-No Record system generally gives (Check one):

__ (a).a considerable advantage to the Grinnell applicants

" (b) a-slight advantage to the Grinnell applicants

“(c) neither an advantage nor a disadvantage to the Grinnell applicants
(d) & slight disadvantage to the Grinnell applicants

T (e) a considerable disadvantage to the Grinnell applicants

If you had to choose between two applicants from institutions with A-B-C-
No Record grading systems, one from Grinnell and the other from a college
with which you were less familiar in another region, all else being equal,
your familiarity with Grinnell would give (Check one):

___(a) a considerable advantage to the Grinnell applicant

—__(b) a slight advantage to the Grinnell applicant

() neither an advantage nor a disadvantage to the Grinnell applicant

—__(d) a slight disadvantage %o the Grinnell applicant

(e) a considerable disadvantage to the Grinnell appllcant )

All else being equal, when applicants from Grinnell compete with applicants
from institutions with A-B-C-D-F grading for limited fellowships and teaching
assistantships, the Grlnnell A-B-C~No Record grading system generally gives
(Check one):
(a) a considerable advantage to the Grinnell applicants
“7(b) a slight advantage to the Grinnell applicants
(e) neither an advantage nor a disadvantage to the Grinnell applicants
(d) a slight disadvantage to the Grinnell applicaats ) .

(g) a considerablé disadvantage to the Grinnell applicants




Appendix N

Student Questionnaire Respomnses, by Sub-gfoups

Maritai

Ques © M/F Age Class - Attend Major Field _ Col GPA
{25/25+ Sgl/Mar 1-2/3-4/5 Full/Part Hum/SSci/PhSci/Bio/Edu/Prof {3/3+
12a 4.6/4.9 4.8/4.4 4.7/4.6 4.8/4.8/4.4 4,7/4.6 4.7] 4.41 4.5 [5.0/4.9/5.0 5.1/4.7
b 3.7/3.6 3.6/3.8 3.5/3.9 4.2/3.6/3.1 3.5/4.3 3.7/ 3.7/ 3.0 /3.8/3.6/3.6 3.7/3.6
c 3.0/2.6 2.8/2.8 2.8/2.9 3.2/2.9/2.5 2.8/2.9 2.5/ 2.6/ 3.0 /2.6/2.9/3.3 3.1/2.8
il 4.6/4.7 4.7/4.4 4.7/4.5 4.8/4.7/4.3 4.6/4.6 4.8/ 4.6/ 4.1 [5.4/4.5/4.4 4,147
e 3.3/3.9 3.4/3.4 3.5/3.3 3.1/3.3/4.2 3.5/3.1 3.6/ 3.5/ 3.7 /2.8/4.1/3.1 3.2/3.3
£ 3.3/2.8 3.0/3.2 3.0/3.2 2.8/3.0/3.4 3.1/3.2 3.0/ 3.2/ 3.5 /3.0/2.7/3.1 2.8/3.1
g 5.6/5.8 5.7/5.8. 5.7/5.7 5.1/5.6/6.0 5.8/5.4 5.7/.5.9/ 6.3 /5.5/5.4/5.5 - 6.0/5.7
n 253/192 322/124 304/141  65/277/88 375/71 91/ 119/ 39 / 36/ 37/ 76 31/414
W _.2@/.3@ .2@/.2@ .2@/.2@ .2@/.2@/.3@ .2@/.2@ .3@/ ,3@/ .3@/ .4@/.2@/.2@ .3@/.2@
X< 81.6@ 49.1 75.9@ 193.4@ 364 358.7@ 58, 5%
- ) =
lda 5.5/5.8 5.8/5.1 5.8/5.2 5.2/5.7/5.9 5.6/5.6 5.6/ 5.6/ 4.7 /5.5/5.9/5.8 5.3/5.7 3
b 3.9/3.5 3.6/3.8 3.7/3.8 3.9/3.7/3.5 3.6/3.9 3.7/ 3.6/ 2.9 /3.2/3.5/4.2 4.5/3.6
c 3.8/3.7 3.8/3.6 3.9/3.6 2.8/4.0/3.8 3.9/3.3 4.4/ 3.9/ 3.0 /3.8/3.5/3.5 3.2/3.8
~d- 3.0/2.8 2.8/3.1 3.0/2.8 2.8/2,9/2.9 - 2.9/3.2 3.4/ 2.9/ 2.6 [2.7/3.1/2.8 3.1/2.9
e 5.1/5.6 5.3/5.2 5.3/5.3 5.2/5.3/5.5 5.3/5.0 5.0/ 5.1/ 5.7 /6.0/5.3/5.2 5.,0/5.3
£ 4,8/5.1 4.9/5.0 4.8/5.2 5.1/4.8/5.1 5.0/4.7 4.7/ 4.9/ 5.7 /5.3/4.9/5.0 4.0/5.0
g  4.3/4.2 4.1/4.7 4,1/4.6 5.1/4.0/4.4 4,1/5.0 3.8/ 4.3/ 5.0 /4.0/4.3/4.2 5.,5/4,1
h  5.6/5.5 5.6/5.6 5.6/5.6 5.8/5.6/5.4 5.6/5.3 5.3/ 5.6/ 6.5 /5.5/5.4/5.4 5.4/5.6 -
n 251/195 329/119 306/140 64/282/86 373/75 91/ 121/ 41 / 37/ 37/ 74  30/416
W .1@/.2@ .2@/.2@ ,2@/.2@ ,2@/.2@/.3@ .2@/.1@ .1@/ .2@/ .4@ /.3@/.1@/.2@ .2@/.2@
¥ 2 123.7@  122.7@ 287.6@ 101,0@ 438,4@ 124,4@

106,9@




Appendix N (Continued)

. Ques*  M/F Age  Marital  Class Attend Major Field Col GPA
: {25/25+ Sgl/Mar 1-2/3-4/5 Full/Part Hum/SSci/PhSci/Bio/Edu/Prof <{3/3+

15a Lo4/h.2 4.2/4.6 4,2/4,6 4.,2/4.2/4,7 44144 4.4) 4.4) 4.3 [4,0/4.5/4.5 3.7/4.4
b 2.1/2.1 2.,2/1,8 2.1/2,1 2,1/1.8/1.9 2,1/2.0 2,0/ 2.1/ 2.0 /2.2/2.2/2.2 2.6/2.1
c 4.5/4.1 4.4/4,1 4,4[/4.2 4.,3/4.4/4,2 4.5/3.9 4.1/ 4.3/ 4.7 [4.6/4.0/4.6 4.2/4.4
d 2.9/3.0 2,9/3.2 3.1/2.8 3.1/3.0/2.7 2.9/3.4 3.2/ 3.0/ 2.7 /2.7/2.4/3.0 3.6/2.9
e 4.3/4.5 4.2/4.7 4.3/4.5 4.3/4.3/4.6 4.4[4.5  4.T7] 4.3] 4.6 [4.4/4,414.2 3.4[4.4
£ 2.8/2.9 3.0/2,5 2.9/2.7 3.0/2.9/2,7 2.8/3.,1 2.4/ 2.9/ 2,7//3.1/3.5/2.6 3.5/2.8
n 256/193 327/122 307/141 65/280/88 373/75 88/ 122/ 41 / 37/ 37/ 77  31/417
W .3@/.2@ .2@/.4@ ,3@/.3@ .3@/.2@/.3@  .3@/.4@  .3@/ .2@/ .4@ /.3@/.3@/.3@ .1#/.3@
2 34.2 81.6@ 45.6# 94.7@ 38.2 249.4@ 96.5@

f%ﬁl6 64@/74@ 98@/46# 76@/67@ 27/122@/45%# 84@/51@ 25/ 29 [/ 25 [ 43/47#/ 40 39/102@

