INFORMATION TO USERS

This was produced from a copy of a document sent to us for microfilming. While the
most advanced technological means to photograph and reproduce this document
have been used, the quality is heavily dependent upon the quality of the material
submitted.

The following explanation of techniques is provided to help you understand
markings or notations which may appear on this reproduction.

1. The sign or ‘“‘target” for pagesapparently lacking from the document
photographed Is *Missing Page(s)"". If it was possible to obtain the missing
page(s) or section, they are spliced into the film along with adjacent pages.
This may have necessitated cutting through an image and duplicating
adjacent pages to assure you of complete continuity.

2. When an image on the film is obliterated with a round black mark it is an
indication that the film inspector noticed cither blurred copy because of
movement during exposure, or duplicate copy. Unless we meant to delete
copyrighted materials that should not have been filmed, you will find a
good image of the page in the adjacent frame.

3. When a map, drawing or chart, etc., is part of the material being photo-
graphed the photographer has followed a definite method in “'sectioning™
the material. It is customary to begin filming at the upper left hand corner
of a large sheet and to continue from left to right in equal sections with
small overlaps. If necessary, sectioning is continued again—beginning
below the first row and continuing on until complete.

4. For any illustrations that cannot be reproduced satisfactorily by
xerography, photographic prints can be purchased at additional cost and
tipped into your xerographic copy. Requests can be made to our
Dissertations Customer Services Department.

5. Some pages in any document may have indistinct print, In all cases we
have filmed the best available copy.

Universi
Mi Ims
International

300 N. ZEEB ROAD, ANN ARBOR, M1 48106
18 BEDFORD ROW, LONDON WCIR 4EJ4, ENGLAND



7917689

CRANE, ROBERT LEE
A STUDY CF MICHIGAN PUBLIC MIDOLE SCHOOL
TEACHER AND ADMINISTRATOR ATTITUDES TOMWARD
THE USE CF GRADES AS COMPARED WITH SELECTED
ALTERNATIVE FORMS OF PUPIL PROGRESS
REPORTING.

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY, PH.De.y 1978

Nioghis

International 200w 2Lt HOAD, ANN ARBOR, M1 48106



PLEASE NOTE:

In a1l cases this material has been filmed 1{n the best possible
way from the available copy. Problems encountered with this
document have been 1dentified here with a check mark v .

1. Glossy photographs

2. Colored 11lustrations

3. Photographs with dark background

4. Illustrations are poor copy

5. Print shows through as there is text on both sides of page
6. Indistinct, broken or small print on several pages v throughout

7. Tightly bound copy with print lost in spine
8. Computer printout pages with indistinct print

9. Page(s) lacking when materfal received, and not available
from school or author

10. Page(s) seem to be missing in numbering only as text
follows -

11. Poor carbon copy

12. HNot original copy, several pages with blurred type
13. Appendix pages are poor copy

14. Original copy with 1ight type

15. Curling and wrinkled pages

16. Other |

" NMicofims

300 N. ZEEB AD.. ANN ARBOR. M1 28106 13131 7614700



A STUDY OF MICHIGAN PUBLIC MIDDLE SCHOOL TEACHER
AND ADMINISTRATOR ATTITUDES TOWARD THE USE OF
GRADES AS COMPARED WITH SELECTED ALTERNATIVE

FORMS OF PUPIL PROGRESS REPORTING

By

Robert L. Crane

A DISSERTATION

Submitted to
Michigan State University
in partial fulfillment of the requirements
for the degree of

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

Department of Administration and Higher Education

1978



ABSTRACT

A STUDY OF MICHIGAN PUBLIC MIDDLE SCHOOL TEACHER
AND ADMINISTRATOR ATTITUDES TOWARD THE USE OF
GRADES AS COMPARED WITH SELECTED ALTERNATIVE

FORMS OF PUPIL PROGRESS REPORTING

By
Robert L. Crane

The focus of the research was the attitude of middle school
teachers and administrators toward A B C D F reporting as compared
with seven alternative reporting methods including blanket grades,
check 1ist reporting, credit-no credit, narrative reports, parent
conferences, pass-fail, and self-evaluation. The research was a
replication of a study conducted in 1977 by William G. Scharffe,
who investigated the attitudes of elementary educators toward the
same reporting methods.

A selected sample of 484 teachers and 39 administrators was
drawn by randomly selecting 160 public middle schools which fnclude
grades six, seven, and eight throughout the State of Michigan. This
group of 160 schools was further narrowed to 30 buildings after deter-
mining their levels of implementation of middle school character-
istics by utilizing a middle school identification questionnaire and
seeking commitment from building administrators and their staffs to
participate further in the study. Fifteen buildings were identified
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as "high" middie schools and 15 were "low" middie schools. A response
rate of 53 percent was obtained from the total number of available
teachers and 61 percent of the available administrators participated
in the study.

Analysis of variance for repeated measure, chi square test of
homogeneity, chi square independency, and means and variances of
rank ordering were used to analyze the data.

In ranking the eight reporting methods, middle school teachers
selected A B C D F as their first preference, followed by parent con-
ferences. Middle school administrators reversed these two methods
by selecting parent conferences as first choice followed by AB C D F.
It 1s concluded that both groups favor a combination of ABC D F and
parent conferences. Narratives and check 1ists were ranked third and
fourth by teachers and administrators alike, and it is concluded that
these two methods are viewed as worthy of consideration.

Self-evaluation, credit-no credit, pass-fail, and blanket
grades were not favored in the rankings by either group, and it is
concluded that their use would be met with considerable resistance.

The over-all rankings of the eight methods by the two groups
did not vary significantly. Further, the rankings of the eight
methods considered did not vary significantly from the elementary
educators' rankings in the Scharffe sfudy. Therefore, it is con-
cluded that attitudes of middle school educators toward ABCDF
when compared to selected reporting alternatives are compatible with

attitudes of elementary educators.
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Teachers listed teacher-oriented responses for favoring
ABCDF while administrators listed parent-oriented reasons. The
variables of sex, years of experience, degrees held, undergraduate
teacher trafning, or middle school status had no significant effect
on the attitudes of middle school teachers or administrators.

The conclusion was reached by the researcher that teachers
and administrators favor parent conferences with A B C D F as the
written records, and both groups showed some interest in narratives

and check 1ists as possible alternatives to letter grades.



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Preparing the acknowledgments for this dissertation is a task
that should have begun several years ago when I first began working
toward this degree, for every professor along the way has had a hand
in its completion. There are so many people who have, unknowingly,
provided inspiration and guidance that 1 know should be included in
these pages, but the 1ist is so long that a separate chapter would
be required to merely mention them.

It goes without saying that the individual at the top of the
1ist is Dr. Louis Romano, advisor and committee chairman. From
planning my entire course of study through advising me on this dis-
sertation, Dr. Romano has been a "brick," and words cannot ade-
quately express my appreciation for his patience and understanding.
Dr. Robert Muth was so gracious in agreeing to join my committee
after one of the original committee members left the university, and
I will always be grateful to him for taking on this unexpected assign-
ment. Or. Arden Moon, longtime friend and committee member, found
himself being called upon pérhaps more than planned since he resides
in Saginaw near my home, and it was too convenient to call him several
times during the preparation of this work for advice and guidance.
The patience, understanding, and character of this gentleman will
always be an inspiration to me. And, Dr. Philip Marcus, cognate
committee member, has been so helpful in the preparation of this

i



work, with his technical advice and suggestions on appropriate statis-
tical testing devices.

Much could be said about Dr. William G. Scharffe, who origi-
nally advised me to conduct this research as a follow-up to his study
on the attitudes of elementary teachers and administrators toward
the same grading and reporting systems. Bi11 has been more helpful
than he will ever know by providing me with his data and allowing
me to modify some of his instruments for this study. After calling
on him 1iterally dozens of times for advice, he was always very
helpful and understanding. Thanks, Bill. I am forever indebted.

After so many years of course work at the university, I have
grown to depend upon the help of a very gracious and beautiful lady
in the graduate office of Erickson Hall, Mrs. Virginia Wiseman. Like
so many others before me, there have been times of frustration and
exasperation over the details of administrative paper work connected
with graduate studies, and each time, I have been helped and placed
at ease by the smile and reassuring "wink" from this wonderful lady.
Every university should have a Virginia Wiseman.

After completing the final page of the draft of the disser-
tation, the job of typing it in final form according to acceptable
university form is a formidable task requiring the skill and expertise
of an accomplished typist. I found such a person in Mrs. Susan Cooley.
It was a great relief to hand this dissertation to her, knowing it
would be completed perfectly, and I wish to thank her for her assis-

tance on the completion of this project.

i



With all the courses in statistics I have taken over the
years, I still could not have completed this research without the
help of Mrs. Suwatana Sookpokakit in the Office of Research Consulta-
tion. 1 am most appreciative of the many hours she has given me in
appointments to build the programs and assist me in interpreting the
data.

I feel 1 must acknowledge the three assistant principals I
have had during the years I have been working on this degree and the
dissertation. There have been countless days that 1 left the job
early to travel to campus, and I always felt comfort in knowing I
left Webber Junjor High School in the competent hands of Arthur
Anderson, Thomas Barris, and Raymond Gallegos. To Art, Tom, and Ray:
thanks, guys, for covering for me and for your patience and under-
standing.

Finally, and most importantly, I dedicate this dissertation
to my beautiful wife Janet-Ann and my wonderful son Donald. It seems
I have been a student during our entire lives together. Maybe now we
can finally clean up some of the many piles of paper and books I have
accumulated around the house that no one was allowed to touch. And
Don, so many times I have neglected you when we should have been out
playing golf, or the many other activities we talk about so often,

and I hope now we will find the time to be together much more.

iv



TABLE OF CONTENTS

LISTOF TABLES . . . . . . . s ¢ v v v v v .o

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS . . . . . . . .

Chapter
I. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM .

Introduction . ... . ..

Purpose of the Study . . . . . .
Significance of the Problem . . .

Definition of Terms . . . .

Possible Delimitations of the
Review of Related Literature

Objectives . . . . . . . . .

Analysis of Data . . . . . . . . . D

Selection of Sample . . .

Distribution of the Survey

Length of Study . . . . . .
Treatment of the Data . . .

II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE .

A History of Reporting Methods

Proponents of the Letter Grade System .
Opponents of the Grading System .

Parent Conferences . . .
Narrative Reports . . . .
Self-Evaluation . . . . .

Blanket Grades . . . . . . .« . . . :

Check Lists . . . . . . .
Pass-Fail Reporting .

Credit-No Credit Reporting

Reporting Techniques and Midd]e

Summary . . . . . . . .

Sch001 Concepts

IIT., DESIGN METHODOLOGY AND HYPOTHESES OF THE STUDY . . . . .

Population and Sample . .

Development and Validation of Survey Instruments . ..

Selection of Sample for Final Survey . .

v

Page
viidi

—

P g— —
£ B N\ et =2 O 00~ U7 D LY —

—t
()}

SOOI —
SN = O S~ = N

~ ~J
O O

o o
D et



Chapter Page

Validation of the Final Survey Instrument . . . . . . . 92
Statistical Methods Used in Data Analysis . . . . . . . 97
SUMMATY « &+ v ¢ o ¢ & o ¢ o« o s ¢ o s o e s s o s o+« 100
IV. PRESENTATION OF DATA . . . & & ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o« 102
Statistical Methods . . . . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢« v ¢ ¢ & & & 102
statist1Ca] F"ndingS L] L[] L ] L] [ L] » L L] » L] L] L ] L] . L ] * ]03
Analysis of Variance of Repeated Measure Data . . . . 103
Cross Tabulation Technique . . . . . .. ... ... 12
Chi Square Analysis . . . . . . . . e v s e 115
Results of Rank Ordering . . + v ¢« ¢ & v ¢« v « « « « 127
Consistency of the Responses P K1
Summary of Findings . . . . . . . e e e s b s s e . 132
V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY . . . . 138
Rationale for the Study . . . . . « ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ + ¢« « . .« . 138
Summary of Methodology . « « « « & ¢« ¢« o o o & +» & o & 139
Objectives L] L] * *« & & & = & ® L] » » L L] L] L[] . » - L] L] ]39
Sample . C e e e s e e et e e e e e e . 142
Data Co]]ection c e e s e b s e et s e e st e e . 143
Data Analysts . ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ v 4 ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ e e s 0 e e e .. 143
Limitations . . . . . . . e s s s e s e s e e e s . 144
Conclusions « & « ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ v ¢ o ¢ & 4 o « s o « o« o+« 145
Implications . . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ v v ¢ ¢ o ¢ v ¢ o e o . 153
Recommendations for Further Study . . . . « . « « + . . 1586
Reflections . . . « « « + + « & e 1Y)
APPENDICES - L] * L] L] » L] L] L] - - L] L] - L ] - L] » L] L] L] . L] L] - . L] ]6]
A. MIDDLE SCHOOL IDENTIFICATION QUESTIONNAIRE . . . . . . . 162
B. MIDDLE SCHOOL PRACTICES QUESTIONNAIRE . . . . « + ¢« « . . 182
C. PUPIL PROGRESS REPORTING QUESTIONNAIRE . . . . . . . . . 190
D. LETTER TO FIVE JUDGES WHO VALIDATED THE MIDDLE SCHOOL

PRACTICES QUESTIONNAIRE . . « « v v v ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ « o o « +» 195
E. INITIAL LETTER TO MIDDLE SCHOOL PRINCIPALS ASKING THEM

TO COMPLETE MIDDLE SCHOOL PRACTICES QUESTIONNAIRE . . . 199
F. FOLLOW-UP LETTER TO SCHOOLS THAT AGREED TO PARTICIPATE
FURTHER IN STUDY . . . . « ¢ v v v v v v o v o o v o 201

G. LETTER TO PRINCIPALS ACCOMPANYING FINAL QUESTIONNAIRES . 203

vi



Chapter Page
H. FOLLOW-UP LETTER TO SCHOOLS LATE IN RETURNING

QUESTIONNAIRES . . .+ . ¢+ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ v 4+ o ¢ ¢ o o « » 205

I. TABULATION OF RESPONSES ON PUPIL PROGRESS REPORTING
QUESTIONNAIRE . . . . . e e s e e e e e e e s e 207
BIBLIOGRAPHY . . . & & v v v s o v e e v e v o e v v o s o o v s 215

vii



Table
3.1

3.2

3.3
3.4

3.5

3.6
3.7
4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

LIST OF TABLES

Tabulation of Judges' Scores for Utilization of Kendall-W
Statistical Test . . ¢ & ¢ ¢ ¢ 4 4 & v o o o s o o s o

Rankings of Levels of Agreement Among Judges on Each Page
of the Reorganized Rifegle Questionnaire . . . . . . . . .

Response and Commitment of Selected Schools . . . . . . . .

Scores of Responding Schools and Number of Schools
Committed to Continue Participation . . . . . .. .. ..

High Implementation and Low Implementation Participants
in the Study . . . . . e s s e s s e v s s s 8 e s e w s

Opposing Items of a General Evaluation Nature . . . . . . .
Opposing Items of Student Concern . . . . . . e e e e e

Result of Analysis of Variance for Repeated Measure Data
for Research Question 1, Hypotheses 1 Through 7 . . . . .

Result of Analysis of Variance for Repeated Measure Data
for Research Question 2, Hypotheses 8 Through 14 . . . .

Cross Tabulation of Teacher Rankings of the ABCDF
Method and the Orientation of Their Rationale for
Assigning a Particular Rank . . +« + + ¢ 4 ¢« ¢ ¢ o v o o« &

Administrator Rankings of Parent Conference Reporting
and the Orientation of Their Rationale for Assigning
a ParticularRank . . . . . . . . . .. e e e e e s s

Relationship Between Teacher Sex and Evaluation and
Reporting Preferences . . « « « ¢« o o o s o o o s o s o

Relationship Between Teacher Experience and Evaluation
and Reporting Preferences . . . . « « . « . . . v e e e

Relationship Between Teacher Preference for Blanket
Grading and Years of Experience . . . . . . . . .. . o .

viii

Page

86

88
90

N

92
95
95

105

110

114

116

nz

118

119



Table
4.8

4.9
4.10
4.11

4.2

4.14
4.15
4.16
4.17

4.18

n

Relationship Between Teachers' Highest Degree and
Reporting Preferences . . . . . . . . « &

Relationship Between Teacher Undergraduate Training
and Reporting Preferences . . . . . . . . . .

Relationship Between School Status and Teacher
Evaluation and Reporting Preferences . .

Relationship Between Administrator Sex and Evaluation
and Reporting Preferences .

Relationship Between Administrator Experience and
Evaiuvation and Reporting Preferences . . . .

Relationship Between the Administrators' Highest
Degree and Reporting Preferences . . . . + +« « « + &
Relationship Between Administrator Undergraduate
Training and Reporting Preferences . . .

Relationship Between School Status and Administrator
Evaluation and Reporting Preferences . . . . .

Means and Standard Deviations of Ranking of Eight
Reporting Methods by Teachers and Administrators . . .

Comparison of Teacher and Administrator Ranking of
Eight Reporting Methods . . . « « « ¢« ¢« & « ¢ « « « &

Cross Tabulation of Positive and Negative Questionnaire
Items to Test Consistency of Attitudinal Responses
Toward Grading and Reporting Methods . . . .

Frequency Distribution for Responses to Questionnaire
Items With the Exception of Open-Ended Items and

..... L] L L] * L] - - L] - . L] L] L L]

Page

120

121

122

123

124

125

126

127

128

131

133

208



LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS

INlustration Page

2.1 Example of a Typical Report Card Currently Being
Used, Where Letter Grades for Achievement,
Numerical Marks for Citizenship, and Comments
on Character Are ATl Used . . . . « ¢« ¢« & « o & 30



CHAPTER 1

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Introduction

One of the most perplexing, and often unpleasant, tasks facing
educators today is the process of evaluating students' achievement,
and relating that achievement with some degree of accuracy to the
student and the parents. To say the least, it often is difficult to
know what has really been absorbed or learned by the student. Be
that as it may, student evaluation remains a necessity--a requirement
demanded of educators at all levels. The demands are made by parents,
students themselves, and institutions of learning as well as institu-
tions of employment.

Studies by the National Education Association have shown
that the most commonly used method of “"defining" student achievement
is the letter grade, or AB C D F, system. While letter grades are
the most widely used method of reporting student achievement, there
is widespread debate over whether such marks provide a valid form of
assessment.

A study by William G. Scharffe' investigated the attitudes of
elementary school teachers and administrators in grades kindergarten

through six toward the use of letter grades as compared with seven

}The Scharffe study, along with any others cited in this
chapter, will be specifically cited in Chapter II.

1



other forms of reporting including blanket grading, check list,
credit-no credit, narratives, parent conferences, pass-fail, and
self-evaluation. The Scharffe study indicated that grades, ABCDF,
were second only to parent conferences in over-all favor by both
administrators and teachers. Scharffe also found that, even though
parent conferences were viewed as most desirable, they are seldom used
exclusively and are usually accompanied by some form of written evalua-
tion.

The debate about the validity of letter grades is not new,
however; neither is the organizational structure of the traditional
elementary school which generally houses grades kindergarten through
six in self-contained classrooms. A school organizational structure
which is rather new is the middle school concept designed to meet the
unique needs of the transescent child between the ages of 11 and 14.
The middle school movement has grown since the early 1960s when
pioneer middle schools emerged in Centerville, Ohio; Barrington,
IN1inois; Eagle Grove, Iowa; Mt. Kisco, New York; and Upper St. Clair,
Pennsylvania. The middle school is uniquely designed to meet the
needs of youngsters in transition from childhood to adolescence.
Hopefully, the teachers and administrators assigned to middle school
programs share an awareness of the purposes for which the middle
was designed.

It would seem logical, then, that a follow-up of the Scharffe
study be completed with the examination of the attitudes of middle
school teachers and administrators toward the use of letter grades as

compared with blanket grading, check list, credit-no credit,



narratives, parent conferences, pass-fail, and self-evaluation, for
if the middle school concept is indeed working a difference in atti-

tudes would be present.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the study is to determine the attitude of
middle school teachers and administrators {in Michigan toward the use
of letter grades {(A B C D F) as compared with several other methods
of student evaluation and reporting, and to compare those attitudes
to the attitudes expressed by elementary teachers and administrators

in the Scharffe study.

Significance of the Problem

The purpose of evaluating the work, achievement, or growth
of any individual, whether they be a student or employee, must be to
provide a valid, fair assessment of their performance. It should be
an educational experience to give the individual direction in which
to strive for continued improvement. The assessment must be clear
and precise in delineating specific strong points as well as areas
needing added attention. And, assessment must involve the participa-
tion of both the evaluator and the evaluatee with goé1s and objectives
previously agreed upon by both parties. Given that goals and objec-
tives have been clearly outlined for the courses offeréd at the
middie school level, the criteria for various levels of satisfactory
achievement should be clearly stated and understood in advance by the

student. Which, then, of the several different methods of evaluating




and reporting student achievement is most fair and valid, and most
preferred by middle school educators?

This question has yet to be asked of middle school teachers
and administrators. It seems appropriate, then, to replicate the
Scharffe study, which was directed toward kindergarten through sixth
grade teachers and administrators, with the population being teachers
and administrators in middle school programs including grades six,
seven, and eight. It is the researcher's intention to determine if
the atmosphere or climate in a middle school, which professes to
practice the 18 characteristics of a middle school as outlined by
such writers as Eichorn, Romano, Alexander, and others, will in fact
result in similar attitudes toward the eight different student
evaluation and reporting methods as was demonstrated by elementary
teachers and administrators in the écharffe study.

One of the accepted characteristics of the middle school is
that there be full provision for student evaluation which will be
personal and positive in nature. Since the middle school program
stresses individualized instruction, it follows that evaluation
should also be individualized, including student self-assessment,
with frequent student-teacher-parent conferences. It is significant,
then, to determine the attitudes of teachers and administrators who
are currently functioning in middle schools toward the various systems
of student evaluation and reporting to be included in this study,

Are they in accord with the principles of the middle schools in which
they are functioning? And, are they significantly different than the
attitudes of K-6 educators?



Definition of Terms

Public Schools: Public schools refers to schools supported

by public tax monies to meet the needs of local residents, and
excludes all private schools supported by tuition, fees, or affiliated
with private organizations which may require membership of the con-
stituents.

Middle School: Middle school refers to public, tax-supported

schools including grades six, seven, and eight exclusively.

Middle School Teachers: Middle school teachers refers to

those teachers certified and regularly contracted to teach in grades
six, seven, and eight and who are actively teaching in a middle
school as defined above.

Middle School Administrators: Middle school administrators

refers to any person responsible for the over-all daily operation
of a middle school and who has the authority to recommend the hiring,
suspension, discharge, lay-off, recall, promotion, transfer, assign-
ment, reward, or discipline of employees, and is not a member of the
teacher bargaining unit.

Grade: Grade refers to the specific grade level or year the
student has been in school, such as sixth grade, seventh grade, or
eighth grade. i

Letter Grade: Letter grade refers to a rating of the stu-

dent's achievement on an examination or in a course by the use of
letters of the alphabet with A being the highest achievement and
F indicating failure.



Pass-Fail Reporting: Pass-fail reporting refers to the use

of only two alternatives in evaluating the student's achjevement in
a course or subject matter with the awarding of either a passing
mark or a failing mark with no intermediate marks, pluses, or minuses.

Credit-No Credit Reporting: Credit-no credit reporting

refers to the use of only two alternatives in evaluating the student's
achievement in a course or subject with the awarding of either a
credit mark or a no credit mark with no intermediate symbols, pluses,
or minuses.

Blanket Grade Reporting: Blanket grade reporting refers to

the system of awarding every student in a course or subject the same
passing evaluation mark, regardless of difference in student achieve-
ment, with no indication of pluses or minuses.

Narrative Reporting: Narrative reporting refers to descrip-

tive passages which describe, in complete sentences, the student's
achievement or progress toward meeting the predetermined objectives.

Parent Conference Reporting: Parent conference reporting

refers to face-to-face, personal meetings, either at the school or
in the home, between the teacher and the parents of each student to
explain and discuss the child's achievement and progress toward
meeting the predetermined course objectives.