5/4.4/4.8

16a 4.5/4.6 4.5/4.7 4.4/4.8 & 4,5/4.7 4.5/ &.5/ 4.4 [4.2/4.7/6.7 4.1/4.6
b 2.0/2.0 2.,0/2.0 1.9/2.1 2.,3/1.6/2,0 2,0/2.0 2.0/ 1.9/ 2.1 /1.7/1.9/2.0 2.5/1.9
c 4,7/4.2 4,5/4.4 4,5/4.5 4,7]/4.6/4.1 4,6/4.0 4.2/ 4.6/ 4.5 [4.5/4.2/4.8 4L.6/4.5
d 3.0/3.2 3.0/3.4 3,1/3.1 3.1/3.0/3.2 3.0/3.8 3.4/ 3.1/ 2.6 /2.9/2.7/3.1 3.7/3.0
e 4.5/4.7 4.6/4.6 4.6/4.5 4.7/4.6/4.5 4.6/4.3 4.8/ 4.5/ 5,0°/5.2/4.5/4.2 3,5/4.7
£ 2.3/2.4 2.5/1.9 2.5/2.0 2.1/2.4/2.2 2,3/2,2 2.2/ 2,4/ 2.5 /2.5/2.4/2.3 2.7/2.3
n 247/189 322/116 302/136 63/280/82 369/70 87/ 117/ 40 / 37/ 36/ 77  31/407
W 4@/ .4@  L4@/.5@ .4@/.5@ .5@/.3@/.3@ .4@[/.4@ 4@/ 4@/ 4@ /.5@[.2Q@/.4@ .2@/.ia@
X~ 56. 5@ 98.0@ 53, 3@ 74.5 76.0@ 261,2@ 113, 7@
17a 8/7 - 8/7 9/5 7./ 7/ 11 8/6 8/ 4/ 0 / 11/ 5/ 10 12/7°
b 15/16 15/16 16/13 7/ 16/ 20 16/14 16/ 15 / 16 / 13/ 26/ 19 9/16
e 33/42 35/43 34/44 42/ 34/ 41 38/35 38/ 39 / 53 [/ 42/ 33/ 28 30/38
d 21/17 . 20/15 21/14 16/ 24/ 7 20/14 13/ 22 / 21 / 13/ 18/ 25 15/19
e 12/ 9 12/ 7 11/10 20/ 10/ 9 10/14 12/ 7/ 5 / 11/ 15/ 13 27/10
n 238/184 302/121 288/134 64/260/83 352/71 80/111 / 41 / 34/ 38/ 75 31/392 -

¥? 4.9 5.5 7.9 45.6@ 2.5 22.7 11.0#
17v18 7/4 6/3 ___4/6  43@/ 2 [/ 1 6/4 1/ &/ 1 /5/21/5 7/8

861




Appendix N (Continued)

Ques* M/F Age Marital Class Attend Major Field Col GPA
{25/25+ Sgl/Mar 1-2/3-4/5 Full/Part Hum/SSci/PhSci/Bio/Edu/Prof {3/3+
18a 6/ 3 5/ 5 6/ 3 .1/ 5/10 5/ 4 .5/ 5/ 0o / o/ 3/ 8 6/°5
b 18/15 17/16 18/15 12/ 17/21 18/12 20/ 19 / 21 / 16/ 21/ 14 9/17
‘e 41/47 40/51 39/53 64/ 38/44 L4142 37/ 43 / 44 [/ 50/ 49/ 44  30/45
d 15/19 19/10 21/ 8 7/ 23/ 5 17/16 15/ 13 / 28 / 18/ 13/ 20 39/15
e 9/6 9/5 8/7 9/ 8/ 5 8/ 6 10/ 8/ 2 / 8/ 10/ 8 9/8
n 237/184 304/118 289/132  64/262/80 354/68 80/ 112/ 41 / 35/ 37/ 74  31/391
2 6.0 9.6% 17.0@ ~ 34,6@ 1.6 15.5 13.3@
19a 3/ 5 5/ 1 5/ 1 7/ 5/ 0 5/ 1 1/5/ 0 [ 5/ 3/ 8 3/ 4
b 12/15 16/ 7. 15/10 12/ 16/ 5 14/12 13/18 / 12 / 3/ 18/ 13 21/13
¢ 67/69 69/64 67/70 61/ 68/72 -  68/68 75/65 / 56 [ 71/ 72/ 63  64/68
d 12/ 8 8/14 10/ 9. 10/ 10/11 11/, 5 8/ 7/ 28 / 16/ 3/ 14 6/10
e 3/ 1 1/ 5 1/ 3 4/ 0/ 6 2/ 2 3/ 0/ 5 [/ 3/ 3/ 1 3/ 2
n ___ 259/198 333/125 313/144  65/287/89 383/75 92/122/ 43 [/ 37/ 38/ 78  32/426
X 7.1 22.5@ 8.4 30.2@ 4,8 38.0@ 2.6
20a 0/ 1 1/ 1 i/ 0. 4/ 1/ 0 1/ 0 2/ 1/ o0 ./ o/ 0o/ 0 0/ 1
b 7/10 9/ 6 9/ 8 14/ 17/ 5 9/ 5 8/ 12/ o0 / 0/ 8/ 11 9/ 8
c 61/66 65/58 62/66 48/ 67/65 62/67 65/ 61/ 51 [/ 74/ 77/ 58 79/62
d 23/16 19/21 22/15 23/ 19/17 20/16 18/ 17/ 33 / 21/ 10/ 25 6/21
e 6/ 2- 4/ 5 4/ 5 6/ 3/ 6 5/ 0 3/ 4/ 16 /) 13/ 13/ 3 3/ 4
o 256/196 330/123 308/144  66/283/88 378/75 89/121/ 43 / 37/ 38/ 71 32/421
X 8.5 2.1 4.6 18.6# 7.4 38,0@ 5.1
21a 1/ 2 2/ 1 2/ 1 3/ 2/ 1 2/ 0 5/ 1/ 0 / o/ o/ 1 0/ 2
b 5/ 9 8/ &4 7/ 8 3/ 9/ 5 7/ 5 12/ 7/ 2 [/ 3/ 13/ 4 9/ 7
c 39/46 41/44  40/47 41/ 41/46 39/55 46/ 41/ 28 [ 47} 49/ 40  58/41
d 30/23 31/18 31/19 25/ 29/23 29/18 22/ 28/ 26 / 29/ 21/ 36 15/28
e 18/13 15/16 16/14 20/ 16/14 17/ 8 8/ 16/ 44 / 13/ 10/ 14 15/16
n 250/191 327/115 313/136 - 63/278/84 369/73 85/119/ 43 -/ 36/ 36/ 76  32/410
X2 . 6.3 8.3 6.4 14,3@ 51,6Q@ 4.6

8.4

O

\O .