Check List Reporting: Check 1ist reporting refers to the

practice of compiling a comprehensive 1ist of affective and cogni-
tive behaviors, characteristics, and evaluative comments, both posi-
tive and negative, whereby the teacher checks the comments which best

describe the progress and behaviors of the individual student.



Self-Evaluation Reporting: Self-evaluation reporting refers

to the practice of each student evaluating his or her own achievement
and progress toward meeting predetermined course objectives utiliz-
ing one or more of the reporting instruments described above.

Attitude: Attitude refers to the teacher or administrator's
thinking, acting, or feeling, either positive, negative, or indif-
ferent, toward each of the above methods of student evaluation and
reporting.

High Middle Schocl: High middle school refers to a school

which ranked in the upper 25 percent of all schools surveyed in the
middle school identification survey, which is part of the current
research, to determine the level of middle school implementation of
each individual school.

Low Middle School: Low middle school refers to a school

which ranked in the lower 25 percent of all schools surveyed in the
middle school identification survey cited above.

School Status: School status refers to the level of true

middle school implementation, high or low, being practiced by each of
the individual participating schools.

Possible Delimitations of the Study

The validity of the study may be affected by the following
factors:
1. Only.middie schools including grades six, seven, and

eight will be surveyed.




2. Only middle schools in Michigan will be included in the
study.

3. Michigan teacher certification permits both elementary
and secondary teachers to teach grades seven and eight. Some of the
teachers and administrators surveyed may have been trained to teach
at the elementary or senior high school levels rather than the middle
school level, which could influence their attitudes toward student
evaluation and reporting.

4. The assumption must be made that the respondents will
respond with their true attitudes toward reporting practices.

5. The data from middle school administrators are based upon

a rather small sample of 39 respondents.

Review of Related Literature

The review of the literature will include:

1. A definition and history of the middle school concepts,
particularly those concepts which speak to student evaluation and
reporting.

2. A historical review of various methods of student evalua-
tion and the "evolution" of these methods.

3. A review of the literature in support of the use of letter
grades (A BC D F).

4. A review of the literature in opposition to the use of

Tetter grades.



5. A review of the literature in support of, or in opposition
to, each of the alternative forms of student evaluation and reporting
being considered in this study.

6. A review of the literature concerning the attitudes of
teachers toward student personality which may affect the grades given

to students.

Objectives

Research Question 1: Do middle school teachers in Michigan

prefer the use of A B C D F reporting over the use of selected alter-
native forms of reporting?

1. Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward
blanket grading is the same as their attitude toward
ABCDF.

2. Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward
check 1ist reporting is the same as their attitude
toward ABCDF,

3. Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward
credit-no credit reporting is the same as their attitude
toward ABCDF.

4, Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward nar-
Ragigeorgporting is the same as their attitude toward

5. Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward
parent conferences is the same as their attitude toward
ABCDF.

6. Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward pass-
;a;lc Efﬁ?rting is the same as their attitude toward

7. Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward self-
evaluation is the same as their attitude toward ABCDF.
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Research Question 2: Do middle school administrators in

Michigan prefer the use of A B C D F reporting over the use of

selected alternative forms of reporting?

1.

Research Question 3:

Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward
R1gnées grading is the same as their attitude toward
F.

Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward
Rhgcé éigt reporting 1s the same as their attitude toward

Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward
credit-no credit reporting is the same as their attitude
toward ABCDF.

Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward
Rarrative reporting is the same as their attitude toward
BCDF.

Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward
Rarent conferences is the same as their attitude toward
BCDF.

Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward
Rass-fail reporting is the same as their attitude toward
BCDF.

Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward
self-evaluation reporting is the same as their attitude
toward ABCDF.

If middle school teachers do, or do not,

prefer the use of one of the selected alternatives over the use of

ABCDF, why does this preference exist?

Research Question 4: If middle school administrators do, or

do not, prefer the use of one of the selected alternatives over the

use of A B C D F, why does this preference exist?

Research Question 5: To what extent does a relationship

exist between the teacher's preference for a particular form of



n

reporting and the teacher's: (1) sex, (2) years of experience,
(3) degree(s) held, (4) grade level teacher was trained to teach,
(5) school status?

Research Question 6: To what extent does a relatfonship

exist between the administrator's preference for a particular form
of reporting and the administrator's: (1) sex, (2) years of experi-
ence, {3) degree(s) held, (4) grade level administrator was trained
to teach, (5) school status?

Research Question 7: To what extent do the teachers and

administrators differ, or have similarities, in their attitudes

toward a particular form of progress reporting?

Analysié of Data

Selection of Sample

Sample size.--Based on information provided by the 1977-1978

Michigan Education Dire;tony and Buyer's Guide, there are 235 middie
schools which include grades six, seven, and eight in Michigan. It
is the researcher's estimation that the combined total of principals
and assistant principals should provide a projected total of 400
administrators in the population. While not all schools list the
number of faculty members in the directory, the majority that do
include these figures indicate a total of approximately 6,000
teachers. The researcher has estimated a total of approximately
6,400 middle school facuity members in the total population. Accord-
ing to Krejcie and Morgan, the minimum sample size of schools from a

total of 235 should be 148 in order to collect sufficient data to
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Z The researcher will

make generalizations to the total population.
take the 1iberty of randomly selecting 160 schools; however, since
the study is ultimately to include each individual teacher and admin-
istrator in the sample schools, it is felt that 160 buildings will
involve a much larger sample of teachers and administrators than
necessary. Therefore, only those schools that most exemplify the
characteristics of the "true" middle school will be included in the
study, as well as those schools that least exemplify the true middle
school, in order to draw comparisons between the attitudes of the
teachers and administrators between the two groups of schools. A
modified Riegle questionnaire will be sent to the principals of all
160 schools selected to determine the level of implementation of the

accepted middle school characteristics.

Middle school teachers.--Teachers included in the sample will

be all teachers employed in the "high" middle schools as well as from
the "low" middle schools.

Middle school administrators.-~Administrators included in the

sample will be all principals and assistant principals in the high

middle schools as well as in the low midd1e schools.

Distribution of the Survey

A sample of 160 schools was randomly selected from the 235
middie schools in Michigan. A letter explaining the purpose of the
study, along with a modified Riegle questionnaire to identify middle

2Robert V. Krejcie and Daryle W. Morgan, "Determining Sample
Size for Research Activities," Educational and Psychological Measure-
ment 30 (1970): 607-10.
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school practices was sent to the principals of each of the 160 middle
schools. The principals were asked to complete the questionnaire,
identifying the level of implementation of middle school practices
in their own building, and return it to the researcher. Also, each
principal was asked to determine if his or her building would be
willing to participate in the next phase of the study. After scor-
ing all the returned questionnaires, the responding schools were
ranked according to level of middle school practices implementation
from "high" to "low." A school with a score of 65 would be consid-
ered very high and indicates an exemplary middle school, whereas a
score as low as 20 would indicate that the school is a middle school
in name only and actually practices few, if any, of the accepted
middle school characteristics.

After ranking the schools according to their numerical scores
on the Riegle questionnaire, the ranked schools were divided into
four groups, or quartiles., Those schools with scores in the top
quartile whose principal indicated a willingness to participate in
the final phase of the study and those schools in the bottom quartile
whose principal indicated a willingness to participate in the final
stage of the study, were selected to receive the final questionnaire.
The schools that fell in the second and third quartile, or the middle
half, were all eliminated. This system allowed the researcher to
compare the attitudes of middle school teachers and administrators
in "true" middle schools with their counterparts in buildings which
are middle schools in name only and practice middle school concepts

sparingly.



14

Finally, each building in the first and fourth quartiles was
sent a packet of questionnaires to allow each member of the adminis-
trative and teaching staff to indicate his/her feelings and attitudes
toward letter grade reporting as compared with the several alterna-

tives included in this study.

Length of Study

The final survey instrument to be used was a revised form of
the same instrument used in the Scharffe study in order to insure
replication. Dr. Scharffe has kindly cooperated in granting permis-
sion to use the questionnaire developed by him in his study of the
attitudes of elementary teachers and administrators toward the use
of ABCDF as compared with other selected methods of student
evaluation and reporting. The instrument was designed to take approxi-
mately 20 minutes to complete. A modified Likert scale was used,
with choices for responses ranging from "strongly agree" to "strongly
disagree." A four-point scale was used in order to force respondents
to either agree or disagree with the statement given, thus avoiding
the chance for a repeated cluster on the mean point of the scale.
Respondents were then asked open-ended questions requesting them to
offer rationale for their responses on certain items, Rationale
offered by respondents on the open-ended questions were then coded

in order to report the data.

Treatment of the Data

Analysis of variance for repeated measure data will be used

for Research Questions 1 and 2, using subject as unit of analysis.
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These two questions will have seven hypotheses each and will be
treated as seven planned contrasts. Research Questions 3, 4, 5,

and 6 will be analyzed by cross-table frequency using chi square test
of homogeneity and chi square independency. Research Question 7

will be answered by descriptive information about the means and
variance by rank ordering. Two computer packages are used to analyze
the data. They are the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
(sPss)® and MULTIVARIANCE.

3Norman H. Nie et al., Statistical Packagg,for the Social
Sciences (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1975).




CHAPTER 11

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

A History of Reporting Methods

The question of "Where are we now, and how did we get here?"
certainly lends itself to an historical review of student grading
and reporting in American schools. However, a thorough analysis of
‘ this type could take us back as far as pre-revolutfion days of the
eighteenth century, and such a review could encompass an entire dis-
sertation on its own merit. For purposes of the current study, we
will review the practices of the twentieth century, particularly from
1910 to the present, for as Smith and Dobbin tell us:

. +» « The concern for systematic reporting of learning progress
may be described generally in two phases: (a) the period
extending roughly from 1910 to 1940, when research interest was
focused mainly on the mechanical and semantic problems of mark-
ing; and (b) the period from 1940 to the present, during which
a greater interest has centered o? improvement of marks in com-
prehensiveness and communication.

For the past several generations, being "graded" has been a
basic part of the experience of growing up in America. As Hiner '
states,

From the time the American child receives his first gold star
for brushing his teeth until he grasps his final sheepskin,

he is graded--he is evaluated and compared, sorted and classi-
fied, passed and failed, promoted and held back; he is given

]Ann Z. Smith and J. E. Dobbins, "Marks and Marking Systems,"
Encyclopedia of Educational Research, 3rd ed. {New York, 1960),
P. ;33.

16
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percentages, A's, B's, C's and S's and U's. During his 11 to
1goﬂ§::350;ff2¥m:;.gchool1ng, he is graded hundreds, even
One writer, Kirschenbaum, provides considerable historical
information on the subject of grading. As he points out, most train-
ing or education at one time took place primarily within the family
unit. Fathers trained their sons to follow in their footsteps, and
the process resulted in generations of the family continuing in the
same line of work. Likewise, mothers trained the daughters in the
matters of homemaking and child rearing. "Performance was all that
counted. To be an A farmer you harvested the most wheat. To be an A
hunter you killed the most game. The product was readily visible,
and success or failure was easy to measure."3
In early America, most schools were the one-room variety and

all students were grouped together, regardless of age or achievement
level, and one teacher was responsible for the entire group. Often-
times the older students were responsible for tutoring the younger
children in such situations. In most cases, the curriculum consisted
of basic skills such as reading, writing, penmanship, history, and
possibly geography.

Generally, the students showed their competencies by their

actual performances in reading, writing and reciting. Prog-

ress reports were mostly descriptive. The teacher would
write down the skills the student could or couldn't do. This

2Ray N. Hiner, "An American Ritual--GRADING as a Cultural
Function," The Clearing House Magazine 47 (February 1973): 356.

3Howard Kirschenbaum, Sidney B. Simon, and Rodney W. Napier,
Wad-Ja-Get? (New York: Hart Publishing Co., Inc., 1971), p. 47. -
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was done mostly for the student's benefit since he would not
T?;ﬁstgngfi next subject area until he had mastered the pre-

Such techniques sound very similar to the mastery learning
theories of today. And, the system of having older students assist
the younger students is a prime example of the pendulum which always
seems to return to models of earlier eras as this, too, is a tech-
nique often advocated by contemporary writers,

As school enrollments increased, particularly during the last
quarter of the nineteenth century, the number of students continuing
on into secondary schools increased considerably. Enrolliments in
secondary schools between 1870 and 1910 increased from 500 to 10,000,
while enrollments in elementary schools increased from 6,871,000 to

almost 18 million.s

At the same time, the secondary schools began
expanding their curricular offerings. It was during this period that
secondary schools began reporting pupil progress by percentages in
order to differentiate the various students by ability. "In a sense,
this was the beginning of grading as we know it toda_y.“6
As more and more students continued on into high school, and
from there pursued college training, the need, or demand, for more
and more differentiation was placed upon high school records. These
college demands were very instrumental in the implementation of grades
at the secondary level. By the turn of the century, percentage grades
became increasingly popular at the secondary level, even though the

elementary schools generally continued without any grades except

*Ibid., p. 51. S1bid. 61bid.
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for a few symbols such as S for satisfactory and U for unsatisfactory.
So, by early in the twentieth century, "Success was no longer meésured
in competitive debate, or in the sports arena or on the battlefield,
or on the job. It was determined by the whim of the teacher in the
c'lassr'oom."7
The controversy over the validity of grades began as early
as 1912 and is still continuing today. Two noted researchers, Starch
and E1liot, conducted a study to test the reliability of grades as a
measure of student accomplishment which is still cited by many students
of the topic today. Their study involved two English language examina-
tion papers written by two pupils at the end of their first year in a
large midwest high school. The papers were duplicated and sent to
200 high schools where the principal English teachers were to mark -
the papers according to the practices and standards of their own
school. The differences in scores were dramatic. One of the papers
varied from 64 to 98 points, with an average of 88.2. The other
paper had a range from 50 to 97, with an average score of 80.2.8
If a score of 75 was considered minimal for a passing grade,
both of these papers would receive grades ranging from an A to an F.
Similarly, Starch and Elliot repeated the study using a geometry
test paper, which one might expect to be more objective than an English

examination; yet the range was even wider, as the score on one paper

had a range of 67 points.9

7 8

Ibid., p. 53. Ibid., p. 55. %1bid., p. 56.
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As a result of the Starch and El11iot studies, educators
began moving away from the percentage grading and moved toward a sys-
tem of fewer marks. One popular scale was a three-point system which
utilized Excellent, Average, or Poor. Another system was the familiar
five-point scale utiiizing Excellent, Good, Average, Poor, and Fail-
ing, which has since been converted to the system most often used
today: A, B, C, D, F.

To 1llustrate the extent of change that school systems experi-
enced since the pioneer studies of Starch and Ell1iot, the Philadelphia
public schools have undergone eight changes in reporting systems
since 1913, and their secondary schools are now utilizing the familiar
five-point system, or letter grades A, B, C, D, F.10

So, where are we now? To underline the pendulum effect men-
tioned earlier regarding the evolution of evaluation and reporting,
Cagle states,

A bird's eye view of the history of marking systems shows us
moving from a percentage to a five-point letter classification
{usvally A, B, C, D and F), to a pass or fail, to checklists,
to letter writer, to parent conferences, and, in the majority
of cases, back to the five-letter classification. In most
instances, schools have abandone? the use of percentages as a
tool for showing pupil progress. 1

Are we really back to "square one"? According to the findings
of Scharffe, elementary school teachers and administrators favor the

use of letter grades over any other form of written report, even

1hid., p. 67.

nDan F. Cagle, "How May We Make the Evaluation and Reporting
of Sgudent Achievement More Meaningful?" NASSP Bulletin 59 (April
1955): 25.
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though they hold the parent-teacher conference in the highest esteem
as a reporting technique. Scharffe's study reports on elementary
teacher and adminjstrator attitudes toward eight different report-
ing techniques, including letter grades, parent conferences, nar-
ratives, check 1ists, pass-fail, credit-no credit, blanket grading,

12 Further reference will be made to

and student self-evaluation.
the Scharffe study throughout this paper.

This researcher believes there may be some differences in
attitudes of middle school educators, particularly since the middle
school is a relatively recent innovation which has shown widespread
growth throughout the United States in the past 20 years. In
Hichigan alone, there are now 235 public middle schools housing
grades six through eight, as well as many other schools with slightly
varying levels, such as grades five through eight, or grades seven
and eight.]3 Hopefully, the many teachers and administrators in these
schools are familiar with the characteristics of “true" middle schools
and will understand that the evaluation and reporting system should
be "personal and positive in nature," and that it should be individual-

ized so the student can take part in assessing his own progress and

help plan his own future progress. The middle school evaluation and

12i114am G. Scharffe, “A Study of Selected Public School
Elementary Teacher and Elementary Administrator Attitudes Toward the
Use of Grades as Compared With Selected Alternative Forms of Pupil
qggggess R$ggrt1ng“ Ph.D.dissertation, Michigan State University,
'p- .

134ichigan Education Directory and Buyer's Guide (Lansing:
1977-1978) pp. 116-222.
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reporting system also calls for periodic parent-teacher-student
conferences.14
This study will compare the attitudes of practicing public
middle school educators in Michigan with the attitudes of practicing
public elementary educators in the Scharffe study, to determine if

middle school educators actually "practice what they preach.”

Proponents of the Letter Grade System

The arguments presented against grades are formidable, to say
the least. However, there are still many writers who take the oppos-
ing view and feel they are justifiable if not necessary. While the
percentage of secondary schools using grades in reporting student
progress is not necessarily a valid testimony for either the pro or
con of the argument, there is still evidence to point out that the
majority of our nation's school systems still use either letter
grades or numerical grades. In a 1967 study by the NEA which covered
a sample of 600 school systems, it was found that a system of numeri-
cal or letter grades was used in about 80 percent of the systems,
except at the first grade level, where the percentage was about 73,
and in the kindergarten, where it was 17 percent.15

In 1967 at least, the argument appeared to be somewhat like

the weather: everyone talks about it but no one does anything about

Mpichotas P. Georgiady and Louis G. Romano, "Do You Have a
Middle School?" Educational Leadership 31 (December 1973): 240.

]5Robert L. Thorndike and Elizabeth Hagen, Measurement and
Evaluation in Psychology and Education (New York: John Wiley and
ons, Inc., s P .




23

it. Marks and marking are now deeply imbedded in the educational
culture. They become the basis, in whole or in part, for a wide
range of activities including the curriculum that may be available
to the student, whether or not the student is eligible for scholar-
ships, whether the student is in fact admitted to schools of higher
learning, and even whether certain vocational opportunities will be
available to him after his formal education is completed. However,
with all their limitations, whether they be technical br humanitarian,
in Thorndike and Hagen's view, "marks remain one of the best pre-
dictors of later marks, and so are important in conveying information
about 1ikelihood of success in college generally, or in specific
institutions or pr-ogr'am-.;.“]6
The case in favor of grades is often stated in such a way as
to imply a need for the general improvement of the system at which
marks are assigned to insure greater validity and clarity in their
use, but draws the line at total abandonment or total change to
another system of reporting. One notable writer who takes this
position is Robert L. Ebel, who believes that no single system of
marking is 1ikely to be found that will make the process of marking
easy and painiéss or satisfactory to all users. Or, to put it
another way, "you can't please everybody." As Ebel says, ". . . no
new marking system, however cleverly devised and conscientiously

followed, is likely to solve the basic problems of marking. The

161h1d., p. 573.
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real need is not for some new system. Good systems already
exist.“17
From an administrator's point of view, letter grades or

some comparable numerical system of marking are probably the simplest
system of recording student achievement. While marks are usually
given perfodically during the semester on some form of report card,
which reflect the average of all work completed in class during the
marking period, these marking period grades are then averaged to
show a final mark for the entire course. In most cases, this is the
only mark that will appear in the permanent records of the student.
It is easy to establish a grade-point-average; it is easy to rank
students according to GPA, and higher educational institutions and
employers generally believe they can gain some insights into the
student's potential for further study or vocational placement accord-
ing to these marks or grade-point-averages. Writers such as Ebel
believe this is a fair and workable system. As he states,

Marks are necessary. If they are inaccurate, invalid, or

meaningless, the remedy lies less in de-emphasizing marks

than in assigning them more carefully so that they more truly

report the extent of important achievements. Instead of seek-

ing to minimize their importance or seeking to find some less

painful substitute, perhaps instructors should devote more

attention to improving the validity and precision of marks

they assign and to minimizing misinterpretegions of marks by

students, faculty and others who use them.

Another writer who takes a rather strong stand in support of

the necessity of grades is Spray, who believes the abolition of grades

]7Robert L. Ebel, Measuring Educational Achievement (Englewood
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1965), p. 398.

81hid., p. 401.
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would be unrealistic considering the needs and demands of both
business and higher education. He speaks of society in terms of the
individual's relationship with his fellow man, and the sorting and
ordering, or ranking, of individual students according to achievement
in order to satisfy the demands of higher institutions of learning
or employment as necessary to the over-all societal plan. In this
regard, Spray states, "School marks serve precedented and socially
evolved purposes which, in the foreseeable future, cannot otherwise
be served. Educators may rest assured that the practice of marking
and reporting student achievement in school is here to stay."]9
While Spray sees grades as essentfial and advocates their
continued use, he does believe they are often used in such a way as
to timit their value in communicating progress to parents. As other
writers have said in opposition to the letter grades, no one can be
certain just what a "C" actually means. Unless there is some supple-
mental report to accompany the grade, a checklist, a letter, or pos-
sibly a conference, the parent has no way to determine if the "C"
indicates average work for a student of low ability, high ability,
class average, national standards, or what. Spray believes grades
should be used but at the same time, they should be based upon the
student's ability to perform in the course, and this determination
could be made by the use of past performance, test scores, and teacher

judgment. "As accurately as possible, a determination should be made

IQCeci1 0. Spray, “"Meaningful Grade Reporting," The Clearing
House 43 (February 1969): 338.
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20 Spray advo-

of the student's ability in the particular subject."
cates as many as five different ability levels for the various
courses being offered, and these levels might be referred to as
"phases." From an administrative point of view, such levels might
create a multitude of scheduling probiems. Also, there may be some
problems with disagreement between the school and the home as to
which phase the youngster will be assigned to, as the system leads

to the same philosophical arguments that are made against tracking.

Notwithstanding these arguments, Spray is not alone in his
opinion regarding the system of assigning grades according to the
varying levels of ability of students. Kvaraceus adopts a supportive
view by stating the following:

The only way evaluators in school can solve this
personality-splitting dilemma is to provide two marks: one
indicating the level of the pupil's performance measured
against his potential; the other reporting his achievements
againsﬁlthe performance of other pupils of his own age or
grade.

One of the strongest positions taken in favor of not only
grades, but more generally, competition, is that of Grenis. He
believes nongraded schools with so-called individualized programs
are a myth. While schools may profess to have such a program,
parents will often make such demands as, "I know you have a non-

graded program, but what grade is Johnny in this year?" Grenis

201hid., p. 340.

- 2l4i11iam C. Kvaraceus, "DANGER Handle With Care!" NEA
Journal 48 (December 1959): 27.
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continues, "If the parent is insistent enough, he is usually to]d.“22

Grenis makes his point against nongraded programs in that he dis-
agrees with the concept of a child being allowed to move at his own

pace. He feels that "to conduct an individualized program logically

leads to evaluation of the student in a vacuum.“23

Further speaking on competition, Grenis states,

Excellence for this student will continue to be measured in
terms of other students having similar aptitudes, motiva-
tions, and goals. There is nothing basically wrong with
creating a competitive group climate. Why &he reluctance to
see it for what it is and admit it openly?2

He continues:
We are helping children to 1ive as members of a competitive
society. Let us accept the idea that excellence will be

rewarded. égeally, every child is a winner--who doesn't win
every time.

Opponents of the Grading System

In reviewing the literature on grading and student reporting
practices, this researcher has found that the preponderance of the
writers are against grades (A B C D F) for three main reasons. First,
the use of grades tends to cause some students to strive for the high
grade for the prestige it will bring to them in the eyes of their
parents, their peers, and institutions of higher learning and possibly
employment, rather than to promote learning for the sake of self-

improvement or to satisfy their natural inquisitive nature. Second,

22M1chae1 Grenis, "Individualization, Grouping, Competi-
tion, and Excellence," Phi Delta Kappan 57 (November 1975): 199.

231hid., p. 200. 281h4d. , p. 199. 251hid., p. 200.
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the use of grades will induce an early sense of failure and discourage
the student who may need a bit more time to master the subject matter.
Third, the use of grades tells us 1ittle about the skills that stu-
dents have acquired in a given subject, in that a "C" fails to indi-
cate whether the student achieved an average amount of learning
compared to his classmates, national norms, or according to his indi-
vidual ability.

One of the writers who has covered the issue of grading and
student reporting rather thoroughly is Wrinkle, who says of the above
issues,

Except in a very limited sense, A B C D F marks cannot convey
significant information regarding the achievement, progress,
failure or success of the student. A mark, unless its mean-
ing is restricted to one defined value, cannot be interpreted
since it 1s usually a composite index representing the average
of a variety of different values. Does an A mean superior
achievement on an absolute scale of values, high achievement

in comparison with the achievement in relation to the student's
individual ability? You don't know, and so you can't tell what
the A means.26

Further, in the realm of interpretation, Wrinkle states,
"[Marks] do not represent fixed values in terms of which they can be
'Interpreted.“27 As motivators, Wrinkle views grades in a negative
manner as he writes, "The need for marks as persuasive devices, as
pressure instruments, to induce an increased application of student
effort is based on an assumption that students do not want to do what

the school wants them to do."28

26 Ni]liam L. Wrinkle, Improving Marking and Reporting Prac-
tices (New York: Rinehart and Company. 19477, p. 34.

271bid., p. 35. 281hid., p. 38.
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As many writers point out, the confusion exists where an
attempt is made to summarize pupil progress in terms of a single
letter grade and have its meaning be clear and precise to the student
and parent. The question remains whether the assigned mark repre-
sents level of achievement, gain in achievement, or some combination
of the two? Should effort be included, or should high achievers be
given good marks regardless of effort? Should pupils be marked in
terms of their own potential learning ability or in relation to the
achievement of their classmates? As Gronlund points out, such con-
fusion must be eliminated if the marks are to be effective.

The reports should (1) clarify the goals of the school,

(2) indicate the pupil's strengths and weaknesses in learn-
ing, (3) provide greater understanding of the pupil's personal-
iggz?lgdevelopment. and (4) contribute to the pupil's motiva-

From the administrative point of view, a single letter grade
tends to be preferred, largely because such marks are compact and
can be easily recorded and averaged. With the increased use of
machines for routine clerical work, this advantage will probably
assume even greater importance in the future. Most larger school
districts now have the services of computers for routine duties of
the past, such as scheduling classes, marking report cards, and
figuring grade-point-averages. In most cases, there is very little

space left on the report card for detailed descriptions or interpre-

tations of the grades.

29Norman E. Gronlund, Measurements and Evaluation in Teaching
(New York: Macmillan Publishing Company, 1965), p. 373.
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Another area of concern for Gronlund is the fact that most
single marks on a report card actually represent the average of all
the work compieted by the student within a given marking period or
semester., The student may have shown mastery to the highest degree
on certain mathematical operations, performed adequately on others,
and experienced considerable difficulty on others. His final mark
may average out to a C. The single mark does not tell the student
or his parents where his strengths and weaknesses 1ie. In this
regard, Gronlund points out,
As typically used, letter grades have resulted in an undesir-
able emphasis on marks as ends in themselves. Many pupils and
parents view them as goals to be achieved, rather than as means
for understanding and improving pupil development. While this
is not entirely the fault of the marking system, the lack of
information provided by g single letter grade probably con-
tributes to this misuse.30
Another well-known writer, John Holt, recognizes this same
problem of lack of clarity in the grades and offers the following
suggestion:
If we have to submit a grade or report card once a term, or
quarter, or semester, that should be the only mark we give
the child in that period. How then do we get the grade?
When I taught ninth, tenth, and eleventh grade English, I
graded my studengi on what I felt to be a cross section of
their best work.

He goes on to point out the example of averaging a serious writer's

best work against his worst, which would be totally unacceptable in

0ypid., p. 375.

3]John Holt, "I Oppose Testing, Marking, and Grading,"
Today's Education 60 {March 1971): 29,
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the field of literature. The same is true of an artist. Only the
best work is ever sold.

Holt further states that if grades must be given, they should
be given

. . . as lenjently as possible, particularly at the low end.
Put a safety net under everybodv. To my ninth, tenth and
eleventh graders I made it clear that nobody in class would
get lower than a C-, whatever they might or might not do.
This at least freed them from the burden of faflure. Free of
it, they went on to dg good work, very often better work than
they had done before. 32

The area of interpretation of marks, determining their mean-
ing, is of major concern to nearly every writer who speaks in
opposition to the use of grades. In support of the concerns of Holt,
Davis comments,

Schools and colleges often define letter marks of A, B, C,

D, or E in terms of percentages. One college, for example,
states in its catalog that A = 90-100 percent; B = 80-89 per-
cent; C = 70-79 percent; D = 60-69 percent; E = 0-59 percent.
Taken literally, this statement means that a student who gets a
score of 65 percent on any examination should be given a mark
of D; one who gets a score of 89 percent should be given a
mark of B, etc. Fortunately, no one takes the statement 1{t-
erally because it is self-evident that to get 65 percent on a
difficult examination might be the equivalent of getting 89
percent on an easy examination,33

Davis points out that marks given by different teachers or
even by the same teacher in different classes are not comparable.

For example, an A from one teacher may represent the same level of

21pid., p. 29.
33Freder1ck B. Davis, Educational Measurements and Their

Interpretation (Belmont, California: Wadsworth Publishing Company,
Inc., 1964}, p. 299.
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performance as a C from another teacher. This theory is supported
by the earlier research by Starch and El11iot in 1913.

One of the fears often expressed to this writer by teachers
is their concern over "accountability." Schools are now developing
minimum performance objectives, several states administer statewide
assessment tests, and some school systems are refusing to graduate
senfors who fail to pass examinations of minimal exit skills. At the
extreme level, lawsuits have been filed against boards of education

34

after graduating students who cannot read. But to this point,

Holt says, "Make no mistake about it, if you have to send children on
to their next class with labels around their necks, the better labels
you can give them, the better off they will be.“35

Following the same line of thought concerning attitudes and
labels, Priestley writes,
Under traditional grading systems, a child is labeled a suc-
cess or failure long before he completes his schooling. HNo
child entering the first grade thinks of himself as a failure.
Yet by the time a child finishes his public schooling 12 years
Tater, he will, more likely than not, have been taught that he
is a failure. And he will believe it.36
Priestley describes his own experiences as a classroom teacher
and the problems he has encountered with the traditional grading sys-
tem. He has found that the students who received A's and B's on

their written assignments tended to continue to excel and receive

34Peter‘ Doe vs. San Francisco Unified School District, 1972;
California Supreme Court refused to hear the case in 1976.

35Ho]t, "I Oppose Testing," p. 30.

36Ernest Priestley, "The Only Good Grades Are Good Grades,"
Changing Education 4 (Spring 1970): 17,
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high grades. On the contrary, those who received C's and D's tended
to continue receiving low marks, and in fact, their grades declined.
He found that the only grades that served as motivators to the stu-
dents were the '"good" grades, while the poor grades proved to be
discouraging factors. O0Of the students whose achievement might not
warrant high grades in the traditional sense, Priestley states,
“[School] should be a place where we learn how to handle 1{fe suc-

cessfully. There is no place in school for labels and categories

of fanure."37

The concept of labeling students with their school grades
seems to be the predominant factor in the works of many writers on
the matter of reporting. Brantley follows this line of thought when

he states, "It is a fact that some pupils are 'made' through marks

38

while others are ‘wrecked.'" Brantley describes what he considers

to be the jdeal situation as follows:

An ideal school situation would be one in which the teacher

is frece to teach boys and girls who are interested in learning--
both teacher and pupil being unconcerned about the recording of
a judgment, the mark. This ideal situation would eliminate the
plan of young people being subjected to judgments based, too
often, on too 1ittle objective evidence. Because of our ideal
situation being in the future, teachers must continue assuming
the responsibility for passing judgments on young people. These
Judgments bring joy and happiness to some; to others a feeling
of bitterness and resentment; and to others, a spirit crushed
to such an extent that further school attendance becomes objec-
tionable to them.39

7 1bid., p. 17.

386. D. Brantley, "An Analysis of Current Practices in the Use
of the Report Card," NASSP Bulletin 26 (January 1942): 67.

Bpid., p. 67.
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One outspoken writer, Brian Patrick McGuire, speaks out
against grades from the perspective of a highly successful student.
After graduating from a university with honors and a very high grade-
point average, he looks back on his experiences with grades as a ‘
dehumanizing experience which 1imited his capacity for inquiry and
self-motivation. McGuire states, "1 have become convinced that the
traditional letter-grading system should be eliminated in precollege
education, for it discourages learning more than it encourages 1t."40
Further, "My major objection to grading as I experienced it is that
grades instead of merely symbolizing what had been learned usually
became the sought-after goal."ql

McGuire saw each teacher as a separate challenge as he
catered to his tastes and preferences. The more observant and astute
pupils would know the instructor's personality and expectations suf-
ficiently within a few weeks of the course and knew how much prepara-
tion was necessary for the first examination. If successful, such a
system would yield the best possible grades for the least possible
work. This same point, in essence, is argued by many writers in
that students will tend to cater to the whims of instructors and
produce only that which is necessary to satisfy his standards for a

high mark and will seldom go beyond into an area of genuine inquiry.

As McGuire further states,

40Brian P. McGuire, “The Grading Game," Today's Education 58
{March 1969): 32.

N1pid,
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The demands of academic efficiency deadened intellectual curi-
osity. If a certain chapter was not required for an examina-
tion, we would fgnore it. The narrow pursuit of grades becomes
a poor substitute for discoveries of the world. The grading
system provides a breeding ground for mediocrity and cynicism,
Learning gets lost in a maze of points, minuses, and pluses.42

The idea of the A, B, C on the report card giving a false
sense of values to the less apt student as well as doing damage to
the superfor student is supported by Brimm. He states,

Thosands of superior students in our high schools today can
meet the requirements for an A without "cracking a book."

It 1s difficult to convince a student that he is not working
when he receives the highest possible marks on his report
card. The antiquated device we are using 1ulls the inferfor
students into a false sense of security and at the same time
encourages mediocrity in the superior students.43

While most would agree that marks should not be used in a
punitive way, we have all heard of instructors who allow the atti-
tudes and socfal behavior of the student to enter into their evalua-
tions. As Brimm further observes,

Most teachers temper the test results with such generalizations
as "attitude" and "effort." The degree to which these traits
enter into the mark is seldom defined and, as a result, no one
knows exactly what a C means. It may mean a below-average stu-
dent ﬁﬂo works hard or a very good student who has a poor atti-
tude.

McGuire expressed his concerns over the elitist cliques that
may result from maintaining honor rolls based upon academic grades.
It should be pointed out that the National Honor Society, which is

organized in many senior high schools in America, was established by

21pid., p. 34.

43R. P. Brimm, "Report Cards--Yesterday and Today," Clearing
House 33 (September 1958): 17.

41144,
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the National Associatfon of Secondary School Principals (NASSP) in
1921. By 1925, the organfzation felt the need to establish honor
societies for younger students in the secondary schools in order to
stimulate them toward greater academic growth. As the NASSP puts it,
The need to stimulate scholarship in high schools closely emu-
lated the college design. Similar reasoning supported the
concept of the National Junior Honor Society as a means to
encourage academic performance during early adolescence.45
Although NASSP adopted the concept of a Natfonal Junior Honor Society
in 1925, it was not untfil February 24, 1929, in St. Louis, Missourt,
that the National Junior Honor Society was authorized by the Executive
Committee of the NASSP.46
It might be well to examine the requirements for membership
in the Junior National Honor Society. From the standpoint of scholar-
ship, the rules state, "The minimum grade point average required for
membership is 85 percent, a "B" average, or its equivalent. Schools
may stipulate an average higher than 85 percent, but.they cannot lower

47

it." The rules further stipulate, "Schools with non-graded, pass-

fail, or other alternative systems should develop appropriate stan-
dards for meeting the scholarship requirement."48
While we generally think of honor society members as being
high academic achievers, it should be remembered that there are four
other criteria for membership, which include citizenship, service,

leadership, and character. The definitions of each of these qualities

45Nat'lona'l Junior Honor Society Handbook (Reston, Virginia:
National Association of Secondary School Principals, 1947), p. 4.

%1pid., p. 6. Y1pid., p. 12 ®Bpid., p. 38.
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will not be discussed at this time, but suffice it to say that only
those students who are considered to be very "specfal” are invited
to become members. The final decision as to whether or not an indi-
vidual meets the criteria rests with a committee of faculty and
administrators in each individual school. It is this entire concept
of students receiving special consideration or attention because of
their school grades, and the idea of satisfying the expectations of
a group of teachers, that McGuire finds so objectionable.

To illustrate the importance and prestige placed on Honor
Society membership by its members, former President Gerald Ford used
his membership in his 1976 campaign for reelection to the presidency.
One of the films used by the mass media (television) included pic-
tures of Mr. Ford being inducted as a student in Grand Rapids, Michigan.
He was again reinducted at the 1976 national convention of the NASSP
in Washington, D.C., where he was a keynote speaker. If this writer
may be indulged for a bit of editorializing, the nation's voters
apparently did not see his high school scholastic achievements as
significant enough to reelect him for a full term.

Among the foremost writers in the area of testing, grading,
and reporting are Robert Thorndike and Elizabeth Hagen, who believe
that the letter grade‘system is a satisfactory administrative device
for recording purposes, but they also feel that it is insufficient
in providing immediate feedback to the student and the parent as to
the academic progress being realized. They believe the student needs

constant information about himself to guide his learning activities
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and to help him make plans for his future. He needs to know where
his strengths and weaknesses 1ie, and the daily exercises, recita-
tions, and quizzes provide this type of feedback. It is most impor-
tant that such work be corrected by the teacher and returned to the
student immediately in order to keep him up to date on his progress.
Thorndike and Hagen believe that perfodic grades or marks on report
cards are too remote from the actual learning experiences to provide
specific direction.49
Most students have experienced situations where teachers
have assigned written work to be completed and turned in by a certain
deadline, only to have it sit in a pile on the teacher's desk for
days or weeks at a time before being corrected and returned. Thorndike
and Hagen discuss a study of the attitudes of elementary school chil-
dren on which subjects were most important for them to learn. It was
found that the children tended to agree that spelling and arithmetic
were most important because these were the papers their teachers
graded and returned. Here again, it is testing and immediate feed-
back that are central, rather than a mark on a report card once in
six or eight weeks.50
A study by White and Boehm produced similar results in
testing the attitudes of elementary children toward various subjects

in the curriculum. The children ranked their subjects in order of

importance as follows: reading, arithmetic, spelling and writing,

49Thorndike and Hagen, Measurement and Evaluation, p. 572.

0yhid., p. 573.
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and soctal studies and science. It was found that children believed
spelling and arithmetic to be most important because these were the
papers assigned most often, on a regular basis, and these papers

viere graded and returned to them most promptly. It was pointed out
that the results may also imply that pupils respond to the world of
learning in terms of repeated work demands and its evaluation, rather
than to basic concepts or principles laid down in the curricu1um.5]

The point being made by White and Boehm is simply that chil-
dren at the elementary school level are already looking at learning
and importance of subject matter in terms of grades and teacher
requirements, rather than a natural curiosity. Would it not be
possible, with a different emphasis, to raise the level of importance
in the minds of children toward social studies and science?

The Scharffe study revealed that elementary teachers and
administrators also view letter grades as important indicators of
academi¢ success and worth, as they ranked this reporting system as
being second only to parent conferences. Even so, they did not view
parent conferences as sufficient in reporting by themselves. Some
sort of written report was viewed as being necessary to accompany
the parent conferences, and the written report form most favored was

the letter grade.52

51Mary Alice White and Ann Boehm, "Child's World of Learn-
zng: ?ritten Workloads of Pupils," Psychology in the Schools 8
1967): 73.

52Scharffe. "Attitudes," p. 128.
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Parent Conferences

One form of student reporting which recefves wide support
from many segments of the community of educators as well as parents
is the periodic parent-teacher-(student) conference. Whether
scheduled on a regular basis or on an informal basis according to
need, the parent conference offers the teacher and parent the oppor-
tunity to discuss in considerable more detail the progress and
achievements of the youngster. There are opportunities for questions
from both parties to clarify the instructional materials and to gain
better insights into the child's study habits or opportunities for
privacy at home,

One writer, John A. Walecka, believes the opportunity to
report on the growth of pupils in the schools through parent confer-
ences offers the most effective means to coordinate the schools with
the many agencies involved in the education of children. He further
believes that in order that the child may have security in his envi-
ronment, which is one of the 18 characteristics of the middle school,
the relations between the parents and the teachers should be very

53 It would follow that such a close relationship would cause

close.
both parent and teacher to feel much more comfortable in developing
a mutual goal of helping the child achieve to the full extent of his

abilities. Along these same lines of thought, Baker says, "Anything

53John A. Walecka, “"Improving Pupil-Teacher and Parent-

Teacher Relationships," Elementary School Journal (September 1942);
cited in A. Purl, "REPORTS TO PARENTS: An Annotated Bibliography,®
Texas Outlook 29 (November 1945): 38.
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which increases the understanding and strengthens the bonds between
home and school works to ultimate advantage of the chi'ldren."s4
Also supporting the idea of close cooperation between home
and school is Lasker, who states, "Not only are parents informed,
but they have contributed toward [our] goals and philosophy through
their suggestions and participation.“55 Alexander, further support-
ing the merits of parent-conferences, adds, "My belief--which has
been strengthened by many comments from parents and others-~{is that
the single most effective reporting medium is the teacher-parent
conference."56
Most writers agree that in addition to the added time required
in scheduling parent-teacher-student conferences, there is still a
need to maintain some sort of record of the student's progress or
achievement. In some cases, it is advocated that the same type of
traditional recording method can be used, whether it be letter
grades, numerical grades, check 1ists, narratives, or other, and
that the conference serves to expand upon the recording technique to
add a clearer understanding for all concerned as to the correct

interpretation of the written reports. As Copland explains,

54Harold V. Baker, "Reporting Pupil Progress to Parents,"
Report of the Sixth Annual Conference on Elementary Education,
Boulder, Colorado, July 6-17, 1942; cited in A. Purl, "REPORTS TO
PgRENTS: An Annotated Bibliography," Texas Outlook 29 (November 1945):
39.

55Dorothy Lasker, "The Parent-Teacher Conference," NEA
Journal (December 1959): 22.

6,4i114am M. Alexander, “"Reporting to Parents--WHY? WHAT?
HOW?" NEA Journal 48 {December 1959): 17.
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Efficiently arranged, such a meeting can be one of the best
ways of enabling the report to fulfill §ts basic afms. It

acknowledges that, in any compgsx field, communication, to

be effective, must be two-way.

This open 1ine of communication between the home and school,
the close relationship that can be established between parent and
teacher recurs over and over in the themes of writers in favor of
the parent-teacher conference. The opportunity to clarify; to remove
the mystery of exactly how well the youngster is actually doing in
school and to develop a cooperative, working relatfonship between
all concerned is emphasized frequently. Adams describes the impor-
tance of the parent-teacher conference in the following manner:

Through a conference, a variety of data and their interrela-
tionships can be interpreted. The possibilities of misunder-
standing are diminished. The parent has the opportunity to
present his questions and problems. The teacher obtains
information of value concerning the student; and, perhaps most
important, a good congsrence leads to cooperative planning by
teachers and parents.

Another writer, Thomas, expresses similar rationale by stating,

In a conference the teacher can be specific about the actions

of the child in school, the particular strengths and weaknesses
of his work. In addition, the parent can ask questions, can
understand better the school program, and can, with the teacher
ptan for the child's future growth in a more realistic manner.5g

Gronlund takes exactly the same position in stating, "The

parent-teacher conference has the [additional] advantage of providing

57R. E. Copland, "School Reports,” Educational Research 8
(June 1966): 199.

58Georgia Sachs Adams, Measurement in Education, Psychology.
and Guidance (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1966), p. 516.

59Murray R. Thomas, Judging Student Progress (New York:
Longmans, Green and Company, IQgEI, p. 294.
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parents with an opportunity to ask questions, describe the pupil's
home 1ife, and discuss plans for the pupil's further deve'lopment."60
Parent conferences have often been criticized from the admin-
jstrative point of view in that they are difficult to record, and
they are impossible to organize since secondary teachers have many
more students than elementary teachers. Brimnm points out that such
conferences are administratively possible at the secondary level and
they would be one of the better ways of reporting pupil progress.
Regarding the value of the conferences, Brimm states,
A single obscure mark on a report card can take on real mean-
ing when a parent and pupil can discuss it with a profes-
stonally trained person. In addition, such an arrangement
offers an excellent opportunity for the parent to study the
results of standardlfed tests as well as other evidence of
educational growth.
On the matter of organizing the conferences in such a manner that
will not require each teacher to conduct over 100 different confer-
ences, Brimm offers the following suggestion:
In this sort of organization all information concerning a
pupil must be funneled to the one teacher who is to hold
the conference. Report cards, test results, anecdotal
records, and other information must go to this teacher-
counselor, Then he can do the best job in interpreting
the pupil's work and his progress in school,62
In the case of middle schools, this coordinating responsibility and
conference may well rest with the home-room teacher, which would

reduce the number of conferences to a workable number. Any individual

60Gronlund. Measurements, p. 376o.
6.lBr"lmm. "Report Cards," p. 19.
62

Ibid.
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parent-~teacher conference between other teachers and the parent
could be arranged on an individual basis as the need arises.

The Scharffe study revealed that parent-teacher conferences
were the most preferred method of reporting over all other methods
considered. However, the difference was slight between this method
and the letter grade (A B C D F) system. The dffference was less
than .05 degrees of confidence, or as stated in his study, "No sig-
nificant difference exists in the attitudes of teachers and adminis-
trators between parent-conferences and A B C D F. They are about

equal in choice."63

With all the advantages of parent-teacher conferences dis- )
cussed by writers, this researcher has found no writer who advocates
the use of conferences as the only method of reporting. Rather, the
conferences are recommended as a supplement to some other form of
written report: to clarify, expand, and discuss ways the home and
school might work together for the benefit of the child. As Scharffe
states, "This method of parent-teacher-student contact is deemed to
be valuable by the selected respondents and give support for Parent
Conference usage regardless of the type of written report which might
be offered by the school."64

In most cases, writers who discuss the disadvantages of the
parent-teacher conferences do not imply that the process is not

worthy, but rather they cite the administrative disadvantages along

63Scharffe. "Attitudes," p. 101.
%4 1bid., p. 128.
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with the problems of varying skills of teachers who are charged with
conducting the conferences. On the one hand, it is difficult to
record the results of the conference in a brief, concise manner for
permanent records, and the time required for conducting such con-
ferences 1s greater than that required for administering a simple
letter grade. Wrinkle describes his sentiments on conferences by
stating, ". . . such conferences are generally good, especially in
getting acquainted and clearing up confusing points about written

65

reports." However, he goes on to say,

Although the conference plan {is effective for reporting pur-
poses, and is highly desirable entirely apart from the report-
ing function, it does not result in a record. And the school
has to maintain a record. Therefore, it cannot be thought

of as a substitute for conventional reporting practices.
Reports for schggl record purposes would still have to be made
by the teacher.

Regarding the bu}den of teacher time, Wrinkle says, "The most
serious objection to the conference plan 1s that it demands a heavy
time investment. Even though the time spent is well spent, reporting
is regarded as a regular part of the teacher's day in addition to his
regular teaching load."67

While favoring the concept of parent-teacher conferences,
Lasker points out the need for thoroughly preparing teachers to con-
duct such conferences skillfully and tactfully. She points out,

“"Although the parent-teacher conference is excellent in its purpose

65
66

Wrinkle, Improving Marking, p. 53.
Ibid. 71b1d., p. s4.