Appendix N (Continued)

Major Field

Ques™  M/F Age  Marital Class Attend Col GPA
{5/25+ Sgl/Mar 1-2/3-4/5 Full/Part Hum/SSci/PhSci/Bio/Edu/Prof <(3/3+
22a 3/ 6 6/ 3 6/ 2. 6/ 6/ 0 6/ 0 8/ 6/ 2 [ 5/ 0/ 3 0/ 5
b 6/13 12/ 3 10/ 7 7/ 13/ 1 10/ & 14/ 8/ 7 / 3/ 15/ 13 15/ 9
c 57/51 54/ 54 55/53 55/ 52/60 53/58 61/ 57 / 51 [/ 61/ 49/ 51  42/55
d 23/19 22/19 23/18 14/ 26/17 23/15 10/ 20 / 26 / 29/ 21/ 29 18/22
e 8/ 8 5/14 5/14 13/ 4/16 6/14 5/ 5/ 14 [ 3/ 13/ 5 21/ 7
n  259/199 333/126 313/145 47/288/88 382/77 - 90/123 / 43 / 38/ 38/ 80 32/427
x2 8.9 20.2@ 16.7@ 38.1@ 16.8@ 30.2 12.9%
23a 1/ 1 1/ 3 1/ 2 1/ 1/ 1 1/ 1 o/ 2/ 2 / 3/ 0o/ o 6/ 1
b 3/ 3 4/ 1 3/-1 0/ 4/ .0 3/ 2 2/ o/ 5 [/ 5/ 5/ 6 6/ 3
c 68/67 74/54 68/67 71/ 69/63 70/58 66/ 80 / 70 / 61/ 69/ 59 52/69
d 14/12 12/15 14/11 7/ 14/14 - 12/19 12/ 6/ 19 /[ 21/ 5/ 21 12/13
e 8/ 7 6/12 8/ 7 13/ 7/ 7 7/ 7 5/ 4/ 5 /[ 5/ 10/ 13 15/ 7
n 248/186 320/115 298/136 64/275/80 361/74 79/117 / 42 / 36/ 35/ 79  30/405
x> .87 18.2@ 3.9 11.7 A 36.0# 12,24
24a 6/ 3 5/ &4 4/ 5 3/ 7/ 1 5/ 1. 4 8/ 0 [/ 0/ 0/ 5 6/ 5
b 4/ 6 6/ 3 6/ 2 6/ 6/ 2 © 5/ 5 2/ 5/ 7 [ 3/ 5/ 8 6/ 5
é 61/66 65/57 64/60 59/ 63/66 63/60 75/ 70 / 60 / 53/ 59/ 58  48/64
d’ 10/15 13/11 12/13 10/ 13/12 12/12 5/ 5/ 14 /[ 26/ 13/ 19 27/11
e 16/ 6 10/17 11/13 14/ 11/14° 12/ 9 11/ 6 / 19 '/ 18/ 18/ 10 6/12
n’ 255/198 330/124 311/142  64/285/89 380/74 90/121 / 43 / 38/ 37/ 79 31/423
X2 15.2@ 7.5 4,5 8.5 2.6 ‘ 42,1@ 9.0
25a 9/11 7/17 9/13 . 13/ 10/11 10/12 2/ 10/ 5 [/ 18/ 5/ 14 15/10
b 18/23 20/21 18/24 25/ 16/33 20/21 21/-16 / 28 / 11/ 36/ 20 30/19
c 64/55 63/52 63/ 54 52/ 66/47 62/52 65/ 63 / 63 / 66/ 54/ 58 45/61
d 4/ 4 5/ 1 5/ 2 3/ 5/ 3 4l 2 5/ 3/ 5 [/ 3/ 0/ 6 0/ 4
e 1/ 3 3/0 3/ 0 1/ 3/0 - 2/ 0 4/ 4/ 0 / 0/ 0/ © 0/ 2
n 255/198 331/123 310/143 65/286/88 380/74 90/124 / 43 ] 37/ 37/ 78 30/424
X2 6.3 19.3@ 12.0# 19, 6# 3.5 33.8% 6.3

00¢




Appendix N (Continued).

Ques® Sex Age Marital Class Attend Major Field Col GPA
: M/F €25/25+ Sgl/Mar 1-2/3-4/5 Full/Part Hum/SSci/PhSci/Bio/Edu/Prof <3/3+
26a 5/ 5 4/ 7 4/ 8 17/ 4/ 2 - 5/8 4/ 2/ 7/ 3/ 3/10 6/5
b 20/27 26/15 22/25 23/ 25/13 24/21 18/ 20/ 21 / 34/ 28/ 20 21/23
¢ 27/26 29/21 28/23 26/ 26/33 27/26 33/ 27/ 21/ 18/ 28/ 30 27/27
d 20/16 18/18 19/16 12/ 19/22 20/11 17/ 14/ 26 / 18/ 10/ 26  30/17
e 24/22 21/28 23/23 14/ 24/26 22/27 . 24/ 32/ 23 / 26/ 28/ 11 - 6/24
n  256/197 331/123 307/146 _ 64/284/90 375/79 89/ 123/ 42 / 38/ 38/ 78 30/424
X% 4.2 10.14# 5.2 33.1@ 5.8 . . . 29.9 . 1.8
26v27 20Q@/12# 24@/ 7 17@/17@ 12#/19@/ 2° 20@Q/16@ 5/ 8/ 1/ 6/ 5/ 7 4/27
27a © 2/ 2 2/ & 3/ 2 7/ 1/ 2 2/ 4 2/ o/ 9/ o/ 3/ 3 3/ 2
b 9/15 13/ 7 12/11 12/ 13/ 7 13/ 4 10/ 11/ 14 / 13/ 13/ 13 6/12
c 27/32 31/24 28/30 32/ 31/28 29/26 36/ 28/ 16 [/ 32/ 21/ 35 27/29
d 26/20 24/21 25/20 22/ 24/26 24/22 . 16/ 20/ 30 / 24/ 26/ 29 39/22
e 32/26 27/35 30/29 30/ 29/31 29/32 34/ 38/ 28 / 29/ 31/ 19 12/31 B
! 254/196 327/124 308/142  64/284/88 377/74 90/ 123/ 42 / 37/ 36/ 78 29/422 ©
X2 8.2 8.6 1.0 o 11.7 6.7 . 31.0 ' 9.1
28a 9/ 8 9/ 8 9/ 9 13/ 10/ 3 9/ 7 8/ 5/ 9/ 11/ 5/ 11 36/ 7
b 19/14 18/14 17/18 9/ 20/11 17/18 9/ 16/ 14 / 32/ 26/ 21 9/18
c 67/73 70/70  72/66 71/ 67/81 71/64 - 82/ 72/ 74 | 55/ 67/ 65 45/72
d 1/ 2 2/ 0 2/ 1 1/ 2/ 0 2/ 0 2/ 3/ 2/ 3/ 0o/ o 0/ 2
e -1/ 0 0/ 1 0/ 1 0/ _0/1 0/ 1 o/ 1/ o/ o/ o/ o 0/ 0
n___ 258/200 333/126 314/144  65/288/90 383/76 - 92/ 123/ 43 / 38/ 38/ 78  30/429
x2 4.2 6.6 3.9 20.6@ 7.0 23.7 38.4@
*Responses to questions 12-16 are shown as X ranks; other responses are shown as perdéntages.
" For complete question and item statements, see Appendix D, pp, 178-181.
" Significance: # = .05 level, @ = ,01 level
Degrees of freedom: Question 12, major = 210, class = 84, other groups = 42; question 14,
major = 280, class = 112, other = 56; questions 15-16, major = 150, class = 60, other = 30;
questions 17-28, major = 20, class = 8, other = 4; comparisons 15v16 = 30, 17v18 and 26v27 = 4,