47

and potential, it can do more harm than good unless it is handled

skillfully by the classroom teacher.“68

Narrative Reports

The narrative letter to parents to report pupil progress is
certainly not a new form of reporting as it has been used in many
elementary schools for quite some time and is still widely used at
that level. This researcher found few secondary schools using this
technique at the present time, probably for the reason that it is
admittedly more time consuming and most secondary teachers are
involved in programs of varying degrees of departmentalization result-
ing in more students than most self-contained elementary teachers
would normally have. However, there are writers who advocate the
use of the narrative letter at the secondary level. Next to the
parent-teacher conferences, it 1s felt that this technique allows
the teacher a better opportunity to explain in more detail the
progress and achievement of the student. It requires more thought
and planning on the part of the teacher, and it will tax their
ability to compose a clear, precise, and yet brief written descrip-
tion of the youngster's achievement. As Thomas puts it,

A capable teacher who writes lucidly can create an interest-
ing and very useful letter for parents. However, some teach-
ers either do not express themselves well in writing or do

not keep adequate evaluag;on data to form a specific report
of the pupils' progress.

68Lasker, "Parent-Teacher Conference," p. 21.

59Thomas, Judging Student Progress, p. 296.
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No writer has indicated the narrative letter system is
easier or faster, but rather, they indicate it {s clearer if properly
prepared. It is generally felt that professional teachers have the
ability to prepare effective narratives; however, some attention
must be given to in-service training to better prepare them for the
task. Thomas continues,

To increase the meaningfulness of letters home, some school
systems which prefer this type of report have organized
inservice workshops during which letter-writing is discussed
and analyzed. Others have developed extensive 1ists of com-
monly used (but meaningful) statements around which to build
letters that describe accurately how well 1nd1v}8ual children
are meeting the behavioral goals of the school.

As mentioned, one of the frequent criticisms of the narra-
tive letter at the secondary level is that it is too burdensome to
the teacher, particularly when the teacher is involved with over 100
students each day. In some cases, the same comments are used over
and over and the letters begin to all sound alike and the repetition
is all too evident. The type of evidence needed for the letter must
be gathered more effectively, and this can be done by a professional,
well-trained teacher.7]

Even though it may be somewhat more time consuming to pre-
pare, the narrative letter is said to be more advantageous and mean-
ingful than the single letter or numerical grade. As Adams points

out,

70

Ibid.
7"I-'lr'ed E. Harris, “What About Current Practices in Grading,
Promoting, and Reporting to Parents?" Understanding the Child 73
(April 1954): 38.
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The informal letter has many advantages as a medium for report-
ing to parents. The letter can be individualized to highlight
the special strengths and needs of an individual student. It
can be highly analytical in those areas of the student's
development in which specific problems are being met. A car-
bon copy of the letter constitutes a permagsnt record that
should be filed for use by later teachers.

To relieve the burden of writing out a complete narrative
letter and to avoid some of the problems of teacher 1imitations in
writing skills, some systems have developed programs whereby a rather
complete set of various comments is prepared for the teacher simply
to check off. These comments are prepared in advance to speak to
many traits and could be selected by the teacher to describe the
appropriate progress made by the student. This minimizes the time
involved and prevents teachers from making statements which may be
misinterpreted. Smith says of this system, "This method is an excel-
lent one, since good descriptions by a number of teachers combine to
give a reasonably complete picture of development in relation to the
objectives discussed."73

From the administrative point of view, one of the most fre-
quent criticisms of narratives is the problem of satisfying grade-
point-average requirements for college registrars and potential
employers. Along with this, narrative letters will also require more
filing space in the school archives. Proponents of narratives take

the view, "so be it." Cummins proposes that lefter grades be

72Adams, Measurement in Education, p. 516.
73

Eugene Randolf Smith, Appraising and Reporting Student
Progress {New York: Harper and Brothers, 1942), p. 489.
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abolished and replaced with personalized and detailed evaluations
from each teacher. Thus a student, instead of receiving a "vague
and crushing c" might receive the following evaluation:

Jane Roberts, English 10:

Jane, your work has been extremely uneven this semester.

You began with two fairly well conceived essays (on Thoreau
and Hawthorne) but your essays on Emerson, Whitman, and

Billy Budd were vague and under-nourished. You simply

didn't take them anywhere. Also, your writing style is

still too choppy and disorganized. There are not clear
transitions from sentence to sentence and paragraph to para-
graph. You also seem to have difficulty narrowing your thesis
to a manageable scope. Your participation in class is lively
and enthusiastic, although you do not listen to Kour class-
mates' jdeas as attentively as you might. . . g

Cummins concedes that such reports are more difficult to
write and will take more preparation and thought, but he believes the
reader will understand much more about the progress and achievement
of the student than a simple "C."

What of the requirements of colleges and future employers?
As Cummins says further,

And for those admissions officers who argue that they need
rades to reach their decisions, I can only reply: you have

?1) College Board scores, (2) Counselor's reports, (3) Teachers'

recommendations, (4) Interviews, (5) Essays written by the

applicant--is this not enough?’5

Of the several writers reviewed on the matter of narrative
letters, Marshall provides a very supportive summaritive view. He
believes the alternative to grades is description, a minimal amount

of tacit recognition of “floating" qualities and characteristics. He

74Paul Cummins, "De-escalate Grades," Journal of Secondary
Education 45 {(April 1970): 190.

S1pid.
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believes that not only will dedicated teachers bless this opportu-
nity, but students and parents will too, while they are benefiting
by better teaching. And administrators, employers, and others will
heave a sigh of relief and say "at long last"--except those to whom
rites, rules, and rituals are more important than the things with
which the three R's deal. He quotes the dean who objected vigorously
to a move unanimously approved: "But there is no place on the card
for it." Marshall further believes,

Teaching is a privilege, as well as an obligation, of those

who are hired to teach. Grading is a restriction on teaching.

The floating description, concise and really descriptive, is

as far as a teacher need go in any record. Even that is

usually too much, because so little of it is ever needed. 76

Marshall believes grades are too often fruitlessly debated.

To set them against passed/failed, passed/not passed, the use of
relative words, or redefinitions of the symbols is only uselessly
to compare members of the same species. He believes further that to
accomplish any progress grades have to be set against something
which is usable and totally different in concept. Grading, ranking,
and relativity can be contrasted with pertinent description and an
elimination of the personal concern over values as such. He believes
“"the characteristic, not its value, is significant."” It becomes a
value only when appropriately used. He further states, "Slowness

is not a sin; it characterizes. Brilliance §s a virtue only when it

is applied in the right place; it can mark a fau1t."77

76Max S. Marshall, Teaching Without Grades (Corvallis: Oregon
State University Press, 1968}, p. i§l.

7 1bid., p. 136.
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Narrative report§ proved to be the third choice of elementary
teachers and administrators, according to the Scharffe study, of
the efght different methods of student evaluation and reporting
techniques considered. However, the difference between narratives
and the second-choice letter grade system was found to be insignifi-
cant. "There is not a significant difference between teacher and
administrator feeling toward narratives and ABC D F. The two
methods are about equal in teacher and administrator attitude toward

78 Scharffe further states, "The conclusion is reached that

them. "
these methods [narratives], like Parent Conferences and Grades, are
held in some esteem and can be considered as useful means of report-
ing in the elementary schools surveyed."79

The arguments against the use of narrative letters in report-
ing student progress are very similar to the arguments against the
use of parent-teacher conferences in that they are very time consuming
and require a skill of written communication that is not equal among
the teachers who must prepare the letters. Most writers would
probably concede that letters would be useful in explaining some of
the individual traits the child may have which contributed to the
level of achievement, but the concept of using the letter as the only

means of reporting and the justification for the amount of teacher

tine required to prepare the letters, particularly at the secondary

78Scharffe. "Attitudes," p. 101,

Pibid., p. 129.
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level, is often questioned. Wrinkle's criticism of the narrative
letter is summed up as follows:

The informal-letter plan of reporting is impractical for teach-
ers who work with large numbers of students because it invoives
too much time, As with the conference plan, it is most work-
able in elementary schools which do not have departmentalized
programs and possibly in core programs at the high-school level,
where one teacher an work with one group of students three or
four times dafly.8

Wrinkle goes on to say,
One difficulty in the use of the informal-letter plan of
reporting is that many teachers cannot or at least do not do
an effective job of making themselves understood in writing.
The possibilities of misinterpretation involved in the use
of the informal letter are present to a greater degree than
in the use of the formal printed form. A blank sheet of paper
imposes no r?strictions on what the teacher may say or how he
may say it.8
Rather than writing a letter in the purest form, some systems
provide an outline form which provides space for the teacher to des-
cribe certain characteristics of the student's work. There may be a
space for the teacher to discuss "strengths," "weaknesses," and
"recommendations for improvenent." The form may even offer a more
detailed breakdown which could include various subject matter such
as reading, writing, discussion skills, or class participation.82
Kirshcenbaum points out that any written evaluation, including the
outline form described above, offers certain disadvantages. Teachers
are allowed to be even more subjective than usual in evaluating

students. They may unconsciously minimize the strengths and focus

8oh'r'lnk‘le, Improving Marking, p. 54.

811b1d.
82

Kirschenbaum, Simon, and Napier, Wad-Jda-Get?, p. 294.
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on the weaknesses of students they disiike. He points out that test
scores averaged out into a letter grade tend to prevent this kind of
subjectivity.83
In addition to agreeing with criticisms offered by other

writers in the area of narratives being too time consuming and
creating additional work for the school records office, Kirschenbaum
also agrees that not all teachers are skilled in writing meaningful,
helpful individualized evaluations. He points out that some teach-
ers will rely too heavily upon certain vague cliches such as "excel-
lent," "fair," "poor," "needs improvement," "good worker," or

"capable of better work."e4

Self-Evaluation

The concept of self-evaluation would probably not imply that
students would prepare their own evaluations or grades, and these
self-evaluations would be the only records retained. More than
1ikely, self-evaluations would be used in conjunction with other
types of reports, or possibly averaged into the teacher evaluations.
And, to be successful or useful, a great deal of preparation must go
into the plan if the student is to be accurate and honest in his own
evaluation. The student must have a clear understanding of the
goals and objectives of the course or assignment and the criteria
for which attainment is to be measured. The student might write out
a narrative describing his attainment of course objectives, or

simpler yet, an instrument in the form of a checklist could be

8 84

31bid., p. 295. Ibid.
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developed on which the student could check off the skills he had
acquired in the course. If a formula is developed in advance by
the teacher and student which describes the number of objectives
needed to warrant an A, B, C, or pass/fail, or even other types of
reporting symbols, the student could also determine his grade after
checking the skills or objectives he had attained. Such a system is
most likely to be effective and successful if the student has a hand
in determining the goals and objectives of the course as well as
developing the reporting instrument.
The advantages of the self-evaluation system are several.
First, it is an important learning experience for students to evalu-
ate their own strengths and weaknesses. Second, self-evaluation
might encourage students to take more responsibility for setting
their educational goals. Third, while it may or may not be an
advantage, students are often found to be harder on themselves than
the teacher might have been.85
Teel and Teel feel strongly that student self-evaluation

teaches children responsibility toward their own classroom perfor-
mance and promotes an awareness of the purposes of academic training.
They sum up their attitudes toward this technique as follows:

Children can be given a better idea of their progress

toward self-realization if the classroom procedure makes them

aware of what is happening to them. Teachers who utilize

such procedures as teacher-pupil planning are teaching pupils

to know the goals of the classwork, to analyze possible
approaches to achieve the goals, and to appraise their own

81bid., p. 29.
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There are a number of disadvantages to self-evaluation. First,
students will usually take self-evaluation very seriously, but as the
novelty wears off they tend to put less thought into the process and
as time wears on, their self-evaluations become less accurate., Often,
they tire of the process and are content to return to the system of
the teacher performing this duty. Second, when students 1ike and
respect their teachers they will try to evaluate and grade themselves
fairly; however, if they lack respect or dislike their teachers, they
are aptrfo take advantage of the situation and evaluate and grade
themselves as highly as possible.87

The findings of the Scharffe study indicate that self-
evaluation was "found to be held in low esteem by teachers and admin-
istrators alike." And, "The conclusion that can be reached is that
possible efforts to institute these reporting practices in the schools
surveyed would be met with some degree of resistance from teachers

and administrators alike."88

Blanket Grades

Blanket grading represents still another step toward the
equalitarian end of the continuum. In this case, every student

receives the same grade for the course or assignment, without regard

86Dwight Teel and Eugenia Teel, "Pupils Report in Their Own
Way," NEA Journal 48 (December 1959): 19,

87Kirschenbaum. Simon, and Napier, Wad-Ja-Get?, p. 297.
88

Scharffe, “Attitudes," p. 129,
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to any differences in quality of work. No one fails. It is taken
for granted that all students will meet minimum standards and no
real effort is made to distinguish among students with respect to
effort, achievement, or ability. The concept is somewhat similar to
that of strict mastery learning in that all students are expected to
learn the maﬁerial, even if it may take some longer than others.
This system of grading is somewhat rare and 1s usually not used in
the purest form, as Hiner points out: "Even those who want to elimi-
nate grades altogether will often recommend they be replaced by writ-
ten evaluations which, when examined, prove to be very similar in
content 1f not in form to grades in a criterion-referenced or an
effort system.“89
As a system of evaluation and reporting, this researcher has
found no evidence that blanket grading has ever been used by an
entire school system, or even by an entire school. It is usually not
the type of system that would receive endorsement by the administra-
tive hierarchy. In most situations it is used as a form of protest
by the teacher to demonstrate to the administration, parents, and
students that grades are unimportant and that the focus will be on
learning. The individual teacher will usually announce at the begin-
ning of the course that the students who complete the minimum
required work satisfactorily will all receive the same blanket grade,

usually a B, and whose who do not complete the work are given extra

Bgﬂiner. "American Ritual," p. 360.
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time and attention until they master the materfal. Blanket grading
is a form of contract grading as well as a mastery approach, and it
is fmportant to remember that it is used in individual classrooms
only; it is never used by the whole school.

The advantages of blanket grading are similar to those of
pass/fail grading in that students are more relaxed, less anxious,
and less competitive. There may be a better learning atmosphere
with students more willing to take risks, disagree with the teacher,
and explore the subject on their own. There is no reason to cheat or
“brown-nose," and some students may do more work than usual after
being freed from the usual pressures of grading.90

On the other hand, there are some definite disadvantages to
the blanket grading system. As with pass/fail, students are given
a limited amount of feedback. There 1s no distinguishing between
the accomplishments of different students; therefore, colleges and
employers may be reluctant to accept such grades. Also, some stu-
dent may do even less work if freed from the pressures of grades.
And, as pointed out earlier, many teachers use this system as a
protest which may place the teacher in jeopardy with administrative
officials in the schoo].gl

From the teacher and administrator preference standpoint,

the Scharffe study indicated that both groups of educators at the

elementary level clearly chose the traditional letter grades

90
9N

Kirschenbaum, Simon, and Napier, Wad-Ja-Get?, p. 305,
Ibid., p. 307.
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(A BCDF) over blanket grading and that "possible efforts to
institute these reporting methods in the schools surveyed would be
met with some degree of resistance from teachers and administrators

alike."%2

Check Lists

Another alternative to the traditional-letter grade is the
check 1ist. This system utilizes a rather exhaustive 1ist of skills
or traits relative to the course, and the teacher simply checks off
those items on the 1ist that describe the student's progress. In
some cases, the check 1ist may be used in conjunction with some other
form of reporting, i.e., to clarify the rationale for a letter grade.
The check 1ist can be used to describe progress in several areas such
as academic growth, work and study habits, social behavior, and pos-
sibly general appearance,

As with other reporting forms, check 1ists have both advan-
tages and disadvantages. A disadvantage, as Harris points out, is
that "check 1ists proved to have the same major weakness as other
forms of reporting previously developed. They often failed to commu-
nicate sufficient meaning to serve as a basis for effective home-
school relations."”3 Other difficulties with the check 1ist, as

Gronlund points out, are in "keeping the 1ist of behavior statements

92
93

Scharffe, "Attitudes," p. 130.

Harris, "Current Practices in Grading," p. 38.
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down to a workable number and in stating them in such simple and
concise terms that they are readily understood by all users of the
reports.“94 One example of a vague remark often used on check 1ists
is "capable of better work." The thought that usually enters the
researcher's mind when seeing this comment is "Who {sn't?"

Another weakness mentioned by Gronlund 1s the age-old admin-
istrative problem of recording the check 1ist for permanent records.
High schools still tend to insist upon a single mark for permanent
records and tend to use the check 1ist only for the benefit of clari-
fication to parents. However, notwithstanding the disadvdntages. he
does acknowledge certain advantages in that check 1ists provide the
student with a somewhat detailed analysis of the pupils' strengths
and weaknesses, 50 that constructive action can be taken to help him
improve his learning. They also provide the pupils, parents, and
others with a frequent reminder of the goals of the school.95

One difficulty with check 1ists that comes to the mind of
this researcher is that the question might be raised as to why cer-
tain traits or positive behaviors on the 1ist were not checked. One
method of avoiding this type of problem is to utilize modern data
processing in printing report cards so that only those traits or
characteristics which are checked will actually be printed on the card.

Cagle discusses a survey taken of parents to determine the

type of report most preferred to tell them what they want to know

about the progress of their children:

94Gronlund, Measurements, p. 376.
Bi1pid.
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The parents were unanimously agreed that they wanted something
more specific and suggested a check 1ist arrangement of some
kind. After a few more meetings the varifous items were grouped
in three general classifications: (1) study habits,

(2) attitude-interest, (3) adjustment. Twenty check 1ist {tems
were included in the three groups. Following each item, five
rows of blanks were placed with the headings as follows: out-
standing, above average, average, needs to improve, unsatis-
factory. 6

Ironically, the five categories are comparable to the five levels
usually used in the traditional letter grade system.

In studying the attitudes of elementary teachers and admin-
istrators toward check 1ist reporting, Scharffe found that there was
very little difference between their preference toward this method
as compared to the letter grade system, even though the educators
surveyed did favor letter grades slightly.

Check List Reporting and Narrative Reporting, while not pre-
ferred over Parent Conferences or Grades, emerged as the third
and fourth choices of teachers and the fourth and third choices,
respectively, of administrators. The conclusion is reached
that these methods, 1ike Parent Conferences and Grades, are

held in some esteem and can be considered as g;eful means of
reporting in the elementary schools surveyed.

Pass-Fail Reporting

In stating a case against a two-letter system such as pass-
fail, S-U, or even credit-no credit, writers have taken two rather
predominant positions on the matter. First, the matter of relia-
bility is disputed. By reliability, various writers take the position
that individuals using the information will have 1ittle basis to
determine the skills actually mastered by the student, and will have

96Cagle. “"Evaluation and Reporting," p. 25.
97Scharffe, "Attitudes,” p. 129,
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no way to determine rank order of students according to achievement.
The two-letter system, when used alone without any accompanying infor-
mation or clarification, implies that all students who passed have
achieved at the same level. Speaking to the problem of reliability,
Ebel states,

The use of fewer marking categories is not required by unrelia-

bility of the basis for marking. On the contrary, the use of

the very few categories aggravates the problem of unreliability.

If maximum reliability of information is the goal, a five-

ten catebories in marking 1 better than five g8 e e °f

A number of studies have been conducted to test the level of

achievement that actually takes place by comparing the grades stu-
dents earned under the five-letter system with the grades they would
have earned if their actual achievement under the two-letter system
would have been converted to the five-letter system. Do students
actually learn more for the sake of learning to satisfy a natural
curiosity if the competition aspect of gréding is removed? Studies
cited by Weber would indicate that this is not the case. *"Studies
of letter grade achievement under pass/fail grading show consistent
results: grades go down. A full letter grade drop, from an A to

w39 In citing specific

a B, is not the exception but the rule.
studies, Weber adds, "Princeton discovered that both students and
teachers 1ike pass/fail grading, even though 72 percent of the stu-

dents stated that they worked closer to their capacity in graded

98Ebel Measuring Educational Achievement, p. 423.

99Catherine A. Weber, "Pass/Fail: Does It Work?" NASSP
Bulletin 58 (April 1974): 104.
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»100 The Princeton report further

courses than in pass/fail courses.
concluded that students earned significantly better grades in the
competitively graded courses than in the pass/fail subjects.

Also cited by Weber, "Following the study conducted at
Brandeis, 1t was found that all but the college seniors achieved sig-

w01 oimitarly,

nificantly lower grades under the pass/fail option.
Weber points out,
A study at the State University of New York at Cortland reports
that not only did grades go down under a pass/fail option, but
even after returning to conventional grading the former pass/
fail students continued to recejve significantly lower grades
than the “contro]i" who had not been allowed pass/fail courses
during the study.102
Another author, Kirschenbaum, cites more of the specific
disadvantages of pass/fail reporting as follows:
a. Freed from the pressures of traditional grading, some
students do less work than usual.
b. The student in danger of failing still labors under all
the pressures normally associated with SraditionaI grading.
P/F 1s no help to our poorer students,103
Kirschenbaum further points out that while the objective
of pass/fail is to implement an “either-or" situation in evaluating
and reporting with no middle ground, some systems have introduced a
third level which weakens the concept and leans back in the direction
of more options. One variation mentioned is the modified pass/faiil
which adds one category to denote outstanding work. This modifica-
tion is called Honors/Pass/Fail (H/P/F, as well as Limited/Pass/Fail).

As Kirschenbaum points out, the addition of these options brings

101 102

1001144, , p. 104. Ibid. 1bid.

]03Kirschenbaum. Simon, and Napier, Wad-Ja-Get?, p. 304.
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the total grades possible under the system to four ([1] Honors,
[2] Pass, [3] Limited, [4] Fail), whichis only one grade less than
the ABC D F system of repor'ting.m4
The concept of pass/fail is not totally without support.
Bramlette offered five possible benefits to be derived from the use
of such a system: (1) increases emphasis on learning, (2) decreases
emphasis on marking, (3) encourages the poorer student, (4) forces
students to evaluate themselves, and (5) encourages better attitudes
in parents who want a superior child but have instead an average
chird.'0®
Generally speaking, the effect of pass/fail on student
achievement 1s suspect. It would appear that any school system
choosing to adopt the two-grade system would find considerable
pressure placed upon 1t by outside concerns to expand to the modifi-
cations mentioned by Kirshcenbaum. Such imminent pressures might
also be considered a disadvantage to the pass/fail method of reporting.
Referring back to the Scharffe study, elementary teachers and
administrators did not favor the pass/fail system when compared with
the letter grade system.
The methods of Blanket Grading, Pass-Fail, Credit-No Credit,
and Self-Evaluation are found to be held in low esteem by

teachers and administrators alike. It can be concluded that
these methods would find little support in the schools

10%1h1d., p. 306.

]05Metle Bramlette, "Is the S and U Grading System Satis-
factory or Unsatisfactory?" Texas Qutlook 26 {April 1941): 29-30;
cited in Scharffe, “Attitudes,” p.
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surveyed and cannot be considered as viable alternatives to
Parent Conferences, Grades, Check Lists or Narratives.l0

Credit-No Credit Reporting

The differences between credit-no credit reporting and pass-
fail are few, in that both systems utilize only two levels with no
middle ground. As mentioned earlier, some school systems have used
modifications such as honors and 1imited pass, but under the purest
sense, both systems utilize an "either-or" decision. The advantage
of the credit-no credit system is that the concept of failure is
removed which may encourage students to elect difficult courses, out
of personal interest, that they might not elect otherwise if their
limited background might result in a low or fajling mark. Students
who feel the need or pressure to bring home high marks and maintain
a high grade-point-average may be reluctant to gamble on a foreign
language or a chemistry course, even though they may personally wish
to explore such subjects. Under the credit-no credit option, the
"no credit" often does not appear in the student's permanent records
at all if he fails to meet minimum standards for passing the course,
thus eliminating all threats of failure. One writer supporting the
credit-no credit plan states,

To use a system that does not contain failure, students are
encouraged to try hard courses. Education is then expanded.

Even if the student does not pass, he can continue through
the rest of the semester to assimilate a certain amount of

1065 narffe, "Attitudes.” pp. 129-30.
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knowledge, perhaps enough to ?s}ow him to pass a second time
if he tries the course again.

Gerhard has written extensively on the importance of school
success and failure as they relate to development of self-concept,
which offers further support of a system that removes the possibility

of failure.