/
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Appendix O .

Faculty Questionnaire Responses, By Sub~groups

——

Sex Age ‘Marital Major Field Degree Exper. Tenure
_ M/F <45/45+ Sgl/Mar Hum/SSci/PhSci/Bio/Edu/Prof <Dr/Dr  «16/16+ Non/Ten
1la 4,1/3.9 3.9/4.4 4,2/4.1 3.7/ 4.5/ 3.7 /4.8/3.8/4.3 4.6/3.9 ~ 3.9/4.3 4.3/4.1
b 2.8/3.4 2.9/2.9 3.6/2.8 3.2/ 3.1/ 2.5 /2.4/3.1/2.8 3.2/2.8 2.8/3.1 2.8/2.9
c 2.2/2.4 2,3/2.3 2.4/2.3 2.4/ 2.0/ 2.7 [/2.4/2.2/1.9 2.1/2,3 2.3/2.2 2.3/2.3
a 3.8/3.9 3.8/3.9 4.0/3.8 4.2/ 3,5/ 3.2 /4.0/4.0/4.,1 4.1/3.8 3.8/4.0 4.1/3.8
e 4,2/3.4 4.2/4.0 3.3/4.3 3.9/ 4.1/ 4.6 /4.1/4.1/3.9 3.6/4.3 4.3/3.9 4,0/4.1
f 4,3/4.4 4,5/4.2 4,3/4.3 4.3/ 4.3/ 4.5 /3.7/4.6/4.5 4,0/4.4  4,4[4.2 4,3]4.3
o 6.4/6.5 6.5/6.3 6.1/6.5 6.3/ 6.5/ 6.8 /6.3/6.1/6.4 6.3/6.5 6.5/6.2 6.2/6.4
n 181/34  112/103 36/177 50/45 / 32 / 16/ 31/ 32 53/161  129/87 43/171
W 4@/.3@ _.4@/.3@ .2@/.4@ .3@/ .4@/ .5@ /.3@/.3@/.5@ .3@/.4@ .4@/.3@ .3@/.4@
y2 - 75.0@ 41.6 55,0 255, 2% , 32.7 33.4 49,3
13a 3.9/4.0 3.9/4.0 4.8/3.7 3.4/ 4.2/ 2.8 [/3.9/5.1/4.2  4,9/3.6 4.0/3.8  4.0/3.9
b 3.0/2.2 2.,9/2.8 2.7/2.9 2.4/ 3.0/ 2.0 /3.0/3.1/3.7 3.1/2.7 2.9/2.7 = 2.9/2.8
¢ 3.6/3.9 3.8/3.5 3,9/3.6 4.0/ 3.4/ 3.0 /3.2/4.1/4.2 3.8/3.6 3.7/3.6 3.5/3.7
d 3.4/3.4 3.5/3.3 3.5/3.4 3.8/ 3.0/ 2.9 /3.4/3.4/3.6 3.4/3.5 3.4/3.4 3.4/3.4
e 4.9/5.0 5.0/4.8 4,9/4.9 4.7/ 5.4/ 5.5 [4.6/4.7/4.4  4.,7/5.0 5.0/4.9 4.6/5.0
£ 5.3/5.9 5.4/5.3 5.2/5.4 5.6/ 5.3/ 5.9 /5.3/5.1/4.9 4.8/5.7 5.3/5.5 5.2/5.4
g ~ 5.4/5.8 5.2/5.7 5.3/5.4 5.1/ 5.0/ 6.5 /5.8/5.7/5.0 5.3/5.4 5.2/5.7 5.8/5.3
h 6.5/5.9 6.2/6.6 5.7/6.6 6.7/ 6.7/ 7.4 [6.8/4.7/6.2 6.2/6.5 6.3/6,5 6.5/6.3
n . 182/33  115/100 34/179 49/ 47/ 29 / 18/ 31/ 33 55/159  133/8% 46/169
W 2@/.3@ .2@/.3@ 2@/.3@_ .3@/ .3@/ .7@ /.3@/.1@/.1@ .2@/.3@ ".2@/.3@__.3@/.2@
N 70.7 72.6 82.4# 335, 7@ 107.8@ 81.5# 37.1
14a 4,0/3.7 4.0/3.9 3.8/3.9 3.7/ 3.7/-4.1 [4.3/4.3/4.2  3.6/4.1 4,0/3.9 3.8/4.0
b 2.9/3.1° 2.8/3.1 3.4/2.8 2.8/ 2.8/ 3.2 /3.2/3.0/2.8 3.3/2.8 3.0/2.9 2.9/2.9
c 4,6/4.6 4,5/4.7 4.3/4.6 4.4] 4.8/ 4.8 [4.9/4.5/4.4° 4.414.6  4.5/4.6  4,5/4.6
d 2.1/1,7 " 2.2/1.9 1.7/2.1 2.4/ 2.3/ 1.9 /1.5/1.6/2.3 1.9/2.,1 2.0/2.1 1.9/2.1
e 3.7/3.5 3.6/3.8  3.5/3.8 4.0/ 3.5/ 3.7 /3.5/3.5/3.6 3.5/3.7 3.5/4.0 3.7/3.7
£ 3.7/4.4 3.9/3.7 ° 4.4/3.7 3.7/ 3.9/ 3.5 /3.5/4.2/3.8 4.3/3.7 4.0/3.6 ~ 4,2/3.7
n 174/34 113/95  36/170 49/ 41/ 30 / 15/ 32/ 32 54/152  129/80 44/164
W  .2@/.3@ .2@/.3@ .3@/.2@ ,2@/ .2@/ .3@ /.4@/,3@/,2@ .2@/.2@ .3@/.2@ .3@/.2@
X2 37.1 33.8 46.9%. 101.8 . 25,7 43,2 27.6
14v15 18/27 38/17 27/17 20/ -23/ 12 / 13/ 9 /[ 17 21/17 33/17 15/18
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Appendix O (Continued)

Ques® Sex Age Marital Major Field Degree Exper, Tenure
M/F  £45/45+ Sgl/Mar Hum/SSci/PhSci/Bio/Edu/Prof {Dr/Dr  £16/16+ Non/Ten
- 15a 4,1/4.0 4.1/4.0 3.9/4.1 4,0/ 3.8/ 3.9 /4.3/4.3/4.5 4.0/4.1 4,1/4.0 4.0/4.1
b 2.7/2.6  2.6/2.8 2.7/2.7 2.7/ 2.4/ 3.0 /3.1/2.8/2.5 2.8/2.6 2.7/2.7 2.6/2.7
e 4,6/4,6 4.5/4.7 4.5/4,7 4.4/ 4.8/ 4.7 [5.0/4.7/4.5 4.4/4.7  L.6/4.7  4.5/4.7
d 2.4/2.0  2.4/2.2 2.2/2.3 -2.8/ 2.5/ 1.8 /1.4/1.7/2.9 2.4/2.3 2.2/2.4 2.,4/2.3
e 3.8/3.8 3.9/3.8 4,0/3.8 4,0/ 3.9/ 4.1 /3.9/3.6/3.5 3.7/3.9 3.8/3.9 3.9/3.8
£ 3.4/4.1  %.5/3.4 3.6/3.4 3.3/ 3.5/ 3.4 /3.2/3.9/3.1 3.7/3.4 3.5/3.4 3.7/3.4
n 170/34 109/95 35/167 48/ 39/ 29 / 15/ 32/ 32 53/149  125/80 43/161
W .2@/.3@ .2@/.2@ .2@/.2@ ,1@/ .2@/ .3@ /.4@/.4@/.2@ ,2@/.2@ ,2@/.2@ ,2@/.2@
X“ 54.7@ 38.8 27.1 ~ 151.8 32.9 35.3 22.1
16a 2/ 6 1/ 5 - 7/ 2 3/ 2/ 0 [/ 4/6/3 "3/ 3 1/ 5 4/ 2
b 14/14 14/13 14/14 8/ 16 / 11 / 0 /15 /25 26/10 14/13 20/12
e 58/60. 58/59 57/58 69/ 40 / 79 [f61 /50 /53 49/62 59/58 56/59
d 7/ 9 7/ 7 7/ 7 8 7/ 0 /17 /15 / O 7/ 7 6/ 8 6/ 7
e 2/ 0 3/ 1 2/ 2 2/ 4/ 3 /0/0/3 0/ 2 3/ 0 2/ 2
n 184/31 106/109 37/176 55/ 39 / 35 /19 /29 /30 52/161 125/91 447171
X 2.1 5.4 3.3 - 29.7 ~ 11.54 6.7 2.1
16v1l7 .26@/ 5 19@/12# - 5/27@ 13@/ 4 [/ 16@/ 5/ 3/ 4 2/32@ 19@/ 6 12#/ 7
17a 6/ 9 5/ 7 14/ 5 8/ 7/ 5 /4 /3/6 5/ 7 6/ 7 2/ 7
b 29/20 29/26 17/30 25/ 19 / 39 /17 /21 /33 30/27 28/26 38/25
¢. . 37/34 34/39 38/36 - 37/ 32/ 42 /52 /35 /36 . 39/36 37/37 32/39
d 8/23 9/10 17/9 15/ &/ 5 [ 9 /24 /6 13/ 9 7/13 12/ 9
e 3/ 0 4l 2 o/3 3 5/ 0 /0/3/3 0/ 3 4/ 1 2/ 3
n 183/30 105/108 36/175 54/ 38 / 35 /19 /29 /30 53/158 123/91 43/170
v 2 9.1 2.2 10. 7# 21.0 3.0 4,3 5.2
18a 1/ 6 2/ 1 2/ 1 2/ 4] 0 [0/O0/O 2/ 2 2/ 1 2/ 1
b "3/11 "4/ 5 5/ 4 7/ 2/ 0 /0/6/]6 7/ & 3/ 6 2/ 5
c 65/66 63/68 57/66 56/ 61 / 74 [78./82 /56 72/63 68/62 78/63
d°  24/14 27/19 31/21 32/ 21/ 21 /17 / 6 /33 16/25 22/23 16/23
e 4/ 3 -3/ 5 2/ & 3/ 7/ 5 [/ &/3/0 0/ 5 3/ 5 0/ 5
n 214/35 126/123 41/206 59/ 54 [/ 38 /23 /33 /34 . 59/189  148/103 49/200
N 10. 4% 3.4 2.4 24.9 ] © 6.2 1.9 5.7
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Appendix O (Continued)