There is not one sliver of doubt that self-concept is a pre-
requisite to learning; that it is a prerequisite to all of
our actions. How we view ourselves and how others view us
are communicated and determine our behaviors. If we view
ourselves negatively or are viewed negatively, in many cases
the results are self-defeating or destructive behaviors.108

She further states,

The school curriculum should be experience-based rather than
primarily symbol-based. It should provide for direct, pur-
poseful, concrete experiences, and insure a large measure

of success for each pupil. Pupils who experience success
will derive satisfaction from learning, which in turn will
keep the cycle moving. The learning environment should be
open and threat-free. Pupils should not be fearful of making
mistakes, for most of us have earned far more from our mis-
takes than from our successes, 0

Gerhard's comments not only support a system whereby failure
is removed, such as a credit-no credit system, but she also, without
making direct reference, appears to support the middle school char-

acteristics.

]07Educationa1 Research Service, Pass-Fail Plans (Washington,
D.C.: American Association of School Administrators and National
Education Association, November 1971), p. 2; cited in Scharffe,
"Attitudes," p. 44.

lOBMuriel Gerhard, Effective Teaching Strateqgies With the
Behavioral Outcomes Approach (West Nyack, ﬁ.e.: FarEer PubTishing
Co., Inc., 1971}, p. EE.

109

Ibid., p. 56.
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The disadvantages of the credit-no credit system are the same
as the disadvantages of the pass/fail system mentioned earlier, but
it is felt that the prime difference, that of not providing a cate-
gory of failure, warrants this separate consideration. And, it must
be mentioned that elementary teachers and administrators surveyed in
the Scharrfe study looked upon the credit-no credit system of student
evaluation and reporting with disfavor.

The methods of Blanket Grading, Pass-Fail, Credit-No Credit,
and Self Evaluation are found to be held in low esteem by
teachers and administrators alike. It can be concluded that
these methods would find 1ittle support in the schools sur-

veyed and cannot be considered as viable alternatives f?
Parent Conferences, Grades, Check Lists or Narratives. 0

Reporting Techniques and Middle School Concepts

In any study of middle school teacher and administrator atti-
tudes toward various evaluation and reporting techniques, it is impor-
tant to consider how various techniques fit the middie school concept.
There are 18 characteristics of the true middle school that are
generally accepted by practitioners. These include the following:]]]

1. Continuous progress

. Multi-material approach
. Flexible schedules

2

3

4, Provisions for appropriate social experiences

5. Appropriate physical experiences and intramural activities
6

. Provisions for team teaching

10

m
p. 239,

Scharffe, “Attitudes," pp. 129-30.
Georgiady and Romano, "Do You Have a Middle School?"
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7. Planned gradualism
8. Provisions for exploratory and enrichment activities
9. Appropriate guidance services
10. Provisions for independent study
11. Basic skill repair and extension
12. Activities for creative experiences
13. Full provision for evaluation
14. Community relations emphasis
15. Adequate student services
16. Auxiliary staffing
17. Security
18. Inter-disciplinary approach
For purposes of the discussion at this point, particular
attention will be given to characteristic number 1, continuous
progress; characteristic number 5, appropriate physical experiences
and intramural activities; and characteristic number 13, full pro-
vision for evaluation.
Georgiady and Romano discuss continuous progress in the fol-
lowing manner:
Regardless of chronological age, students should be allowed
to progress at their own individual rates. This transescent
state of growth is one in which individual differences are most
pronounced. Forcing students into a rigid chronological group-
ing pattern ignores this important developmental characteristic
and defeats the effectiveness of educational plans. Instead,
the curriculum must be built on continuous progress, permit-

ting each student to T?xe through sequential learning activi-
ties at his own rate.

N2p454., p. 238.
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It would seem from this description of continous progress that
the ideal middle school setting would avoid pitting one student
against another in any sort of comparison of their achievement on a
predetermined lesson or set of objectives, simply because not all
students approach the middle school at the same stage of readiness.

It implies independent study which requires independent evaluation.
It also implies that students treated as individuals and being
allowed to progress at their own individual rates is in direct con-
trast to any system of comparing one student with another or in any
manner utilizing a "normal curve," in evaluatfon and reporting systems.
Bloom, Hastings, and Madaus state this position as follows:
If we are effective in our instruction, the distribution of
achievement should be very different from the normal curve.
In fact, we may even insist that our educational efforts

have been unsuccessful to the extent that the distri?vsion
of achievement approximates the normal distribution.

This concept supports the idea of the "pyramid" effect, or
mastery learning. Each individual student must have the time and
opportunities to build solid foundations of basic skills on which to
build more advanced skills. While some students may grasp concepts
quickly, it may take others a bit longer.

The middie school characteristic that speaks to appropriate
physical experiences and intramural activities may at first seem
inappropriate in the context of evaluation and reporting. However,

a review of the full discussion on this matter is warranted:

]]38enjamin S. Bloom, J. Thomas Hastings, and George F.
Madaus, Handbook on Formative and Summative Evaluation of Student
Learning (New York: McGraw- Book Co., » P. 45,
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Highly competitive athletic programs are not appropriate

for transescents, who are generally unprepared for the serious
pressures these activities generate. Instead, physical educa-
tion classes should center their activity on helping students
understand and use their bodies. A strong intramural program
which encourages widespread participation is greatly preferred
to a competitive, selected program of athletics which benefits
only a few. The szsss should be on the development of body
management skills.

For purposes of our discussion at this point, we will not
concern ourselves with athletic competition per se, but rather with
the concept of competition. Competition is not an accepted concept
of the middle school, whether it is competition on the playing field
or in the classroom. It is felt by most middle school advocates that
the transescent is not emotionally prepared for competition and the
emotional pressures that accompany it. It is believed that the let-
ter grade system of evaluating and reporting student progress is
competitive in nature, particularly when a normal curve is used as
the criterion for the distribution of the grades. Such systems
place pressure on students whether the pressures be self-induced,
whether they originate in the home, or whether they are a result of
peer pressures to avoid being seen as failures in the eyes of their
classmates. Harris sums up the inappropriateness of classroom com-
petition in the following manner:

Competition means little for the child who always loses or for
the one who always wins. The effects of competition for either
child may be damaging, however; neither gains an adequate con-
cept of self, Most classroom 1iving is a cooperative venture

if it is successful. Unequal com?etitive advantages produce a
poor atmosphere for cooperation.l19

]14Georgiady and Romano, "Do You Have a Middle School?" p. 239,

llsﬂarris, “Current Practices in Grading," p. 39.
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One of the arguments frequently offered by advocates of

letter grades and "learning to fail" is that the concept is a way
of 1ife. It 1is said that adults will suffer many faflures through-
out thefr lives and students must Tearn to deal with faflure if they
are to survive in the real world. But, considering this argument,
this writer can think of few, if any, real-1ife situations outside
the classroom where letter grades are used to indicate real-1life
failure., Employees are evaluated, true, but the process usually
jnvolves narratives, perhaps a check list, and almost always a per-
sonal discussion between the evaluator and the evaluatee. Generally
speaking, adults would ﬁever accept the type of evaluation and
reporting which is usually forced upon students. Harris describes
such a comparison as follows:

A teacher went to a clinic for a thorough physical examina-

tion. There she experienced the usual X-rays, blood counts,

reflex checks, allergy analysis, and endless interrogation.

When the examination was completed, she inquired, "What is

the answer, Doctg;ig And the doctor replied, "Miss Jones,

your grade is B.
Wax offers another comparison by stating, "Students are manipulated
to compete for rewards by teachers who protest violently, to the
point of striking, if asked to accept a merit pay proposal involving
compet‘ltion."Tl7

Wax further describes the effects of competition in the

classroom and the effects of failure:

N61p44., p. 39.

1]7doseph Wax, "COMPETITION: Educational Incongruity," Phi
Delta Kappan 57 (November 1975): 179.
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Classroom defeat is only the pebble that creates widening
ripples of hostility. It is self-perpetuating. It is rein-
forced by peer censure, parental disapproval, and loss of
self-concept. If the classroom is a model, and 1f that
classroom models Tgmpetitfon. assault in the hallways should
surprise no one.]

Wax very aptly summarizes his contempt for competition in the
classroom as follows: "Races should be run. Scores should be kept.
It is neither the race nor the score that is inevitably competitive.

It is competition's punitive effect upon the loser and the dispropor-

tionate reward for the winner that degrades and br'ut:a'Hzes.".l'lg

Most germane to the topic under study here is middle schooil
characteristic number 13, which calls for full provision for evalua-
tion. Georgiady and Romano describe this characteristic as follows:

The middle school program should provide a system of
evaluation that is personal and positive in nature. If an
individualized program is to be carried on, then the evalua-
tion should be individualized. The student should be encour-
aged to assess his own progress and plan for future progress

as well. The present common grading system using letter grades
provides 1ittle information useful in understanding his prog-
ress and his areas of needed improvement. As part of an effec-
tive evaluation system, student-teacher conferences on a
regularly scheduled basis are valuable. Additional confer-
ences including parents can aid in reporting progres. The
whole atmosphere in conducting evaluation should be cgnstruc-
tive and positive rather than critical and punitive.120

While many writers and theorists might agree that the prin-
ciples or characteristics of a true middle school would be equally
sound and desirable in any school, particularly the traditional
Junior high school, it is also felt by middle school advocates that

most of these characteristics are not present in traditional schools.

118 LR

120

9bid., p. 198.
Georgiady and Romano, "Do You Have a Middle School?" p. 240.

Ibid.
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The students generally do not take an active role in planning their
own programs, nor are parents given ample opportunity to provide
input. The aspect of evaluation and reporting, however, {s one
characteristic that often stimulates more controversy and emotion
than most of the other characteristics. Administrators often prefer
a simple system requiring a minimum of recording space, colleges
and universities si11 generally demand a simple device such as a
letter grade or a numerical score that can be averaged and compared
with other students, many parents still relate to the simple letter
grade and anything else is found to be confusing, teachers them-
selves are divided and often prefer the simple letter grade that
requires a minimum of time and effort on their part, and finally,
the students themseives are often so indoctrinated in the letter
grade system that they too become accustomed to receiving them. It
becomes an jssue with many individuals invoived in the system of
evaluating and reporting; however, proponents of the middle school
concept feel it is essential that a more personal and positive pro-
gram of reporting be utilized. In describing the importance of total
student involvement in the evaluation system, Harris states,
Good grading practices evolve into good evaluation techniques.
Here the child is thoroughly involved. He considers his role,
his goals, his contribution, and his growth. It is only as he
gains an increasingly accurate perspective ?glhimself that his

role in the learning process becomes clear.

The emphasis upon positive and nonpunitive forms of evaluation

is the central theme of middle school advocates as opposed to the

]2]Harris. “"Current Practices in Grading," p. 39.
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competitive nature of the "normal curve" and the feeling of failure
that is transmitted to students who receive low grades in the tradi-
tional A B C D F system of reporting. The following rather lengthy
statement sums up this attitude rather well.

The effect of this system on the unsuccessful students--

and the largest fraction of those who begin education are
unsuccessful at some stage in the system--is not of central
concern to teachers and administrators. The system of cate-
gorizing students is generally designed to approximate a
normal distribution of marks (such as A,B,C,D,F) at each

grade or level. Since the system is highly consistent from
one grade or level to the next, our research finds that some
students are rewarded with an A or B at each grade, whereas
others are reminded over and over again that they are D or F
students. The result of this method of categorizing indi-
viduals is to convince some that they are able, good, and
desirable from the viewpoint of the system and others that they
are deficient, bad, and undesirable. It is not 1ikely that
this continual labeling has beneficial consequences for the
individual's educational development, and it is 1ikely that it
has an unfavorable influence on many a student's self-concept.
To be physically (and legally) imprisoned in a school system
for ten or twelve years and to receive negative classification
repeatedly for this period of time must have a major_detrimen-
tal effect on personality and character development.

Bloom, Hastings, and Madaus further state, "The schools must

strive to assure all students of successful learning experiences in

the realms of ideas and se1f—deve1opment.“]23

Another middle school advocate, Musholt, in support of Bloom,

states,

A composite portrait of the successful student would show
that he has a relatively high opinion of himself and is opti-
mistic about his future performance. He has confidence in
his general ability and in his ability as a student. He needs
fewer favorable evaluations from others. He feels that he

122
123

Bloom, Hastings, and Madaus, Handbook, p. 7.
Ibid., p. 44.
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works hard, is 1{ked by other students, and 1is generally
polite and honest. This is in stark contrast to the self-
image of the majority of unsuccessful students.124

Musholt believes it is a "personal tragedy and a socia)
waste" for students to spend year after year receiving failing grades
which continually reinforce the feelings of fafilure, insecurity, Tow
self-worth, and certainly a profound dislike for school and learning.

The majority of available studies indicate that unsuccessful
students maintain self attitudes that are pervasively nega-
tive. They tend to see themselves as unable, inadequate,

and less self-reliant than their more successful peers. Stu-
dents with negaf%ge self-images of ability rarely perform
well in school.

It should be clear that the differences between the form of
evaluation and reporting discussed by middle school advocates as
compared with traditional reporting techniques include student input
in the planning; the setting of realistic goals according to interest,
readiness, and need; self-evaluation along with teacher evaluation
in a positive, nonthreatening manner; and the utilization of frequent
pupil-teacher-parent conferences, as opposed to systems involving
only teacher or school system input and the labeling of students
with unclear, simplistic marks which instill feelings of failure,
and tend to compare individual students unfavorably with their peers.

Georgijady, Riegle, and Romano summarize the essence of evalua-

tion in the middle school by stating,

I24Nayne Musholt, "Self-Concept and the Middle School,"
NASSP Bulletin 58 (April 1974): 67.

1251114,
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The middie school program should provide an evaluation of a
student's work that is personal, positive in nature, non-
threatening, and strictly individuvalized. The student should
be allowed to assess his own progress and plan for future prog-
ress. A student needs more information than a letter grade
provides, and he needs more security than the traditional sys-
tem offers. Traditifonal systems seem to be punitive. The
middle school youngster needs a supportive atmosphere to gene-
rate configgnce and a willingness to explore new areas of
learning.

Summary
At one point in early America, "students" were taught pri-

marily by their parents in the home. They learned farming, hunting,
homemaking, blacksmithing, or whatever other skills their parents
had to pass down through generations of the family structure. The
only criterion for success was the youngster's ability to perform
the task proficiently. Little is written about the reporting systems
used in early American schools for the few students who recejved a
formal education until the period beginning roughly from 1910. As
more and more students entered the public school systems at this
time, it became necessary to develop reporting techniques. Early
techniques utilized generally were percentage grades, followed by
numerical grades, and the five-symbol letter grade system as we
know it today (A B C D F). Such a system aliowed comparisons and
rankings of students to satisfy the demands of colleges and employers.
The validity of the five-point letter grade system came under

close scrutiny by early researchers such as Starch and Elliott in

]26N1ch01as P. Georgiady, Jack P. Riegle, and Louis G. Romano,
"Characteristics of Middle Schools,"” NASSP Bulletin 58 (April 1974):
72.
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studies conducted in 1912, and such questions of validity have con-
tinued today. As a result of such research showing letter grades

to be unreliable, other systems of student evaluation and reporting
have been introduced and tried. However, the predominant system of
reporting 1s sti11 shown to be the five-point system. Alternative
reporting techniques to the A B C D F system considered included the
following seven methods: blanket grading, narratives, parent-teacher
conferences, pass-fail, credit-no credit, check 1ists, and self-
evaluation. Various writers cited were found to support and oppose
each of these systems when compared to the letter grade. The primary
study cited in this chapter was the Scharffe study, which tested
elementary teacher and administrator attitudes toward each of the
seven reporting techniques when compared with the letter grade system.
It was found that parent-teacher conferences were favored highest
followed by letter grades, check 1ists, narrative letters, blanket
grading, pass-fail, credit-no credit, and self-evaluation. Even
though parent conferences were the first choice of both teachers and
administrators, it was found that this system is only advocated as a
supplement to some sort of written report.

A review of middle school concepts as related to student
evaluation and reporting reveals that the process should be positiée
and nonpunitive, and it should be highly individualized rather than
being based on the "normal curve." The student is to take an active
role in planning his own program to meet his goals and needs by

utilizing frequent teacher-pupil planning sessions, and the reporting
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system should involve pupil-teacher-parent meetings on a regular
basis. The writers reviewed advocated the use of narrative letters,
conferences, self-evaluation, and some forms of check 1ists as pri-
mary reporting systems, and they found no justification for the
five-point, or letter grade, system of reporting. The emphasis of
these writers is to avoid comparing students with one another and
creating a competitive atmosphere in the middle school, as the
transescent is not emotionally mature enough to deal with this type
of situation.

The review of the literature revealed that grades have
remained the primary system of reporting since early in the twentieth
century for several reasons: (1) From the administrative view, they
are easy to record; (2) they can be averaged, which facilitates the
comparing and ordering of students; (3) they are easy for the class-
room teacher to record; (4) parents are accustomed to grades and
believe they understand their meaning; (5) students have come to
expect grades and they seem to believe they understand them; and
(6) higher institutions of learning as well as potential employers

have continued to demand grades from their potential constituents.



CHAPTER II1I
DESIGN METHODOLOGY AND HYPOTHESES OF THE STUDY
This chapter will describe the target population, sampling

procedures, the design and validation of the survey instruments, and

the statistical methods utilized to analyze the data.

Population and Sample

The target population for this study was the teachers and
administrators in the public middle schools in Michigan that housed
grades six, seven, and eight exclusively. During the 1977-1978
school year there were 235 schools identified in the "Blue Bnok"‘I
that include the above grade levels. According to Krejcie and
Morgan.2 the minimum sample size from this population should be 148
schools in order to collect sufficient data to make generalizations
to the total population.

A1l of the middle schools 1isted in the Blue Book were
nunbered by the researcher, consecutively, from 1 through 235. A

table of random numbers was then used to identify the needed sample

to be surveyed. However, the researcher took the liberty of

lﬂichigan Education Directory and Buyer's Guide (Lansing:
1977-1978}.

2Robert V. Krejcie and Daryle W. Morgan, "Determining Sample
Size for Research Activities," Educational and Psychological Measure-
ment 30 (1970): 607-10.

79
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identifying a total of 160 schools in the hope that the added number
would provide a broader base for selecting the sample to be used in
the final phase of the study.3

Since the current study was ultimately to include each indi-
vidual teacher and administrator in the middle schools identified in
the sample, it was felt that using all 160 schools would involve a
much larger sample of teachers and administrators than necessary,
along with the fact that the resulting number of individual question-
najres would, in turn, create massive problems of coding for the
researcher. It was felt that only those schools that most exemplify
the characteristics of the "true" middle school should be included in
the study, as well as those schools that least exemplify the true
middle school in order to draw comparisons between the attitudes of
the teachers and administrators between the two groups of schools.
Therefore, it was determined that a modified Riegle questionnaire
would be sent to the principals of all 160 schools selected, to
determine the level of implementation of the accepted middle school
characteristics. The development, validation, and scoring proce-
dures used for the questionnaire will be discussed later in this
chapter.

A1l returned questionnaires were scored and ranked according

to the level of implementation of middle school characteristics in

each school.

3R'Ichard P. Runyan and Audrey Haber, Fundamentals of Behavioral
Statistics {Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley Publishing Co., 1968),

p. 276.
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Development and Valfdation of Survey Instruments

As stated earlier in this chapter, it was determfned that
middle schools should be selected for participation in the study
according to their tendencies to practice established middle school
characteristics, or conversely, their reluctance to practice these
established procedures. In order to identify these schools it was
necessary to either develop a completely new instrument for this
purpose or utiljze an existing instrument which already had been
validated and used in other studies. This researcher elected the
latter method and selected the questionnaire developed by Jack Riegle
for use in his 1970 dissertation, which studied implementation of the
same middle school characteristics in Michigan middle schools.4 The
instrument included a total of 62 items, all multiple choice, which
allowed each responding administrator to select answers that best
described the degree of "true" middle school characteristics imple-
mentation in his or her building. The Riegle questionnaire utilized
anywhere from one to six items which spoke to each of the 18 middle
school characteristics listed in Chapter II of this study. Further,
Riegle assigned each possible response for these multiple choice
items a numerical "score," depending upon the appropriateness of the
response to middle school goals. The higher totals of these scores

indicated that the responding schools were, in fact, practicing

%Jack D. Riegle, "A Study of Middle School Programs to
Determine the Current Level of Implementation of Eighteen Basic
M}gd1e]g;??ol Principles" (Ph.D. dissertation, Michigan State Univer-
S y’ L]
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middle school characteristics, while the lower total scores indicated
the responding schools were middle schools in name only.

For the purposes of the current study, the researcher did not
feel it was necessary to use the Riegle instrument in its entirety,
and a system was utilized to pare it down to an abbreviated form.

To do this, the instrument was reorganized so that all {ftems pertain-
ing to a particular middle school characteristic appeared on a separate
page. For example, the Riegle instrument had two items which dealt
with "continuous progress,” and both of these items were placed on

the first page. Riegle had six items pertaining to "multi-materials
approach," and all six of these items were placed on the second page.
This approach was followed throughout, resuiting in an 18-page modi-
fied Riegle questionnaire with each page dealing with a specific
middie school characteristic. The resulting questionnaire is shown

in Appendix A.

It was then decided that only one item on each page dealing
with each specific characteristic would be retained. The system
utilized to determine which items would be retained was to select a
panel of five judges, or middle school experts, throughout the United
States to rate all of the items as to their effectiveness in describ-
ing middle school characteristics. The rationale for using this
method is stated as follows: “Not only should the items contain the
common thread of the attitude under study, but between them they
should also cover the full range of the attitude, and cover it in a

balanced way." Further, "The assessment of content validity is
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essentially a matter of judgement; the judgement may be made by the
surveyer or, better, by a team of judges engaged for the purpose."5
The five judges selected, as suggested by Dr. Loufs Romano of

Michigan State University, were as follows:

Dr. Mary Compton

University of Georgla

Athens, Georgia

Dr. John Swaim

University of Northern Colorado

Greeley, Colorado

Dr. Conrad Toetfer

State Unfversity of Hew York

at Buffalo

Amherst, New York

Dr. Nicholas Georgiady

Miami University

Oxford, Ohio

Dr. Daniel Bird, Principal

Eaton Rapids Jr. High School

Eaton Rapids, Michigan

The reorganized Riegle questionnaire was sent to each of the

five judges with the instructions that they were to rate or rank the
effectiveness of the items on each page. For example, page one of
the questionnaire had two items that dealt with continuous progress.
The judges were asked to rate the best of these two items, as effec-
tive middle school indicators, with the numeral 1, and the second
best item with a numeral 2. The responses were then weighted in
reverse so that any item rated number one by a panel member would be

given two points, and conversely, an item rated second would be given

5c. A. Moser and G. Kalton, Survey Methods in Social Investi-
gation, 2nd ed. (New York: Basic Books, Inc., 1972), p. 356.
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only one point. The points for each item from all five judges were
then totaled, and the item with the highest score was retained from
the first page dealing with continuous progress.

Page two of the questionnaire had six {tems, all dealing with
the multi-materials approach. The same procedure was followed whereby
the judges were instructed to rate the best multi-materials indicator
with the numeral 1, the second best with the numeral 2, third best
with 3, and so on. Again, responses were weighted in reverse with
the first choice from each judge being awarded six points, the second
choice was awarded five points, third choice four points, and so on.
The points for each item from all five judges were totaled and the
item with the highest number of combined points was retained from
the second page.

The resulting questionnaire from this paring down procedure
was an 18-item instrument designed to measure the rate of implemen-
tation of middle school characteristics in the 160 schools selected
at random in the State of Michigan, all of which include grades six,
seven, and eight.

By utilizing the process of scoring each judge's rankings of
the effectiveness of items in the various categories, as describéd
above, it was a siﬁple matter of determining which item scored highest
after totaling the scores of all five judges. Only the items with the
highest combined scores were retained and all others were dropped.
However, it was felt that a test of the significant rate of agree-

ment among the five judges was necessary, even though the ftems
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selected to be included on the middle school practices questionnatre
would remain intact.

Page one of the modified Riegle questionnaire contained only
two multiple choice items related to continuous progress. In this
case, the rankings of the five judges were unanimous, in that all five
selected the first item as being best and the second item as being
second best. No test was conducted to determine the level of agree-
ment in this situation, since there is obviously no question in the
case of a unanimous choice. Item one was retained and item two was
eliminated. Likewise, page 14 included only two items dealing with
the teacher's role in providing guidance services to students, and
again, the choice of the five judges was unanimous in selecting the
first item as the best indicator. Therefore it was retained and the
second item was eliminated. There was no need to test the level of
agreement here, since all judges made the same selection.