Ques® Sex Age Marital i Degree . Exper, Tenure
M/F  <&45/45+ Sgl/Mar Hum/SSci/PhSci/Bio/Edu/Prof ¢Dr/Dr . <16/16+ Non/Ten
19a 0/ 3 0/ 1 .2/ 0 2/0 / 0 /0/0/0 2/ 0 0/ 1 0/ 0
b 4/20 8/ 4 12/5 3/7 /] 3 /0/12/ 6 8/ 5 7/ 5 6/ 6
c 55/34 51/53 40/54 44/ 58 | 47 /65 /59 /50 62/48 55/49 - 60/51
d 27/29 28/26 26/27 .32/ 16 [ 39 /26 /18 /28 18/30 25/29 22/27
e 12/14 11/13 17/11 17/ 14 /11 /9 / 9 /11  7/14 11/14 8/13
n 213/35 . 125/123 - 41/205 58/ 54 / 38 /23 /33 /34 59/188  147/103 48/200
X 22.0@ 3.1° 10.0 18.9 10.34# 2.7 2.2
20a 0/ 3 2/ 0 2/ 0 2/ o/ 0 /0/3/0 0/ 1 1/ 0 0/ 1
b 7/ 9 9/ 6 10/ 7 8/ 7/ 5 [ 4 /15/ 3 5/ 8 9/ 5 8/ 7
c 25/20 - 22/26 19/24 19/ 19 / 18 /30 /32 /36 - 33/21 27/21 26/24
d 35/37 34/35 31/36 36/ 42 / 29 /39 /29 /31 36/34 31/40 40/34
e 31/31 - 30/31 36/30 34/ 28 /] 47 /26 /21 /25 21/34 29/33 22/32
n 215/35 125/125 41/207 58/ 55 / 38 /23 /34 /34 58/191,  147/105 48/202
2 2.6 3.7 2.9 . 20.2 6.5 6.3 2.4
2la 7/14 8/ 8 5/9 .15/ & /11 [/ 9/ 0/ 6 10/ 7 8/ 7 6/ 8
b 23/14 23/20 2421 25/ 18 [ 32 /26 [ 9 /22 18/23 20/23 28/20
c 47/63 46/53 55/48 39/ 54 /-45. /48 [79 /33 51/49 49/51 52/50
d 18/ 6 16/16 12/17 15/ 19 /- 11 /17 / 3 /31 16/16 18/13 12/17
e  3/3 32 2/ 3 3/ &4/ 3 [0/ 6/3 2/ 3 4/ 2 0/ 3
n 215/35 126/124 41/207 58/ 56 /38 - /23 /33 /34 59/190  148/104 * 49/201
¥ 2 7.2 3.0 1.7 .35.4% 1.3 2.3 3.8
22a 3/ 3 3/ 2 0/ 3 5/ 2/ 3:/£9/0/0 0/ &4 3/ 3 4/ 2
b 8/11 . 11/ 6 7/ 9 7/ 5/ 13:/17/3/ 8 8/ 8 9/ 7 10/ 8
c 34/34 35/33 38/34 36/ 37 / 29 ~/22 /50 /28 36/34. 35/33 40/33 -
d 38/31 38/37 36/37 34/ 33 / 42 /30 /44 [42 34/38 35/39 36/37
e 9/17 7/13 17/ 8 12/ 7/ 5:-/9/3/19 18/ 7 9/11 6/10
n  202/34 120/116 41/193 55/ 48 [ 35 /20 /34 /35 59/175  137/100  48/187
L 3.8 B 23,2, . - 8.2 1.0 1.7

4.2
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Appendix O -(Continued)

Ques™ Sex Age Marital Major Field Degree Exper, Tenure
- M/F {45/45+ Sgl/Mar Hum/SSci/PhSci/Bio/Edu/Prof «Dr/Dr €16/16+ Non/Ten
23a 1/ 0 2/ 0 o/ 1 o/ o/ 5 /0/0o/O 2/ 1 1/ 0 4/ 0
b 2/ 0 2/ 1 o/ 2 of o/ 5 /9/0/0 2/ 2 3/ 0 2/ 1
c 75/89 73/80 . 83/75 83/ 70 / 79. /70 /71 /72 77175 72/81 72/77
d 9/ 6 9/ 8 7/ 9 10/ .9/ 0 /0 /18 /14 11/ 8 7/10 10/ 8
. e 2/ 3 2/ 2 2/ 2 ~3/.2/ 0 /4&/0/6 3/ 2 3/ 2 4/ 2
n 195/34 114/115 39/188 57/ 46 / 34 /19 /30 /33 " 58/168 © 129/100 46/182
X% 1.8 3.4 1.6 38.0@ B 1.4 5,3 9.0
24a 3/ 9 6/ 2 5/ 4 3/ 5/ 3 /4/9/0 .3/ 4 6/ 1 6/ 3
b 20/ 9 20/17 24/18 17/ 30 / 18 [/ 4 /12 /19 10/20 19/17 6/21
c 21/11 21/18 14/20 15/ 14 / 24 | 9 /26 /31 26/17 18/21 14/20
d 30/37 30/32 31/31 39/ 26 / 26 /17 /47 ]25 26/33 27/36 38/29
e 13/17 10/17 19/13 15/ 11 / 5 /26 / 3 /19, 21/11 14/13 16/13
n 192/29 112/109 39/181 53/ 49 / 29 /14 /33 /34 53/165 126/95 40/179
% 6.8 6.8 2,1 31.8% 8.8 6.5 - 8.3
25a 9/26 13/ 9 21/ 9 12/ 12/ 5 /9 /15 / 8 15/10 12/ 9 12/11
b 48/43 45/49 52/46 49/ 44 [ 37 /30 /56 /61 52/44 46/48 46/47
c 33/29 32/33 2434 29/ 30 / 47 /39 /24 /28 31/33 31/34 30/32
d 1/ 0 0/ 2 0o/ 1 2/ 0/ 0 /4/0/O o/ 1 0/ 2 0/ 1
e 1/ 0 1/ 1 0/ 1 3/ 0/ 0 /o0o/o0o/o 0/ 1 1/ 1 2/ 0
n 201/34  116/119 ~ 41/192 56/ 49 / 34 /19 /32 /35 60/172  135/100 45/188
X2 8.3 2.7 6.7 —22.4 2.5 3.3 1.8
26a 2/ 0 2/ 1 2/ 1 2/ 4./ 3 /0/.0/O 2/ 2 2/ 1 0/ 2
b 14/ 9 - 16/10 '19/12 15/ 7/ 5 [ 4 /18 /28 21/10 15/10 18/12
¢ 21/29 24/20 24/22 22/ 35/ 11 [/ 9 /21 /19 25/21 23/21 22/21
d - 27/23 22/31 29/27 25/ 25 / 24 /39 /26 /28 21/27 23/31 28/26
e 20/26 19/23 21/20 17/ 16 / 42 /22 /21 /11 23/21 21/21 16/22
n 185/30 107/108 40/173 48/ 49 [ 32 /17 /29 /31 56/157  126/90 42/173
X2 - 2.7 6.1 1.2. 35.7# ‘ 4.b 3.1 2.8
26v27 6/ 1 2/ & [ 3 /1/.1/3 5/ 2 3/ 3 3/ 3

4/ 3
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Appendix O (Continued)

Ques* Sex . Age Marital Major Field - Degree Exper, Tenure
N M/F - €45/45+ . Sgl/Mar Hum/SSci/PhSci/Bio/Edu/Prof <Dr/Dr «16/16+ Non/Ten
27a 1/ 0 2/ 0 .0/ 1 o/ 4/ o /0/0/O .0/ 1 1/ 0 0/ 1
" b 8/ 9 9/ 6 12/ 7 8/ 5/ 0 /0/18 /11 10/ 7 9/ 6 8/ 8
c 23/20 27/19 . 29/22 25/ 30 / 16 /13 /18 /25 30/21 24/21 - 28/21
d 31/29° 27/35 31/31 .29/ 32 / 26 /35 /29 /36 30/30 28/34 32/30
e 21/29 20/25 24/21. 20/ 16 / 42 /22 /21 /14 23/23  21/24 18/24
n 185/30 107/108 40/173 49/ 49 / 32 /16 /29 /31 56/157 126/90 43/172
X2 1,2 6.7 1.3 30.3 2.1 3.8 2.0
28a 2/ 6 4/ 1 7/ 1 3/ 2/ 0 /0/3/6 3/ 2 3/ 1 4/ 2
. b 22/ 9 17/23 21/19 19/ 23 / 16 /13 /15 /28 26/17  21/19 . 16/21
c 65/83 73/63 69/68 69/ 65 / 74 [65 /74 [58 . 62/70 68/67 74166
d 5/ 0 - 4] 4 0/ 5 3/ 4/ 5 /. 9/3/3 5/ 4 4/ 4 4/ 3
e 0/ 0 0/ 0 0/ 0 .0/ 0/ 0 /0o/Oo/ O 0/ 0 0/ 0 0/ 0
n 206/34 125/115 41/197 56/ 53 / 36" /20 /32 /34 59/179  144/97 49/190 .