Page eight had only one item dealing with departmentalization
and page 17 had only one item dealing with auxiliary services. There-
fore the limitation of choices forced the judges to be unanimous in
their choices. No test of significant agreement was necessary.

On all pages where there were three or more items to be
ranked, the Kendall-W test, Coefficient of Concordance, was selected
to be appropriate for determining level of agreement among the five

judges. The statistic used to conduct this test is W = 112 Kg(ﬁa_n)-

The Kendall-W test was applied to items on pages 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7,
9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 16, and 18. Table 3.1 illustrates the manner
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in which the responses of the five judges are compiled when ranking
the order of preference of the six ftems on page two of the modified

Riegle questionnaire.

Table 3.1.--Tabulation of judges' scores for utilization of Kendall-W
statistical test.

Judges Questions
1 2 3 4 5 6
A 5 4 6 3 ] 2
B 1 6 5 2 4 3
(" 6 5 4 3 2 1
D 1 6 5 2 3 4
E 4 3 ] 2 5 6
Sum of
Rankings 17 24 21 12 15 16
Mean = 17 + 24 + 21 E 12 + 15 + 16 17.5.

S = (17-17.5)2 + (24-17.5)2 + (21-17.5)% + (12-17.5)% + (15-17.5)% +
(16-17.5)2 = 93.5.

"= S ] 93.5 ] 1122 _ 2z 0.2]
1712 KE(N°-N) ~ 1712 - 56(69-6) 25 - (216-6) 5250 .

This technique actually provides two measures of the level
of agreement among the five judges. First, the critical value of S,

in this case 93.5, can be compared with figures in the Table of
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Critical Values of S in the Kendall Coefficient of Concordance.6

For significant agreement, S must be equal to or greater than 182.4.
In this case, 93.5 falls considerably short; therefore, it can be
concluded that there is no significant agreement among the five
Judges. Further, with a possible value of W being anywhere between
zero and one, with a value of one indicating absolute agreement, the
W= 0.21 found in this case would indicate a low level of agreement.
In using this test on each of the pages mentioned earlier, it
was found that there was not significant agreement at the .05 level
of confidence on pages 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 16, or 18.
There was agreement, however, on page four, dealing with the extent
club activities were available in the schools, with a critical value
of W equal to 168, which is greater than the value of 112.3 indicated
as minimum in the Table of Critical Values of S in the Kendall Coef-
ficient of Concordance. Also, page four produced a W = .672, which
approaches the absolute agreement level of 1.0. There was also
agreement on page nine, which dealt with identification of explora-
tory programs available in the schools. The critical S value was
equal to 178.8, which is greater than the value of 112.3 indicated
as minimum on the table cited above. Page nine produced a W = .4492,
Table 3.2 shows the levels of agreement among the five judges
for each of the 18 pages of the reorganized Riegle questionnaire, as
well as the middle school characteristics described by the items on

each of the pages.

6Sidne_y Siegel, Non-Parametric Statistics (New York: McGraw-
Hill, 1956), p. 286.
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Table 3.2.--Rankings of levels of agreement among judges on each page
of the reorganized Riegle questionnafre.

Page Middle School Characteristic  _T'Toor. W 5;32;:;;:2‘
1 Continuous Progress 2 1.0 Yes
14 Teacher Guidance Role 2 1.0 Yes
8 Departmentalization ] 1.0 Yes
17 Auxiliary Services 1 1.0 Yes
4 Clubs 5 672 Yes
9 Exploratory Nature 5 L4492 Yes
10 Guidance Service 4 .36 No
18 Community Volunteers 2 .36 No
12 Ski11 Repair 4 .328 No
3 Flexible Scheduling 3 .28 No
5 Physical Activities 3 .28 No
15 Evaluation and Reporting 3 .28 No
6 Intra-Mural Programs 4 .23 No
2 Multi-Material Approach 6 .21 No
7 Team Teaching 4 .20 No
13 Dramatics 6 .16 No
1A Independent Study 3 .04 No
16 Community Relations 4 .04 No

It should be emphasized at this point that no effort is being
made to show that any items on the Riegle questionnaire are ineffec-
tive. All of his items were validated by a team of middle school
experts and his panel of judges agreed that all items were very good.
This researcher also agrees that each item on the Riegle instrument
is very effective and it is believed that the panel of judges engaged

for the current study would also agree on this point. However, the
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study was a complete and detafled dissertation on the issue of middle
school implementation and the more complete questionnaire was desired
for that purpose. The current study 1s ultimately interested in
middle school teacher and administrator attitudes toward grading and
reporting techniques, and the modified Riegle instrument is used for
only the phase of identifying the level of middle school implementa-
tion in the schools represented by the individual respondents.

The cﬁrrent panel of experts was asked to perform the diffi-
cult task of jdentifying the "best" items out of a field of items
that they would probably agree are all very good. It was not surpris-
ing to this researcher that there was 1ittle agreement on the part of

the judges.

Selection of Sample for Final Survey

The abbreviated Riegle questionnaire, as shown in Appendix B,
was then sent to the principals of each of the 160 middle schools
selected at random from the 235 public schools in Michigan housing
grades six, seven, and eight. Of the 160 questionnaires sent out,
120 were completed and returned for a return rate of 75 percent.

At the end of each of the questionnaires was a page request-
ing a commitment on the part of the administrators to involve them-
selves and their staffs in the final stage of the survey on attitudes
toward the various methods of student evaluation and reporting. If
the administrators agreed to ask their professional staff members to
participate, a space was provided to indicate the number of teachers

and administrators in the building who should receive the next
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questionnaire. Table 3.3 shows the percentage of response and commit-

ment of the available schools.

Table 3.3.--Response and commitment of selected schools.

Number Number Percent of
Total Returned Percent Committing Committing Respondents
160 120 75 50 1.7

Each possible multiple choice response on the questionnaire
was assigned a numerical "score" ranging from a high of four, down to
the 1owes; possible score of zero. The high scores of four points
indicated a high degree of implementation of the middle school char-
acteristic described in the particular item in question, and scores
of zero or one point indicated a low degree of implementation of the
characteristic. The assignment of points was developed and validated
by Dr. Riegle for his original study and the assignments of points
for each item can be seen on the questionnaire shown in Appendix B.
The total scores on the returned questionnajres ranged from a high
of 75 points, which indicates a high degree of middle school imple-
mentation, down to a low of 18 points, indicating a low degree of
commitment to middle school practices. Table 3.4 shows the range of
scores of the responding schools, divided into approximately four
equal groups, the number of schools responding in each group, and the
number of schools in each group that have indicated a willingness to

participate in the final stage of the research.
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Table 3.4.--Scores of responding schools and number of schools
committed to continue participation.

Range of Number of Number of
Scores Respondents Committing Schools
e e 18-39 29 15
o e 40-47 3 8
rti1e 48-54 3 12
ot e 55-75 29 15
Totals 120 50

Rather than include all schools responding to the survey on
middle school practices, a total of 50 that agreed to participate in
the third and final stage of the study, it was decided to limit the
study to only those committed schools in the top scoring group with
scores ranging between 55 and 75, and the schools included in the
bottom group with scores ranging between 18 and 39. This would allow
the researcher to compare the attitudes of teachers and administra-
tors in the 15 middie schools that most exemplify the true middle
school with the attitudes of their counterparts in the 15 schools
that fall considerably short of middle school goals. In addition,
both groups, separately and combined, can be compared with the atti-
tudes of elementary teachers and administrators surveyed in the

Scharffe study.
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Table 3.5 shows the number of schools, teachers, and adminis-
trators from the high implementation middle schools and the low
implementation middle schools that committed themselves to partici-

pate in the third phase of the study.

Table 3.5.--High implementation and low implementation participants
in the study.

Schools Teachers Administrators
High
Implementation 15 516 34
Low
Implementation 15 394 30
Totals 30 910 64

The combined total of teachers and administrators provides a
potential total of 974 respondents in the teacher-administrator atti-

tude survey toward various student evaluation and reporting techniques.

Validation of the Final Survey Instrument

The Pupil Progress Reporting Questionnaire, which was the
primary data-gathering instrument used in this study, is almost iden-
tical to the instrument developed and validated by William G. Scharffe

in his study of the attitudes of elementary teachers and administra-

7

tors toward various pupil evaluation and reporting techniques.” Since

7Ni]11am G. Scharffe, "A Study of Selected Public School Ele-
mentary Teacher and Elementary Administrator Attitudes Toward the Use
of Grades as Compared With Selected Alternative Forms of Pupil Progress
Reporting”" (Ph.D. dissertation, Michigan State University, 1977).
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the current study 1s a replication of the Scharffe study at the
middle school level, a conscious effort was made to make as few
changes as possibie in order to maintain the integrity of the origi-
nal questionnaire, and to avofd the necessity of revalidating the
instrument. The only changes necessary were to change the word
“elementary" to "middle school” on {tems 13, 20, 23, 28, and 34 on
section two of the instrument, and ftem 53 on section four was
changed to reflect professional training of the respondents that
would include secondary school levels as well as elementary and
higher education levels. Also, 1tem 54 was eliminated since this
was used to code the four states used in the Scharffe study, while
only Michigan schools are included in the current study. In modify-
ing the Scharffe questionnaire, this researcher inadvertently
neglected to include a question to jdentify whether each individual
respondent was a teacher or an administrator. To remedy this situa-
tion, the letter that was sent to each administrator along with the
packet of questionnaires requested that the instruments completed
by each administrator be identified by writing the word "adminis-
trator" on the top of the front page. Fortunately, this request
was met by each of the responding schools. The modified Scharffe
instrument used in the current study can be seen in Appendix C.

The questionnaire, while developed and validated by Scharffe,
bears some explanation at this point. It is presented in four separate
sections requiring four pages. Section one, page one, includes gen-
eral instructions as well as definitions of each of the eight grading

and reporting systems being considered in the study.
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Section two, page two, of the questionnaire includes 40
statements which are all either pro or con regarding each of the
efight grading and reporting systems. After each statement the
respondent is asked to efither strongly agree, agree, disagree, or
strongly disagree. The respondent must select some degree of agree-
ment or disagreement and has no optfon for a "middle of the road"
response.

There are several areas of concern which were involved in
arranging or ordering of the 40 items developed by Scharffe in section
two of the questionnaire. First, a general evaluation of each par-
ticular reporting method was sought. To get this, opposing items
were used to insure consistency of responses. An example would be
item nine, which reads "Self-evaluation reporting is really unfair
because the honest kids get hurt," while item 26 reads "Self-
evaluation 1s a system which could help to eliminate cheating."
Table 3.6 shows the opposing general items for the reporting methods.

The second area of concern deals with student welfare and
the manner in which each item describes the respondent's feelings
in this regard. Again, using self-evaluation as an example, item 20
reads "Self-evaluation reporting is of 1ittle or no use for the
middle school grades," as compared to item 34 which reads "Self-
evaluation reporting is a very valuable teaching tool for middle
school grades, 6-7-8." Table 3.7 shows the opposing student concern

items for all methods considered in the study.
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Table 3.6.--Opposing items of a general evaluation nature.

Reporting Method Item Opposing Item
Blanket Grading 2 33
Check List Reporting 12 36
Credit-No Credit 13 28
ABCDF (Grades) (see explanation below)
Narrative Reporting 7 39
Parent Conferences 14 40
Pass-Fail 11 3
Self-Evaluation 9 26

NOTE: Items 8, 16, and 38 all give letter grades positive treat-
ment. However, since the A B C D F system is being compared with each
of the seven alternative methods, the items that favor each of the
alternative systems can be considered as opposing to the letter grade
system. Consequently, items 1, 6, 10, 15, 24, 30, and 32 favor alter-
natives over A B C D F. Respondents favoring these items would be
expected to oppose items 8, 16, and 38 and vice versa.

Table 3.7.--Opposing items of student concern.

Reporting Method Item Opposing Item
Blanket Grading 21 25
Check List Reporting 4 17
Credit-No Credit 19 37
A BCDF (Grades) 22 3
Narrative Reporting 18 27
Parent Conferences 23 5
Pass-Fail 29 35

Self-Evaluation 20 34
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The third concern of the questionnaire was to determine the
respondent's attitude toward letter grades as compared to the selected
alternatives considered in the study. Items 8, 16, and 38 treat
letter grades in a positive manner. In contrast, while items 1, 6,
10, 15, 24, 30, and 32 do not speak directly in opposition to letter
grades, they do speak of the alternatives as preferable over letter
grades. Two other items speak to letter grades; item 22 states that
letter grades are "unfair" to students, while by contrast, item 31
claims letter grades are "about as fair as you can get."

Section three of the questionnaire called for eight open-
ended responses where the respondents are asked to offer rationale
for some of the answers in section two. For example, item 41 asks,
"Refer back to statement number three in section two about Pass-Fail
reporting. Why did you respond the way you did?" The researcher
attempted to categorize the open-ended responses into five areas:
student-oriented responses, teacher-oriented responses, parent-
oriented responses, combination responses, and “other." An example
of a student-oriented response to the above question might be,
"Pressure is removed from students to try to earn high grades."

The other seven open-ended questions ask the respondent to refer back
to statement five about parent conferences, statement 12 about

check list reporting, statement 15 about narratives, statement 16
about A B C D F, statement 19 about credit-no credit, statement 33
about blanket grades, and statement 34 about self-evaluation. In
each case the respondent is asked to explain why they agreed or dis-

agreed with the statements.
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I1tem 49 of section three asks the respondent to rank each
of the eight reporting methods from their "favorite" down to their
least favorite. This item not only serves to produce a "face-to-
face" ranking of the eight techniques, it also serves to validate the
responses of the first two sections of the questionnajre.

Sectfon 1V of the instrument asks for personal demographic
data such as sex, years of experience, degree(s) held, and under-
graduate training.

While an attitudinal questionnaire is one of the most diffi-
cult instruments to validate, Scharffe went to considerable lengths
to do just that. After first developing the instrumént to test the
attitudes of elementary teachers and principals toward the eight
reporting technigues, he sought the input and suggestions of members
of his own doctoral committee. After incorporating their suggestions,
the instrument was piloted in two elementary schools in Shields,
Michigan. A detailed description of the pilot study to validate the

instrument is included in Chapter III of the Scharffe study.8

Statistical Methods Used in Data Analysis

Repeated measure will be used for Research Questions 1 and 2
using subject as unit of analysis. The seven hypotheses for each of
the questions will be treated as seven planned contrasts.

Research Question 1: Do middle school teachers in Michigan

prefer the use of A B C D F reporting over the use of selected alter-

native forms of reporting?

8scharffe, "Attitudes," Chapter III.
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Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward
Rlanket grading is the same as their attitude toward
BCDF.

Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward
check 1ist reporting is the same as their attitude
toward ABCDF.

Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward
credit-no credit reporting is the same as thefr attitude
toward ABCDF.

Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward nar-
Ka;ivenrgporting is the same as their attitude toward
c .

Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward
Rarent cgnferences is the same as their attitude toward
BCDF.

Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward pass-
;a;lcrgpgrting is the same as their attitude toward

Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward self-
evaluation is the same as their attitude toward A B C D F.

Research Question 2: Do middle school administrators in

Michigan prefer the use of A B C D F reporting over the use of

selected alternative forms of reporting?

1.

Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward
ngnéeg grading is the same as their attjtude toward
F.

Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward
Rhgcé 51§t reporting is the same as their attitude toward

Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward
credit-no credit reporting js the same as their attitude
toward AB CD F.

Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward
Rarrative reporting is the same as their attitude toward
BCDF.
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5. Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward
parent conferences is the same as their attitude toward
ABCDF.

6. Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward
pass~-fail reporting is the same as thefir attitude toward
ABCDEF.

7. Ho: The attitude of middie school administrators toward
self-evaluation reporting s the same as their attitude
toward ABCDF.

Questions 3, 4, 5, and 6 will be analyzed by cross table

frequency using chi square test of homogeneity and chi square inde-
pendency.

Research Question 3: If middle school teachers do, or do not,

prefer the use of one of the selected alternatives over the use of
A BCDF, why does this preference exist?

Research Question 4: If middle school administrators do, or

do not, prefer the use of one of the selected alternatives over the
use of ABC D F, why does this preference exist?

Research Question 5: To what extent does a relationship

exist between the teacher's preference for a particular form of
reporting and the teacher's: (1) sex, (2) years of experience,
(3) degree(s) held, (4) grade level teacher was trained to teach,

(5) school status?

Research Question 6: To what extent does a relationship

exist between the administrator's preference for a particular form
of reporting and the administrator's: (1) sex, (2) years of experi-
ence, (3) degree{(s) held, (4) grade level administrator was trained

to teach, (5) school status? -
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Research Question 7 will be tested by descriptive information
about the means and vartance by rank ordering.

Research Question 7: To what extent do the teachers and

administrators differ, or have similarfties, in their attitudes

toward a particular form of progress reporting?

Summary
The third chapter has described the target population and

the procedure used to identify the sample. Also described were the
methods of validating instruments utilized in selecting participat-
ing schools which were drawn from the sample. Three survey instru-
ments were required for the study, including a questionnaire to be
completed by recognized middle school "experts," a questionnaire to
be completed by middle school principals to determine the level of
implementation of established middle school concepts in each of the
schools in the sample, and finally, a questionnaire for middle
school teachers and administrators to determine their attitudes
toward A B C D F reporting as compared with seven alternative report-
ing techniques. The development and validation of each of these
instruments is discussed. The final questionnajre to be completed
by middle school teachers and administrators is discussed in con-
siderable detail, including the concerns being studied as well as the
manner in which the individual items are cross-checked to insure con-
sistency of responses by the individual respondents.

The seven research questions are stated along with seven

hypotheses for both Research Questions 1 and 2. Repeated measure was
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used for Research Questions 1 and 2 using subject as unit of analysis.
The seven hypotheses for each of these questions were treated as

seven planned contrasts. Research Questions 3, 4, 5, and 6 were
analyzed by cross table fregquency using chi square test of homogenefty
and chi square independency. Research Question 7 was tested by des-

criptive information about the means and varfance of rank ordering.



CHAPTER 1V

PRESENTATION OF DATA

The purpose of this study has been to investigate the attitudes
of teachers and administrators in Michigan pubiic middle schools toward
several selected student evaluation and reporting methods. More spe-
cifically, the researcher sought to determine their attitudes toward
letter grades (A B C D F), and whether or not they favored this method
or one of the alternative methods discussed in the study. The data
presented in this chapter were compiled from the responses of a sample
of teachers and administrators in public Michigan middle schools dur-

ing the 1977-1978 school year.

Statistical Methods

Analysis of variance for repeated measure data was used for
Research Questions 1 and 2 using subject as unit of analysis. These
two questions each have seven hypotheses and were treated as seven
planned contrasts, and each subject was used as the unit of analysis.
Research Questions 3, 4, 5, and 6 were analyzed by cross table fre-
quency using chi square test of homogeneity and chi square indepen-
dency. Research Question 7 was answered by descriptive information
such as the means, variances, and rank ordering of the eight methods

that are preferred by the teachers and the administrators.

102
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Statistical Findings

The findings presented below are organized in the order of
the research questions being answered. Significance level of each
test was set at alpha = .001 level to control for the over-all
probability of type 1 error (alpha) of the entire study to be about
.01.

Analysis of Variance of
Repeated Measure Data

Research Question 1: Do middle school teachers in Michigan

prefer the use of A B C D F reporting over the use of selected alter-
native forms of reporting?

The above research question was answered by testing the fol-
lowing seven hypotheses:

1. Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward
RIanEeB grading {s the same as their attitude toward
B L

2. Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward
check 1ist reporting is the same as their attitude
toward ABCDF,

3. Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward
credit-no credit reporting is the same as their attitude
toward ABC D F.

4. Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward
Rngrgtavg reporting is the same as their attitude toward

5. Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward
parent conference reporting is the same as their attitude
toward ABCDF,

6. Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward
Ragséfgig reporting is the same as their attitude toward
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7. Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward

ie;feega}?ation fs the same as their attftude toward

To analyze the seven hypotheses above, a repeated measure
analysis of variance was used. The design treated the 484 subjects
as a combined group of observations while each individual was con-
stdered as one unit of analysis. The eight reporting methods were
the repeated factors which had eight levels.

In interpreting Table 4.1, it should be pointed out that the
source of variatifons reflect the seven hypotheses (or seven planned
conprasts) in Research Question 1. E1 through E8 are the eight
evaluation and reporting methods being considered in the study.

El = blanket grading, E2 = check list, E3 = credit-no credit,

E4 = grades (A B C D F), E5 = narratives, E6 = parent conferences,
E7 = pass-fail, and E8 = self-evaluation. The magnitude of the con-
trast difference was found by subtracting the average ranking by the
teachers of the letter grade method from the average ranging of each

of the other seven methods. Table 4.17 reports the average ranking

of each method by the teachers.

Findings.--
1. Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward
blanket grading is the same as their attitude toward
ABCODF,
The hypothesis is rejected at .001 levels. Furthermore,
the magnitude of the contrast is 4.994, which is very high. Thus,
the teachers have clearly chosen A B C D F over blanket grading.

This result can be seen in more detail later in this chapter by



Table 4.1.--Result of analysis of variance for repeated measure data for Research Question 1,
Hypotheses 1 through 7.

Source of Magnitude of the df Hypothesis Mean Square of Univariate Sig.

Variation Contrast Difference Mean Square the Error Term F Level

1. EI-E4 4.994 1 6033.19 2.82 2139.4 .0001*
2. E2-E4 1.457 1 513.30 3.26 157.6 .0001*
3. E3-E4 2.998 1 2174.34 3.51 619.2 .0001*
4. E5-E4 1.333 1 429.55 4.05 106.1 .0001*
5. E6-E4 1.017 1 249,99 3.58 69.9 .0001*
6. E7-E4 3.227 1 2519.74 3.01 838.1 .0001*
7. E8-E4 3.595 1 3126.74 4.44 704.2 .0001*

NOTE: Degrees of freedom for error = 483.

*The test is significant at the .001 level.

SOl
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studying Table 4.17 which shows that teachers ranked blanket grading
as their eighth choice of the eight methods considered.
2. Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward check
Aigtcrspgrting ts the same as their attitude toward
The hypothesis 1s rejected at .001 levels. The magnitude of
the contrast is 1.457 as the teachers have chosen A B C D F over
check 1ist reporting. Further, as can be seen on Table 4.17, teachers
have ranked check 1ist reporting as their fourth choice of the eight
methods considered.
3. Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward
credit-no credit reporting is the same as their attitude
toward ABC D F.
The hypothesis is rejected at .001 levels. The magnitude of
the contrast is 2.998. A significant difference in attitude exists
as the teachers have chosen A B C D F over credit-no credit reporting.
Table 4.17 shows that teachers have ranked credit-no credit as their
fifth choice of the eight methods considered.
4. Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward
ggsgggixeargpgrgfng 1s the same as their attitude
The hypothesis is rejected at .001 levels. The magnitude of
the contrast is 1.333 as the teachers have shown a preference for
A B CD F over narrative reporting. Later in this chapter, Table 4.17
shows that narrative reports were the third choice in ranking by the
teachers.
5. Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward

parent conference reporting is the same as their attitude
toward ABCDF.
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The hypothesis is rejected at .001 levels. A B C D F was
preferred by the teachers over parent conference reporting even
though the magnitude of the contrast was onty 1.017. Table 4.17
shows that teachers have selected parent conferences as their second
choice of the eight reporting methods being considered.

6. Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward

gg::;gaglargpgr;fng is the same as their attitude

The hypothesis is rejected at .001 levels. There is a sig-
nificant difference in the attitudes toward pass-fail reporting and
A BCDF stands out as the preferred method. The magnitude of the
contrast is 3.227, which is quite large. Table 4.17 shows that
teachérs ranked pass-fail reporting as their sixth choice of the eight
methods considered.

7. Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward self-

gvglgasig? reporting is the same as their attitude toward

The hypothesis is rejected at .001 levels. The ABCDF
method is the choice of the teachers over self-evaluation, and their
attitudes toward the two methods are significantly different. The
magnitude of the contrast is high at 3.595, and Table 4.17 shows
that teachers have ranked self-evaluation as their seventh choice of
the eight methods considered.

As can be seen by reviewing Table 4.1, significant differences
exist between the attitude of middle school teachers toward ABCD F

and each of the seven alternative methods of evaluation and reporting.

By examining the magnitude of the contrast differences, it can be seen
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that the differences in attitude are much more pronounced with some
methods over others. There is less difference between E6, parent
conferences, E5, narratives, and E2, check 1ist, as compared with

E4, letter grades, than between E1, blanket grading, and letter grades.

Research Question 2: Do middle school administrators in

Michigan prefer the use of A B C D F reporting over the use of
selected alternative forms of reporting?
The above research question was answered by testing the fol-

lowing seven hypotheses:

1. Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward
Rlangeg grading is the same as their attitude toward
B .

2. Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward
xheck Ii;t reporting is the same as their attitude toward
BCDF.

3. Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward
credit-no credit reporting.is the same as their attitude
toward ABCDF,

4. Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward
Rarrgtgve reporting is the same as their attitude toward
B F.

5. Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward
Raregt cgnferences is the same as their attitude toward
BCDF. -

6. Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward
pass-fail reporting is the same as their attitude toward
ABCDF.

7. Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward
self-evaluation reporting is the same as their attitude
toward ABCDF.

To analyze the seven hypotheses above, a repeated analysis

of variance was again used. The design treated subject as the unit
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of analysis and the reporting method was the repeated factor, which
had eight levels.
The ANOVA table, Table 4.2, {llustrates the results of the

analysis by repeated measurements.

Findings.--
1. Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward
ngnée; grading is the same as their attitude toward

The hypothesis is rejected. Furthermore, the magnjtude of
the contrast is 4.606, as the administrators have clearly chosen
A BCDF over blanket grading. The result is shown in further detail
later in this chapter by studying Table 4.17, which shows that admin-
fstrators ranked blanket grading as their eighth choice of the eight
methods considered.

2. Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward
ghgcg giéf reporting is the same as their attitude toward

The hypothesis cannot be rejected. Administrator attitudes
toward check 1ist reporting do not vary significantly from their atti-
tudes toward A B C D F. The magnitude of the contrast difference
is .921; therefore the attitude or the preference for one over the
other is very close. Table 4.17 indicates that check 1ist reporting
was ranked as the fourth choice by administrators of the eight methods
considered.

3. Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward
credit-no credit reporting is the same as their attitude
toward ABCDF,.

The hypothesis is rejected. Administrators have clearly

chosen A B C D F over credit-no credit reporting. As can be seen in



Table 4.2.--Result of analysis of variance for repeated measure data for Research Question 2,

Hypotheses 8 through 14.

Source of Magnitude of the df Hypothesis Mean Square of Univariate Sig.

Variation Contrast Difference Mean Square the Error Term F Level

1. EI-E4 4.606 1 402.84 2.72 148.3 .0001*
2. E2-E4 .921 1 16.1 3.14 5.1 0296
3. E3-E4 3.000 1 170.95 3.32 51.4 .0001*
4. E5-E4 .763 1 11.06 4.09 2.7 .1086
5. E6-E4 -.079 1 12 3.31 .03 .8510
6. E7-E4 3.369 1 215.51 3.31 65.2 .0001*
7. E8-E4 2.658 1 134.18 4.36 30.8 .00071*

NOTE: Degrees of freedom for error = 37.

*The test is significant at the .001 level.

oLt
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Table 4.17 later in this chapter, administrators ranked credit-no
credit as their sixth choice of the eight methods considered. And,
the magnitude of the contrast differences is 3.000, which is quite
large.
4. Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward
Ragrgtav:-reportfng is the same as their attitude toward
The hypothesis cannot be rejected. The attitude of adminis-
trators toward narrative reporting did not vary significantly from
their attitude toward A B C D F. The magnitude of the contrast dif-
ference was only .763, and Table 4.17 shows that administrators
selected narrative reporting as their third choice of the eight
reporting methods considered.
5. Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward
Kaaegtucg?ferences is the same as their attitude toward
The hypothesis cannot be rejected. The attitude of adminis-
trators toward parent conferences did not vary significantly from
their attitude toward A B C D F. However, Table 4.17 indicates that
parent conferences were the first choice of the methods considered
by a narrow margin. The magnitude of the contrast difference was a
negative (-).079.
6. Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward
Ragsafgi;.reporting is the same as their attitude toward
The hypothesis is rejected. The attitude of administrators
demonstrates a clear preference for A B C D F over pass-fail reporting

with the magnitude of the contrast difference being a sizable 3.369.
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Table 4.17 shows that administrators have ranked pass-fafl as their
seventh choice of the efght reporting methods consfidered.

7. Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward

self-evaluation reporting is the same as their attitude
toward ABCD F.

The hypothesis 1is rejected. The administrators have clearly
chosen A B C D F over self-evaluation reporting. The magnitude of
the contrast difference is 2.658, and Table 4.17 shows that adminis-
trators ranked self-evaluation as their fifth choice of the eight
methods considered.

A review of Table 4.2 shows that significant differences
exist between the attitude of middle school administrators toward
A BCDF and blanket grading, credit-no credit, pass-fail, and self-
evaluation. Administrators clearly preferred A B C D F over each of
these evaluation and reporting methods. Table 4.2 also shows that no
significant difference exists between the attitudes of the administra-

tors toward A B C D F and check 1ist, narratives, and parent confer-

ences. Further, parent conferences were preferred over ABC D F,

Cross Tabulation Technique

Research Question 3: If middle school teachers do, or do not,

prefer the use of one of the selected alternatives over the use of
ABCDF, why does this preference exist?

Teachers were asked to respond to eight open-ended questions,
items 41 through 48 on the questionnaire, each of which asked for
specific rationale for responses given on eight previous statements.

To answer Research Question 3, a cross tabulation technique was used
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whereby the ranking teachers gave to the A B C D F method was compared
with their rationale for either agreeing or disagreeing with state-

! For example, question 45

ment 16 of section two of the questionnaire.
asks: "Refer back to statement number 16 about A BC D F. Why did
you agree/disagree there?" If the respondent answers the question

with a statement such as "l agree because {t's easy for teachers to
record,” the researcher coded the response as being teacher oriented.
If the respondent answered the question with a statement such as "I
disagreed because grades are dehumanizing for students," the researcher
coded the response as student oriented. Answers to the open-ended
questions were coded in several ways, including student oriented,
teacher oriented, parent oriented, student-teacher combination,
student-parent combination, teacher-parent combination, student-

teacher-parent combination, and "other," which might be no response

at ali, or something indecisive such as "I don't know."

Findings.--Using the Chi Square test of association to test
for a significant degree of association between preference for the
A B CDF method and the reasons given for this preference, Table 4.3
shows the raw Chi Square test is 49.318 with 56 degrees of freedom,
and the test is significant at .72. Therefore, the association is
not significant at alpha = .05. It can be concluded that preference
for the A B C D F reporting method and reasons for this preference

are not related.

]Statement number 16 reads: "A B C D F is a darn good grading
system which hasn't been bettered."



Table 4.3.--Cross tabulation of teacher rankings of the A B C D F method and the orientation of
their rationale for assigning a particular rank.

Teacher Student-
Student- Student- Teacher- Row
Rgngiggg gf Student Teacher Parent Parent Teacher Parent ngﬁgﬁz- Other Total
1 n 53 134 20 26 10 3 13 16 275
% na 28.0 4,2 5.4 2.1 .b 2.7 3.3 57.4
2 n 7 37 4 4 3 0 2 7 64
% 1.5 7.7 .B .8 .6 0 .4 1.5 13.4
3 n 10 24 1 2 4 1 2 4 48
4 2.1 5.0 .2 .4 .8 .2 .4 .8 10.0
4 n 10 18 1 1 0 ] 0 7 38
% 2.1 3.8 .2 .2 0 .2 0 1.5 7.9
5 n 3 10 1 1 2 0 0 3 20
% .6 Z2.1 2 .2 .4 0 0 .6 4.2
6 n 2 10 0 0 2 0 1 1 16
% .4 2.1 0 0 4 0 .2 .2 3.3
vi n 3 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 7
4 .6 .6 0 .2 0 0 0 0 1.5
8 n 5 4 0 0 1 0 1 0 11
% 1.0 .8 0 0 2 0 .2 0 2.3
Column n 93 240 27 35 22 5 19 38 479
Total % 19.4 50.1 5.6 7.3 4.6 1.0 4.0 7.9 100.0

Raw Chi Square = 49.318 56 Degrees of Freedom Significance = .7240 Alpha = .05

til
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that 57.4 percent, or 275, of the teachers gave A B C D F thefir highest
rank. Of these, 134 gave teacher-orfiented rationale for their choice.
The number of teachers who favor A B C D F for student-orfiented reasons

drops rather sharply to 53.

Research Question 4: 1f middle school administrators do,

or do not, prefer the use of one of the selected alternatfves over the

use of A B C D F, why does this preference exist?

Findings.--With such a small sample of administrators and
eight categories that might be listed as rationale for selecting
parent conferences as the most preferred reporting method, it is not
practical to test for significance at any level of alpha that would
be meaningful. Instead, Table 4.4 does illustrate trends of admin-
istrator choices. Of the 13 administrators who ranked parent confer-
ences as their first choice, orientation of their rationale is fairly
evenly divided among the possible reasons. Most of the administra-
tors considered needs of parents in some way for their reason for
preferring parent conferences.

No one rated parent conferences lower than fifth choice,

and only one administrator rated this method lower than fourth.

Chi Square Analysis

Research Question 5: To what extent does a relationship

exist between the teacher's preference for a particular form of
reporting and the teacher's: (1) sex, (2) years of experience,
(3) degree(s) held, (4) grade level teacher was trained to teach,

(5) school status?



Table 4.4.--Administrator rankings of parent conference reporting and the orientation of their
rationale for assigning a particular rank.

Administrator Student-
Rag:;ggz of Student Teacher Parent S;gg:ﬂt' ?::gﬁ::’ Tg:ggﬁ:’ Teacher- Other ng:]
Conferences Parent
: n 2 2 2 2 0 3 1 13
4 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.1 0 7.8 2.6 2.6 33.4
2 n 1 0 2 2 0 2 0 2 9
4 2.6 0 5.1 5.1 0 5.1 0 5.1 23.0
3 n 1 2 0 3 0 2 0 2 10
Z 2.6 5.1 0 7.7 0 5.1 0 5.1 25.6
4 n 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 1 6
% 5.1 0 0 5.1 0 2.6 0 2.6 15.4
5 n o0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
% 0 0 0 2.6 0 0 0 0 2.6
Column n 6 4 4 10 0 8 1 6 39
Total % 15.4 10.2 10.2 25.6 0 20.6 2.6 15.4 100.0

N=239

Lt
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Findings.--Table 4.5 shows the results of using the Chi Square
test of association to test a significant relationship between sex
and each of the eight reporting methods. Since none of the Chi
Square tests for association between sex and each of the eight methods
is significant at .001, it can be concluded that the teacher's sex
does not have a significant relationship to expressed preference or

attitude toward any of the eight reporting methods.

Table 4.5.--Relationship between teacher sex and evaluation and
reporting preferences.

Chi Square Significant Levels of

Variables Test df the Chi Square Test
Sex and Blanket Grading 6.785 6 .3412
Sex and Check List 5.824 6 .4432
Sex and Credit-No Credit 3.694 6 .7180
Sex and Grades (ABC D F) 7.236 6 .2996
Sex and Narratives 17.380 6 .0080
Sex and Parent Conferences 4.668 6 .5870
Sex and Pass-Fail 6.163 6 .4052
Sex and Self-Evaluation 10.869 6 .0924

Alpha = .001 N = 480

Findings.--Years of experience is a significant factor in
teacher attitude toward blanket grading, as can be seen in Table 4.6.
However, experience was not a significant factor affecting the

expressed attitude of teachers toward check list, credit-no credit,
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grades (A B C D F), narratives, parent conferences, pass-fail, and

self-evaluation.

Table 4.6.--Relationship between teacher experience and evaluation and
reporting preferences.

Chi Square Significant Levels of

Variables Test df the Chi Square Test

Experience and

Blanket Grading 100.556 42 - .0000*
Experience and

Check List 47.076 42 .2726
Experience and

Credit-No Credit 43.811 42 . 3946
Experience and Grades 54.572 42 .0925
Experience and Narratives 55.723 42 .0763
Experience and

Parent Conferences 42.933 42 431
Experience and Pass-Fail 36.231 42 7214
Experience and

Self-Evaluation 41.619 42 .4876
Alpha = .001 N = 480

*Significant.

In finding experience as a significant variable, Table 4.7
further i1lustrates that the youngef teachers are less likely to look
upon blanket grading with disfavor. Twenty-nine teachers in the cate-
gory of 20 years or less rated blanket grading no lower than fourth
choice. No one in the 31 year or over category rated blanket grading

higher than seventh choice. However, the researcher recognizes that



Table 4.7.--Relationship between teacher preference for blanket grading and years of experience.

Years of First Second Third Fourth Fifth Sixth Seventh Eighth Row
Experience Choice Choice Choice Choice Choice Choice Choice Choice  Total
] n 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 3 6

% 0 0 .2 0 0 0 4 .6 1.2
1- 5 n 0 0 3 8 14 19 32 103 179
z 0 0 .6 1.7 2.9 4.0 6.7 21.5 37.3
6-10 n 1 0 4 5 10 12 21 108 161
% .2 0 .8 1.0 2.1 2.5 4.4 22.5 33.5
n 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 4
n-20 g 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 8
21-30 n 3 2 0 3 8 8 18 77 119
- % .6 4 0 .6 1.7 1.7 3.7 16.0 24.8
n 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
31-40 T 0 0 0 0 0 0 .2 0 2
41+ n 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 7 10
% 0 0 0 0 0 0 .6 1.5 2.1
Column n 5 3 8 16 33 39 77 299 480
Total A 1.0 .6 1.7 3.3 6.9 8.1 16.0 62.3 100.0
Raw Chi Square = 100.555 42 Degrees of Freedom Significance = .0000 Alpha = .001

N = 480

6Ll
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only 22 teachers are represented in the "over 30" group, and even a
sizable majority of the younger teachers rated blanket grading very

Tow.

Findings.-~The results of the Chi Square test of assocfation
to test the significance between the teachers' highest degree and
their reporting method preferences are shown in Table 4.8. None of
the Chi Square tests is significant at .001. Therefore, it is con-
cluded that the teachers' college degree has no relationship to
their expressed preference or attitude toward any of the eight report-

ing methods.

Table 4.8.--Relationship between teachers' highest degree and
reporting preferences.

Chi Square Significant Levels of
Variables Test df  “the Chi Square Test

Degree and Blanket Grading 18.306 28 .9182
Degree and Check List 24.889 28 .6339
Degree and Credit-No Credit 26.238 28 .5599
Degree and Grades 32.850 28 .2413
Degree and Narratives 29.006 28 4122
Degree and Parent

Conferences 35.675 28 L1511
Degree and Pass-Fail 21.938 28 .7841
Degree and Self-Evaluation 38.434 28 .0905

Alpha = .001]
N = 45]) (some teachers did not respond to the question, and a few
others responded incorrectly)
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Findings.-~Table 4.9 shows the results of using the Chi

Square test of association to test for a significant relationship

between the teachers' undergfaduate teacher training and their rank-

ings of the eight reporting methods.

None of the Chi Square tests

is significant at .001. Therefore, it can be concluded that the

teacher's undergraduate teacher trainfng does not have a signfficant

relatifonship to expressed preference or attitude toward any of the

eight reporting methods.

Table 4.9.--Relationship between teacher undergraduate training and
reporting preferences.

Chi Square Significant Levels of
Variables Test df  “the Chi Square Test

Training and Blanket Grading 153.086 147 .3518
Training and Check List 143.804 147 .5629
Training and Credit-No Credit 136.373 147 .7265
Training and Grades (ABCD F) 124.414 147 .9104
Training and Narratives 182.128 147 .0245
Training and Parent

Conferences 163.712 147 1647
Training and Pass-Fail 135.997 147 .7340
Training and Self-Evaluation 140.914 147 629N

Alpha = .001 N = 478

Findings.--School status was not a significant factor affect-

ing expressed teacher attitudes toward any of the eight reporting

methods considered. To amplify this point, as was found in testing

the first hypothesis of Research Question 1, teachers clearly
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preferred letter grades over all of the seven alternative methods
considered, and this preference was indicated by teachers from high
middle schools as well as low middle schools. Table 4.10 illustrates
the lack of significance in the relationship between school status

and reporting preferences.

Table 4.10.--Relationship between school status and teacher evaluation
and reporting preferences.

Chi Square Significant Levels of
df

Variables Test the Chi Square Test

School Status and Blanket

Grading 6.351 6 . 3851
School Status and Check List 8.797 6 .1853
School Status and Credit-
School Status and Grades 6.193 6 .4020
School Status and Narratives 8.070 6 .2330
School Status and Parent

Conferences 1.942 6 .9250
School Status and Pass-Fail 5.631 6 .4657
School Status and Self- .

Evaluation 2.610 6 .8559
Alpha = .001 N = 480

Research Question 6: To what extent does a relationship

exist between the administrator's preference for a particular form
of reporting and the administrator's: (1) sex, (2) years of experi-
ence, (3) degree(s) held, (4) grade level administrator was trained

to teach, (5) school status?
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Findings.--Table 4.11 shows the results of using the Chi
Square test of assocfation to test a significant relationship between
sex and each of the eight reporting methods. Since none of the Chi
Square tests for association between sex and each of the eight methods
is significant at .001, it can be concluded that the administrator's
sex does not have a significant relationship to expressed preference

or attitude toward any of the eight reporting methods.

Table 4.11.--Relationship between administrator sex and evaluation and
reporting preferences.

Chi Square df Significant Levels of

Variables Test the Chi Square Test

Sex and Blanket Grading 6.825 5 .2340
Sex and Check List 3.877 5 .5673
Sex and Credit-No Credit 12.667 6 .0486
Sex and Grades 4.234 6 .6450
Sex and Narratives 4,330 5 .5029
Sex and Parent Conferences 4.222 4 .3767
Sex and Pass-Fail 6.045 6 .4182
Sex and Self-Evaluation 4,868 6 .5608
Alpha = .001 N=39

Findings: Years of experience is not a significant factbr
affecting an administrator's preference for any of the eight report-
ing methods. When examining each of the cross tabulations that were
conducted to develop Table 4.12, it was found that experience and

reporting preference was correlated closest with letter grades, but
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even so, it is not significant at .001. In that case, 14 of the
adminfistrators in the 21-30 year group selected grades as their

first choice of the eight methods.

Table 4.12.--Relationship between admin{strator experience and
evaluation and reporting preferences.

Chi Square Significant Levels of

Variables Test df the Chi Square Test
Experience and Blanket

Grading 16.021 20 .7153
Experience and Check List 19,379 20 .4973
Experience and Credit-

No Credit 19.175 24 .7426
Experience and Grades 34.653 24 .0737
Experience and Narratives 9.330 20 .9788
Experience and Parent

Conferences 9,388 16 .8966
Experience and Pass-Fail 18.777 24 .7637
Experience and Self-

Evaluation 23.749 24 .4760
Alpha = .001 N= 39

Findings.--The results of the Chi Square test of association
to test the significance between the administrators' highest degree
and their reporting method preferences are shown in Table 4.13.

None of the Chi Square tests is significant at .001. Therefore, it
is concluded ‘that the administrators' college degree has no relation-
ship to their expressed preference or attitude toward any of the eight

reporting methods.
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Table 4.13.--Relationship between the administrators' highest degree
and reporting preferences.

Chi Square Significant Levels of

Variables Test df the Chi Square Test
Degree and Blanket Grading 20.144 15 . 1665
Degree and Check List 15.215 18 .6472
Degree and Credit-No Credit 23.401 15 .0760
Degree and Grades 42.084 21 .0041
Degree and Narratives 19.294 18 .3739
Degree and Parent Conferences 7.333 15 .9478
Degree and Pass-Fajl 13.591 21 .8865
Degree and Self-Evaluation 25.918 21 .2096

Alpha = .00] N = 37

_ Findings.-~-Table 4.14 shows the results of using the Chi
Square test of association to test for a significant relationship
between the administrators' undergraduate teacher training and their
rankings of the eight reporting methods. None of the Chi Square
tests is significant at .001. Therefore, it can be concluded that
the administrators' undergraduate teacher training does not have a
significant relationship to expressed preference or attitude toward

any of the eight reporting methods.
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Table 4.14.--Relationship between administrator undergraduate training
and reporting preferences.

Chi Square Significant Levels of

Variables Test df  “the chi Square Test
Training and Blanket Grading 35.937 50 .9328
Training and Check List 47.280 60 .8836
Training andCredit-No

Credit 66.144 60 .2732
Training and Grades 101.205 70 .0074
Training and Narratives 48.418 60 .8582
Training and Parent

Conferences 32.460 50 .9742
Training and Pass-Fail 48.902 70 9713
Training and Self-Evaluation 68.060 70 .5488
Alpha = ,001 N =39

Findings.--School status was not a significant factor affect-
ing expressed administrator attitudes toward any of the eight report-
ing methods considered. The manner {in which administrators as a
group expressed their attitudes toward letter grades in comparison
to the seven alternative methods considered in this study was not
affected by whether they are employed in a high middle school or a
low middle school. Table 4.15 illustrates the lack of significance

in the relationship between school status and reporting preference.



127

Table 4.15.-~Relationship between school status and administrator
evaluation and reporting preferences.

Chi Square df Significant Levels of

Variables Test the Chi Square Test
School Status and Blanket

Grading 6.087 5 .2978
School Status and Check List 3.792 5 .5797
School Status and Credit-

No Credit 5.344 6 .5005
School Status and Grades 9.626 6 1413
School Status and Narratives 4.744 5 .4479
School Status and Parent

Conferences 2.068 4 .7232
School Status and Pass~-Fail 2.428 6 .B764
School Status and Self-

Evaluation 5.780 b .44B3
Alpha = .001 N =39

Results of Rank Ordering

Research Question 7: To what extent do the teachers and

administrators differ, or have similarities, in their attitudes toward

a particular form of progress reporting?

Findings.--Table 4.16 reports means, standard deviations,
and rank ordering, or order of preference, of each of the eight
reporting methods for teachers and administrators. All responses in
Table 4.16 are taken from item 49 of the questionnaire, which asks
respondents to rank each of the eight methods in order of preference
with a ranking of 1 being their first choice and a ranking of 8 being

their last choice. Ranking was based on means, and the mean rankings



Table 4.16.~-Means and standard deviations of ranking of eight reporting methods by teachers and

administrators.
Reporting Method
Credit- Parent Self
gl:gzgt E?ggk No Grades ¥g:;g' Confer- Eg??' Evalua-
Credit ences tion
X  6.151 2.614 4.155 1.157 2.490 2.174 4,384 4.752
Teachers S.D. 1.433 1.701  1.624 1.756 1.959 1.834 1.660 1.934
Ranking 8 4 5 1 3 2 6 7
X 6.184 2.500 4,579 1.579 2.342 1.500 4,947 4.237
Administrators S.D. 1.353 1.538  1.621 1.840 1.713 1.751 1.659 1.822
Ranking 8 4 6 2 3 1 7 5

N = 484 teachers, 38 administrators

Rank 1 = most preferred; Rank 8 = least preferred

g2l
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can be interpreted as indicating that the lowest mean score is the
highest-ranking method. Thus, the ranking can be interpreted as
indfcating that most of the teachers, and administrators, found
blanket grading to be their last choice of the eight reporting methods
considered in this study.

Standard deviation in Table 4.16 indicates degree of agree-~
ment {n ranking the eight methods on the part of the teacher and
administrator groups. The smaller the standard deviation, the better
the agreement about the rank of each method of the particular group.
For example, in selecting grades as the first choice of the eight
reporting methods, the teacher group has a standard deviation of 1.756,
and it indicates a reasonable degree of agreement among the teachers
in selecting grades as their first choice. The highest standard
deviation was 1.959 for narratives as the third choice of reporting
methods, which would indicate that more teachers had disagreements on
that selection than they did with the last choice of blanket grades.
The standard deviation of 1.433 and mean score of 5.151 would indicate
that blanket grading was easily the last choice by the majority of the
484 teachers.