x2 7.3 4.2 6.6 A 8.7 ’ 2.7 1.5 1.4

*Responses to questions 11-15 are shown ‘as x ranks; other responses are shown as percentages.
For complete question and item statements, see Appendix F, pp. 183-186.

Significance: # = .05 level; @ = ,01 level.
Degrees of freedom: Question 11, major = 210, other groups = 42; question 13, major = 280,

other = 56; questions 14-15, major = 150, other = 30; questions 16~28, major = 20, other = 4;
comparisons 14vl5 = 42, 16vl7 and 26v27 = 4,
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Appendix P

Undergraduate Admissions Officer Questionnaire Responses,
Flathead Region, By Sub-groups

Question¥* Control Undergraduate Enrollment Location
Public/Private £1000/1000-3999/4000-6999/7000+ Montana/QOut=-of-State
5a 3.0/3.5 3.8/3.4 /3.3 /2.6 3.5/3.3
b 2.9/2.9 2.9/2.9 /2.3 /3.3 - 3.2/2.8
c 1.2/1.1 1.2/1.0 /1.3 /1.1 1.3/1.1
d 2.9/3.1 2.4/3.4 /3.3 /3.0 2.0/3.5
e 5.0/4.4 4,7/4.2 /5.0 /5.0 5.0/4.6
n 13/17 9/9 /4 /8 6/24
W .72@/.61@ .69@/ . 59@ /.78@ /.77@ .81@/.63@
Y2 15.59 35,79 N 16.19
5v6 7.69/10.88 - 5.64/10.94 /3.56 /5.81 .70/12.,28
6a 2.7/3.4 3.9/3.1 /2.8 /2.5 3.4/3.0
b 2.9/2.8 2.7/3.0 /2.3 /3.0 3.2/2.8
¢ 1.4/1.5 1.7/1.0 /1.8 /1.6 1.2/1.5
d 3.0/3.0 2.1/3.6 /3.3 - /2.9 2.2/3.2
e 5.0/4.3 4.6/4.3 /5.0 /5.0 5.0/4.6
n 14/15 7/10 /4 . /8 - - 5/24
W .06@/.43@ .57@/.61@ . /.63@ /.62@ .81@/.48@
X< 23.12 - 55,02 ° 14,09
7 Yes 90/81 73/85 /100 /100 78/88
No 5/10 9/15 _ /0 /0 11/ 6 .
N 9/13 /5 /9 ‘ 8/30

19/19
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Appendix P (Continued)

Question* - Control Undergraduate Enrollment Location
- Public/Private <1000/1000-3999/4000-6999/7000+ Montana/Out-of-State
8a 15/ 0 - . 18/ 0 /20 /0 22/ 3
b 15/14 9/15 - /20 /22 11/16
¢ 1 '55/48 - 27]77 /20 /56 56/50
d : 10/14 18/ 8 /20 /11 11/13
e : 5/14 - 9/ 0 - /20 /11 ' 0/13
n - 20/19 ' 9/13 /5 [9 9/30
X2 4,22 ’ _ 11.29 4.58
9a 5/5 18/ 0 /0 /0 11/ 3
b ‘ 0/38 ' - 36/31 /0 /0 33/16
c 90/48 27/69 /80 /100 56/72
d 5/ 0 .0/ 0 - /20 /0 0/ 3
e 0/ 5 : 9/ 0 / 0 / 0 0/ 3
n L 20/20 10/13 /5 [ 9 9/31
X2 — 12.28% - ~23.20# ___2.83
10a : - 15/ 0 9/ 0 /20 /11 22/ 3
b - 10/10 S 9/ 8 - l0o - [22 0/13
c 40/62 ‘ © 45/77 - - [20 . . ]22 _ 44753
d 10/14 . a 9/15 /20 /11 11/13
e ‘ 15/10 - 18/ 0 - -~ /20 /22 - 11/13
_n .- 18/20 .' ~_10/13 - / 4 /8 . 8/30
X- 4,50 . ‘ 11.27 ’ 4,89

*Responses to questions 5-6 are shown as ranks; other responses are shown as perceﬁtages.
" For complete question-and item statements, see Appendix I, p..192, -

:Significance: # = .05 level, @ = ,01 level,
.Degregqidf,fiéédom:' Questions 5-6, enrollment = 60, other groups = 20; question 8-10,
oTE Lo v enrollment = 12, other = 43 comparison 5v6 = 20.

80¢



Appendix Q

Graduate Admissions Officer Questionnairg Responses,
Oregon Region, By Sub-~groups

602

Question¥* Control Graduate Enrollment .- - Location
- . Public/Private  <100/100-499/500-999/1000-2999/3000+ Oregon/Out-of-State
53 2.6/3.0 3.0/2.9 /2.4 /2.8 72.8 3.2/2.7
b 1.3/1.2 - 1.0/1.3 /1.2 /1.1 /1.8 1.2/1.3
c 3.2/3.1 3.2/3.0 /3.6 /3.1 /3.0 3.0/3.2
d 2.9/3.4 3.2/3.5 /2.8 /3.0 = /2.8 3.4/3.1
e 5.0/4.3 4,7/4.3 /5.0 /4.9 /4.8 4,2/4.8
n 17/22 6/15 /5 / 8 / & 10/29
W .71@/.51@ .68@/.49@ /.80@ /.71@ /.48 .48@/.62@
X2 17.63 58,85 , . 20.61
5v6 9.58/8.90 3.34/14,60 /1.73 /9.14 /7.43 7.97/13,21
6a 2.4/2.9 3.1/2.7 /2.2 (2.4 /2.8 3.1/2.5
b 1.7/1.6 . 1.1/1.8 /1.2 /1.8 /2.3 1.7/1.6
c 2.9/2.9 3,1/2.7 /3.6 /2.6 /2.8 2.8/2.9
d 3.0/3.3 3.0/3.5 /3.0 /3.3 /2.5 - 3,1/3.2
e 5.0/4.4 ° 4.6/433 /5.0 /5.0 /4.8 4.,3/4.8
n 17/22 ] 7/15 /5 ./ 8 / 4 10/29
W _.61@/.40@ .60@/.36@ - /.82@ /.62@ /.40 .34@/.53@
xZ 19.50 . 68.94 '19.34
7 Yes _ 90/65 60/65 /100 /100 /100 67/79
No 10/31 40/29 /0 /0 /0 25/21

n____ 20/25 ___10/16 /5 /9 A 11/34-




. Appendix Q'(Céntinuedj

Question* Control Graduate Enrollment " Location

01¢

Public/Private <100/100-499/500-999/1000-2999/3000+ Oregon/Qut-of-State
-8a 5/ 0° - 0o/ 0 /0 /11 /0 8/ 0
b .- lo/ 8 10/ 6 /0 /11 . 125 0/12
e 70/65 : 80/76 /80 /67 /0 75/65
d 10/19 ©10/12 /20 . /11 /50 - 8/18
e . 5/ 4 0/ 6 - /0 / 0 /25 . 8/ 3
" n . 20/25 ‘ 10/17 /5 / 9 4 12/33
X2 . 2.05 - - 17.55 ’ ' 5.40
9a 15/ &4 , 0/18 /20 /0 /0 0/12
b - 20/35 40/18 /20 /11 /100 25/29
e . "~ 65/50 50/59 /60 /89 /0 67/53
d 0/ 8 10/ 6 /o0 /.0 /[ 0 8/ 3
e 0/ 0 . 0/ 0 /[/0.. /O /-0 0/ 0
. n ’ 20/25 - 10/17 /5 WA [ 4 12/33
%27 L 4,42 - 19,00 I 2.32
10a . 0o/ o . 0/ 0 / 0 / 0 / 0 0/ 0
b © 15/ 4 10/ 6 /20 /0. /25 0/12
e - 60/62 70/71 /60 /56 /25 . 75/56
d - 10/23 20/12 /20 /22 /25 8/21
e _t/ 8 - 0/12 -/ 0 /0 /25 8/ 6
I 18/25 10/17 /5 / 7 / 4 ‘ 11/31
X2 ) 2,84 ‘ S - 8.57 - 2.82

*Responses to questions 5-6 are shown as % ranks; other responses are shown as percéntages.
" For complete quéstion and item statements, see Appendix K, p. 194,

Significaﬁce: # = .05 level, @ = .0l level.

Degrées 6f'fréed§m:f-Questions'5-6, enrollment = 80, other groﬁps = 20; Questions 8-10,
' o enrollment = 16, other = 4; comparison 5v6 = 20.
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1+ Appendix 'R-

t 1 Graduate Admissions Officer Questionnaire Responses,
TS B T DO R Grinnell Regiony By Sub=-groups .

112

Question® Control Graduate Enrollment Location
: " Public/Private 100/100~-499/500~999/1000~2999/3000+ Towa/Out-of-State
— .
5a 3.0/2.9 3.0/3.0 /3.4 /2.7 /2.7 3.0/2.9
b 1.1/1.2 1.4/1.0 /1.1 /1.0 /1.2 1.2/1.1
c 3.2/3.1 3.1/3.2 /3.1 /3.4 /2.9 3.0/3.2
d 2.9/2.9 2.6/2.8 /2.6 /3.1 /3.2 3.0/2.9
e 4.,9/4.9 C4,9/5.0° /4.8 /4.8 /5.0 4.8/4.9
n "39/13 ~7/10 /9 /16 /10 5/47
- W .72@/.69@ .61@/.81@  /.71@ . /.75@ /. 74@ .65@/.72@
X2 16,71 R .. 71,82 ' 23.02
5v6 27.22]4.23 2.037/6.97 /10,16 :/10.11  /9.00 7.43/23.99
' . . - : o
6a 2.5/2.6 2.6/2.8 - /2.6"" /2.4 /2.1 2.7/2.5
b 1.7/1.5 1.6/1.3 /2.0 /1.6 /2.0 2.0/1.7
c 3.0/3,1 '3.4/3.3 /3.0 /3.0 /2.7 3.0/3.1
d- 3,0/2.9 - '2.6/3.0 ‘72,5 /3.2 /3.2 2.7/3.0
e 4.8/4.9 4.8/4.6 " 'J4.9. /4.8 /5.0 . 4.7/4.8 -
n ~'37/10 _ " 5/10 /8 - /15 /9. 3/44
W .51@/.60@ .57@/.56@ . '/.49@ '/.56@ ~ /.60@ .40/.54@
X2 - .. . 11,20 .. . T UBETR A 72684 -
© 7-Yes co g 86 ATT N are 28 [86 7 1 nf86 thifT79 e - /91 71/85
CoNoertet o LA Ol flom s O e o f Bypponddfi-8 0 o Y9 14/ 6
n “49/17 . 7/}3,. /13 /21 /11 6/60
PPN IV YO j

. ;-
dend e oo

;- _I !‘xlf‘l)( R




Appendix R (Continued)

Graduate Enrollment

Question* Control Location
Public/Private 100/100-499/5004999/1000~2999/3000+ Iowa/Out=-of-State

8a 4/ 0 0/ 0 /0 ! & /9 0/ 3
b 41 9 22/ 7 /0 . /4 /0 14/ 5
c 47/55 56/36 /57 /63 /18 43/50
d 25/14 11/36 /14 -/ 8 /55 29/21
e 12/ 0 0/ 7 /14 [ 4 /18 0/ 9
n 47/17 . 8/12 /12 /20 /11 6/58
y2 ' 5,37 44.,09@ 2.20
9a 6/ 0 0/ 0 /7 / 8 /0 29/ 2
b : '14/18 22/14 /14 / 8 /18 29/14
c . 67/59 56/79 /64 /67 /55 43/67
d 6/ 0 0/ 0 /0 /0 /27 0/ 5
e 6/ 0 . 0/ 0 /14 [ 4 / 0 0/ 5
n_ - - 50/17 ~7/13 /14 /21 /11 7/60

X2 3.89 24.36 12.374#.
10a 0o/ 0 0/ 0 /0 /0 /0 0/ 0
b - 6/14 22/ 0 /7 / 8 /0 14/ 8
c 47/55 44 /57 /43 /63 /27 57/48
d , 24/ 5 11/14- /36 / 8 /27 14/18
e 24/ 0 0/14 /14 - /13 /45 14/17
n 51/16 7/12 /14 /22 /11 - 7/60
x2 I 9,66 - ' 18,53 43

*Responses to questions 5-6 are shown as X ranks; other responses are shown as percentages.

' For complete question and item statements, see Appendix M, p. 196,
Significance: # = .05 level, @ = .01 level.

Degrees of freedom: . Questions 5-6, enrollment = 80, other groups
- 16, other = 4; comparison 5v6 = 20.

enrollment =

20; questions 8-10,

[4X4
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