In examining the administrator group, there was slightly more
agreement within the group in their rankings than there was with the
teacher group. The largest standard deviation was 1.840 in selecting
A BCDF as their second choice. The standard deviations for the
first three choices, 1.751, 1.840, and 1.713 for parent conferences,

grades, and narratives respectively would indicate limited mixture on



130

the part of administrators in making their first three selections.

As with teachers, the lowest standard deviation was 1.353 for blanket
grades, which indicates a reasonably high majority of the administra-
tors selected it as their last choice.

The standard deviation in the teacher group and the adminis-
trator group in ranking the eight methods ranges from 1.433 to 1.959
and from 1.353 to 1.840, respectively. These two ranges are not wide,
and they are very close in their low magnitudes. Thus, the standard
deviations of each of the eight methods indicate a reasonably united
feeling among the teacher group and the administrator group as to
their rankings.

While the standard deviations indicate general agreement in
ranking methods by teacher and administrator groups, it is approp-
riate to test the significance of the differences in rankings by
utilizing the Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient test (Spearman
Rho).

Table 4.17 shows a side~-by-side comparison of the teacher and
administrator rankings of the eight methods. The Spearman Rho test

is conducted thus:

N
1=6Ldi?

= 1-1 = - 'ﬂgl = - 48 = - =

This result is significant at .01 since .9048 exceeds the

2

tabled value of .833 for this test.”™ It can be concluded that there

2Sidney Siegel, Nonparametric Statistics for the Behavioral
Sciences (New York: McGraw-Hi1l Book Co., 1956), p. 284.
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is no sfgnificant difference in the attitudes of teachers and admin-
{strators as demonstrated by their rankings of the eight reporting

methods.

Table 4.17.--Comparison of teacher and administrator ranking of
eight reporting methods.

Teacher Administrator

Reporting Method Ranking Ranking

E1 Blanket Grading

E2 Check List

E3 Credit-No Credit
E4 Grades (ABCDF)
ES Narratives

E6 Parent Conferences
E7 Pass-Fail

E8 Self-Evaluation

-~ O N W -0 D
"N N ~ W Ny b

N = 48B4 teachers, 38 administrators

Consistency of the Responses

While there is no way to be certain that respondents are
expressing their true attitudes when responding to items on an atti-
tudinal questionnaire, it is possible to determine if the responses
are consistent. Items 1 through 40 on the instrument ask the respon-
dent to either strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree.
Table 4.18 lists the items which speak to each of the eight reporting
methods in either a positive or negative statement. Item 25 is a

positive statement about blanket grading: "Blanket grading is
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challenging to kids because it puts them on their honor." Item 33 is
also positive: "I 1ike blanket grading because ft takes pressure
off kids." If the respondent expresses a favorable attitude toward
either one of these statements, it is expected that he/she will also
express a favorable response for the other item. Or, conversely, if
they disagree with one of the statements it is expected that they
would disagree with both of them.

Item two is a negative statement about blanket grading: "The
blanket grading method is something I really don't care for," and
this statement is compared with item 25, which was shown above to be
positive. Therefore, if the respondent agrees with item two, 1t is
expected that he/she would disagree with item 25. Table 4.18 lists
all the questionnaire items that were matched against each other for
expected agreement or disagreement to determine consistency of
responses. Using the Chi Square Test with aipha = .001, it is found
that respondents were significantly consistent on all comparative

answers,

Summary of Findings

The findings of the study are summarized by the following 17
statements:

1. ABCDF is the reporting method most preferred by
middle school teachers, followed in order of preference by parent
conferences, narratives, check 1ist, self-evaluation, credit-no

credit, pass-fail, and blanket grading.
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Table 4,18.--Cross tabulation of positive and negative questionnaire
items to test consistency of attitudinal responses
toward grading and reporting methods.

Cross Tabulation of Chi Square df Significance of

Questionnaire Items Test Chi Square Test
425 433 250.619 16 .000
-2 425 94.228 16 ,000
Blanket -21 433 137.055 16 .000
Grading 21 425 135.763 16 .000
-2 21 218.849 16 .000
-2 433 180.994 16 .000
-4 436 N4.021 16 .000
-4 417 109.494 16 .000
Check List -4 12 167.099 16 .000
S12 436 93.045 16 .000
-2 47 102.891 16 .000
H17 436 351.106 16 .000
237 428 183.139 16 .000
.37 -13 274.961 16 .000
credit- 19 +28 90.474 16 .000
219 -13 147.660 16 .000
-13 +28 285.284 16 .000
+8  +16 297.476 15 .000
+16  +31 322.737 12 ,000
+8  43] 207.674 20 ,000
Grades +38 431 251.581 16 .000
+8 438 288.895 20 .000

+16 +38 216.904 12 .000
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Table 4.18.--Continued.

Cross Tabulation of Chi Square df Significance of

Questionnaire Items Test Chi Square Test
-27 439 120.875 16 .000
-27 418 115,966 16 .000
=27 -1 136.771 16 .000
Narratives -7 +39 306.172 16 .000
-7 418 153.037 16 .000
+18 439 205.850 16 .000
-5 440 216.164 12 .000
-5 423 168. 381 16 .000
Parent
Conferences -5 -14 240.844 16 .000
-14 +40 244.950 12 .000
-14 423 169.116 16 .000
+3 +35 54,987 20 .000
<29 +3 87.315 20 .000
-29 +35 123.560 16 .000
Pass-Fail 11 -29 120.123 16 .000
=11 + 3 158.207 20 .000
-1 +35 39.842 16 .000
-20 426 109.836 16 .000
se1f =20 +34 291.097 16 .000
el f-
Evaluation -20 -9 146.494 16 .000
-9 426 76.176 16 .000
-9 +34 79.665 16 .000
+26 +34 213.552 16 .000
Alpha = .001 N = 519

+ indicates positive items; - indicates negative items
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2. Parent conference reporting is the method most preferred
by middle schoo) administrators, followed in order of preference by
grades, narratives, check 1ist, self-evaluation, credit-ﬁo credit,
pass-fail, and blanket grading.

3. While middle school administrators selected parent con-
ferences as most preferred and middle school teachers selected grades
as most preferred, there is no statistically significant difference
in their rahkings of the eight methods by the two groups.

4. It was in the interests of teachers that A B C D F was
selected as the most preferred method by middle school teachers. Of
the 275 teachers who selected A B C D F as their first choice, 134
offered teacher-oriented rationale as the reason.

5. Parent-oriented responses were most often offered by
administrators in selecting parent conferences as their most preferred
reporting method. However, the small sample of 39 administrators were
fairly evenly divided among the possible responses to the question.

6. The sex of a middle school teacher is not a significant
factor in their expressed attitude toward any of the eight reporting
methods considered,

7. Years of experience is a significant factor affecting a
teacher's attitude toward blanket grading. Younger teachers are
less likely to look upon blanket grading with disfavor.

8. Years of experience is not a significant factor affecting
a middle school teacher's attitude toward check 1ist, credit-no
credit, grades, narratives, parent conference, pass-fail, or self-

evaluation.
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9. Degree held by middle school teachers is not a significant
factor affecting their attitude toward any of the eight reporting
methods considered.

10. Level of teacher training {elementary, middle school,
Junior high school, high school, higher education) of middle school
teachers is not a significant factor affecting their attitude toward
any of the eight reporting methods considered.

11. No significant difference can be detected between attitudes
of teachers employed in high middle schools as compared with attitudes
of teachers employed in low middle schools. School status is not a
significant factor affecting the attitude of middle school teachers
toward the efight reporting methods.

12. The sex of middle school administrators is not a signifi-
cant variable affecting their attitude toward any of the eight report-
ing methods.

13. No significant difference can be detected in the attitudes
of middle school administrators toward any of the eight reporting
methods when compared with their years of experience as educators.

14. The highest degree held by the middle school administra-
tors is not a significant factor affecting their attitude toward any
of the eight reporting methods.

15. The undergraduate teacher training of the middle school
administrators is not a significant factor affecting their attitude
toward any of the eight reporting methods.

16. No significant difference can be detected between atti-

tudes of administrators employed in high middle schools as compared
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with attitudes of administrators employed in low middle schools.

School status is not a significant factor affecting the attftude

of middle school administrators toward any of the eight reporting
methods.

17. There s no significant difference between the over-al)
rankings of the efght reporting methods in order of preference by
the middle school teachers as compared to the over-all rankings by
the middle school administrators. While teachers ranked grades as
first choice and administrators ranked parent conferences as first

choice, the over-all rankings between the two groups are very similar.



CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a brief restatement
of the purpose of the study, research procedures, and concliusions
derived from statistical analysis. The researcher will utilize the

final section to make recommendations for further study.

Rationale for the Study

The arguments for and against letter grades in evaluating and
reporting student achievement have gone on for many years, as can be
seen in the review of literature where articles from the 19305 were
cited. In reviewing the literature, the researcher found more writers
against letter grades than in favor of them, yet the practice of
using letter grades has persisted, particularly in secondary schools.
Since there are other methods available, it seems appropriate to
study the attitudes of educators toward A B C D F as compared to
selected alternative reporting methods.

A study of attitudes of elementary school teachers and admin-
jstrators toward selected reporting methods was conducted by Scharffe
in 1977, but such a study had not previously been done at the secon-
dary level. The target population of the current study is the

teachers and administrators in Michigan public middle schools with

138
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grades six, seven, and eight. It is particularly appropriate to study
attitudes of educators at this level since the true middle school
concept includes an evaluation and reporting philosophy which provides
student evaluation which will be personal and positive in nature,
including student self-assessment with frequent student-teacher-parent
conferences. And, it is appropriate to compare the attitude of middle
school educators with elementary school educators as described in the

Scharffe study.

Summary of Methodology

The intent of the researcher was to replicate the Scharffe
study and determine the attitudes of teachers énd administrators at
the middle school level. A survey was used to determine the middle
school educators' attitudes toward A B C D F when compared with seven
alternative reporting methods, which were blanket grading, check
1ists, credit-no credit, narratives, pass-fail, parent conferences,
and self-evaluation. The following demographic varjables were also
considered: (1) sex, (2) degree(s) held, (3) years of experience,

(4) grade level educator was trained to teach, and (5) school status.

Objectives
Knowing the results of the Scharffe study, it was the

researcher's objective to determine whether middle school educators
would share the attitudes of elementary educators toward ABCD F.
The elementary educators ranked parent conferences as their first

choice of the eight methods considered, and they ranked ABC D F as
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their second choice. To determine the attitudes of middle school
teachers and administrators, the following research questions were
developed:

Research Question 1: Do middle school teachers in Michigan

prefer the use of A B C D F reporting over the use of selected alter-
native forms of reporting?

1. Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward
RIgnEeE grading is the same as their attitude toward
F.

2. Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward
check 1ist reporting is the same as their attitude
toward ABCDF.

3. Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward
credit-no credit reporting is the same as their attitude
toward A B C D F.

4., Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward
Ra;rgt;vg reporting is the same as their attitude toward

5. Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward
Ragegtocgnferences is the same as their attitude toward

6. Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward
Ra;sefgig reporting is the same as their attitude toward

7. Ho: The attitude of middle school teachers toward
ie;fae;a;uation js the same as their attitude toward

Research Question 2: Do middie school administrators in

Michigan prefer the use of A B C D F reporting over the use of selected
alternative forms of reporting?
1. Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward

ngnéeg grading is the same as their attitude toward
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2. Ho: The attitude of middie school administrators toward
ghgcg 31§t reporting is the same as their attitude toward

3. Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward
cradit-no credit reporting is the same as their attitude
toward AB C D F.

4. Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward
Rarrative reporting is the same as their attitude toward
BCDF.

5. Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward
Ra;egtncgnferences is the same as their attitude toward

6. Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward
Ra;sef31; reporting is the same as their attitude toward

7. Ho: The attitude of middle school administrators toward
self-evaluation reporting is the same as their attitude
toward ABCDF.

Research Question 3: If middle school teachers do, or do not,

prefer the use of one of the selected alternatives over the use of
ABCDF, why does this preference exist?

Research Question 4: If middle school administrators do, or
do not, prefer the use of one of the selected alternatives over the
use of A B C D F, why does this preference exist?

Research Question 5: To what extent does a relationship exist

between the teacher's preference for a particular form of reporting
and the teacher's: (1) sex, (2) years of experience, (3) degree(s)
held, (4) grade level teacher was trained to teach, and (5) school
status?

Research Question 6: To what extent does a relationship exist

between the administrator's preference for a particular form of
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reporting and the administrator's: (1) sex, (2) years of experience,
(3) degree(s) held, (4) grade level administrator was trained to
teach, and {5) school status?

Research Question 7: To what extent do the teachers and

administrators differ, or have similarities, in their attitudes

toward a particular form of progress reporting?

Sample
A sample of 160 middle schools was randomly seltected from the

total population of 235 middle schools in Michigan during the 1977-1978
school year. A middle school jdentification questjonnaire was sent to
principals of the schools to determine the level of implementation of
middle school practices in each building and to ask for a commitment
from schools to participate in the final stage of the study. One
hundred twenty-one schools responded and 50 offered to participate
further in the study. This total group was divided into four levels
of middle school implementation, and it was determined to include the
top 25 percent and the bottom 25 percent in order to compare the
results of the high middle schools with the low middle schools. The
middle 50 percent was eliminated.

The 15 high middle schools and 15 low middle schools produced
a sample of 910 teachers and 64 administrators. Of the 30 schools
that agreed to participate, 25 returned the packets of questionnaires;
however, not all teachers in the schools responded. Of the total of

910 potential teacher respondents, 484, or 53 percent, returned a
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questionnaire to their building principal. Thirty-nine of the 64

administrators returned a questionnafre.

Data Collectfon

The final questionnaire was an instrument of 53 {tems,
originally developed and validated by Scharffe to study elementary
educators' attitudes toward reporting methods, and was revised where
necessary to meet the needs of the middle school study.

Of the 53 items, 40 were statements about the eight reporting
methods considered requiring respondents to select their level of
agreement or disagreement from a four-point Likert scale. Eight items
were open-ended questions to explore respondents' reasons for agreeing
or disagreeing with some of the first 40 statements. One item required
respondents to rank the eight reporting methods from 1 through 8, with
1 being most preferred and 8 being least preferred, and five jtems
asked for demographic data such as sex, experience, degrees held, and
undergraduate training of the respondent. It was estimated that the

entire questionnaire could be completed in approximately 20 minutes.

Data Analysis

Data were programmed and analyzed through the use of the SPSS
statistical computer package available for use in the Michigan State
University CDC 6000 computer. Analysis of variance for repeated
measure data was used for Research Questions 1 and 2 using subject
as unit of analysis. Questions 3, 4, 5, and 6 were analyzed by cross

tabulation using chi square test of homogeneity and chi square
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independency. Question 7 was answered by descriptive information

about the means and variance by rank ordering.

Limjtations

One of the limitations of the study i1s the small sample size
of administrators (39). Most schools in the survey had only one
administrator and only one or two schools had more than two adminis-
trators. While the researcher takes comfort in the reliability of
the findings based on responses of 484 teachers, hindsight suggests
that perhaps the administrator portion of the study might better have
been designed to cover many more individuals in additional schools.

Another limiation of the study is evidenced by the wide
variety of responses to item 53 of the questionnaire dealing with the
grade level the respondents aré traine& to teach. Michigan School

Code]

permits both elementary and secondary certificated personnel to
teach seventh and eighth grade subjects. Consequently, only 30, or
6.5 percent, of the respondents were actually trafned to teach in the
middle school according to their responses to item 53.

While the directions on the questionnaire clearly instructed
the respondents to complete all items, this was not always carried
out. Therefore, the value of N is not the same for each set of data.
These differences are not critical to the over-all findings, however,
since some of the different sections of the questionnaire are indepen-

dent of one another.

]State of Michigan General School Laws, prepared by the
Legislative Service Bureau for the State Board of Education, 1973,
R 390.1101, p. 742.
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Conclusions

The A B C D F reporting method was the first choice of the
efght methods considered by teachers as a group. It {s concluded
that this method is still held in the highest esteem by the middle
school teachers who participated in this study. As can be seen in
one of the later conclusions in this chapter, most teachers gave
teacher-oriented reasons for making this choice. While it would be
impossible to 1ist all the various open-ended responses given in
section two of the questionnaire, there seemed to be an overwhelming
number of individuals who agreed that YA B C D F is a darmn good grading
system which hasn't been bettered" for purely mechanical reasons. Many
teachers indicated it was the only method that could be used with as
many as 150 students; anything else would be too time consuming and
would involve far too much work. Another point frequently made by
teachers and administrators alike is the belief that the ABCDF
method is understood by everyone concerned. They beljeve an Aor a C
on a report card will have a definite meaning to the student, teacher,
parent, and employer, and any change from this tradition would involve
additional work, and at the least, confuse those who make use of
student evaluation reports. These are the rationale frequently
offered by the respondents, but the researcher feels there may be
another unstated reason for the lack of favor found in some of the
alternatives to AB C D F, in that there may be some degree of fear
of the unknown. Users believe they know about grades, understand
grades, and any departure from this system would merely be change for

the sake of change.,
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Parent conference reporting was the second choice of middle
school teachers, which leads the researcher to the conclusfon that
even though the method was selected as second choice, teachers feel
it is important to maintain a teacher-parent contact, regardless of
what system of recorded written reporting might be utilized. This
should be an encouraging finding for tﬁe middle school advocate, in
that parent-teacher-student conferences are an integral part of the
established middle school philosophy. However, parent conferences
are also time-consuming, involve a great deal of planning, usually
require teachers to work beyond the normal teaching day to accommo-
date working parents, and the result of the conferences is difficult
to summarize in permanent record form. These factors are all in
direct contrast to the reasons often stated for preferring the sim-
plistic A B C D F method. Again, while it is impossible to 1ist every
open-ended response offered in support of parent conferences, such
comments as "I have found them useful through tenth grade," "valuable
at all levels,” "they can give insight to a child's problems," and
"parent conferences allow the teacher and parent a greater insight
into the student's development” were commonly offered by the respon-
dents.

While the researcher found it somewhat surprising that middle
school teachers would favor two methods so highly that are quite oppo-
site as far as middle school philosophy is concerned, second thought
indicates the outcome might well be expected. Familiarity with the
two methods might well have been highly influential. Since there is
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no middle school certification requirement in Michigan, the middle
school faculties are made up of combinations of secondary- and
elementary-trained teachers. The researcher knows of no elementary
school that does not now practice parent-teacher conferences, at
least through the early grades, and it i{s quite possible that this
training and experience has had a strong influence on the reporting
preferences of this group of elementary-trained middle school teach-
ers. Further, even the secondary-trained middle school teachers are
somewhat familfar with the parent conference reporting method either
as parents or students themselves, at least to the degree that there
would not be a fear of the unknown.

Harrative reporting and check 1ists were ranked third and
fourth by teachers; therefore it is concluded that these methods are
seen as being somewhat worthy of consideration. Again, while the
middle school advocate may be disappointed that these methods ranked
only third and fourth, another review of Table 4.1 is somewhat encour-
aging. The magnjtude of the contrast difference for narrative report-
ing was only 1.333 and the magnitude of the contrast difference for
check 1ist reporting was only 1.457. These figures compare favorably
with the magnitude of 1.017 for parent conferences. Even though
A B C D F was clearly favored over all these methods, parent confer-
ences, narratives, and check 1ists were not that far behind. But
again, teachers seem to perceive narratives as being a great deal of
work. Common comments offered included "it is impossible with 33 stu-

dents per class per hour," "they may be good but they're impractical
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when dealing with over 300 students," "forget it; too many students--
time counts." On the positive side, "narratives would allow a much
more personalized evaluation," "narratives are very direct and to

the point," "written reports can explain differences."

As for check 1ist reporting, some of the negative rationale
offered included "it has been grossly over-used and misused," "{t
does not explain if the student did well on the objective or just
barely made it," "check liﬁts are impersonal and make blanket state-
ments." From the positive side, "if properly done could have value,"
"it is more helpful than a letter grade in letting a student and
his/her parents know where they stand."

As can be seen on the last page of the Middle School Practices
Questionnaire, Appendix B, the question was asked of administrators,
"Reporting system most commonly used in your building?" Of all the
responses received, not one administrator listed either written nar-
ratives of check 1ist reporting. Either of these methods would be a
significant departure from present middle school practices, even
though it is possible to computerize narrative reports in such a way
that combinations of appropriate comments can be selected to describe,
in complete sentences, the progress of the student without sounding
cold, unfeeling, or “canned." The researcher has seen such reports
and found them to be thorough and quite personal in nature. And, as
is an important consideration for all teachers concerned, such com-
puterized reports involve a minimum of time for preparation on the

part of the teacher. As for check 1ists, this system has been used
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in the military for many years, and variations of the check list are
frequently used in evaluating employee performance in the world of
work. However, teachers see'it as only moderately favorable in
evaluating student performance. It would seem that more experimen-
tation with this system might increase its popularity at the middle
school level {f teachers can be shown that it can report accurately
without overly taxing their time.

Credit-no credit, pass-fail, self-evaluation, and blanket
grades were ranked fifth, sixth, seventh, and eight respectively, and
it is concluded that these methods are held in low esteem by the middle
school teachers. Teachers left 1ittle doubt about their feelings
toward these methods. As can be seen again by reviewing Table 4.1,
the magnitudes of their contrast differences were 2.998, 3.227, 3.959,
and 4.994 respectively. Teachers see these methods as simply too
"far out," and from their comments, it is doubtful that any amount of
persuasion will alter their views. Some typical comments were "Most
of us like rewards. I can't see many students working for credit-
no credit; it doesn't give any indication of the level of ability."
"It [pass-fail] assumes a polarity in educational ability. I don't
think that it exists. There's got to be some in the middle." "It
[self-evaluation] is the whim of the student and how he feels that
day." "Blanket grades are useless." There was minimal support for
credit-no credit and pass-fail, usually for elective courses, but
teachers in support of these two methods even for this purpose were

few and far between. Again, teachers feel the need to communicate



150

some level of qualitative evaluation on student work as well as sort
and rank their students.

While over-all rankings of the methods by administrators did
not vary greatly from the teacher rankings, they did select parent
conferences as most preferred, followed by grades as second choice.
Administrators agreed with teachers in ranking narratives and check
lists as third and fourth choices. Self-evaluation, credit-no
credit, pass-fail, and blanket grades were ranked fifth, sixth,
seventh, and eighth choices. The researcher concludes that adminis-
trators favor the face-to-face conference, accompanied by grades,
as the permanent written device. Perhaps the similarities in adminis-
trator preferences and teacher preferences was to be expected, in
that most administrators are not that far removed from thefr previous
teaching roles. However, the researcher's experience in both roles
leads to some understanding of the reversal in A 8 C D F and parent
conferences as favored by the two groups. So often, perhaps unfor-
tunately, the administrator is contacted in cases of parent disagree-
ment or disapproval of the grade assigned to their child. It is the
administrator who must smooth ruffled feathers, arrange conferences,
provide additional information, and in short, compensate for any
inadequacies in the reporting method being utilized by calling upon
public relations skills. It is not surprising that they would favor
the parent-teacher conference as the initial and dominant reporting
method., With skillful teachers conducting these conferences, confu-

sion and misunderstanding could be reduced to minimal levels.
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While a tally of the reasons offered on the open-ended
questions for selecting A B C D F as the most preferred method revealed
most teachers gave teacher-oriented responses, the Chi Square test of
assoctation found no significant relatfonship between rationale and
the selectifon of AB C D F. And while most administrators offered
parent-oriented reasons for selecting parent conferences as most pre-
ferred, the Chi Square test of assocjation did not find a significant
correlation between the reasons offered and the administrators' selec-
tion.

At this point it is appropriate to compare the rankings of the
eight methods by middle school teachers and administrators with the
rankings of the same methods by elementary teachers and administrators.
According to the Scharffe study, elementary teachers and administrators
selected parent conferences as first choice, A B C D F as second
choice, teachers selected check list as third choice and narratives
as fourth choice while the administrators reversed these two methods,
both groups ranked pass-fail as fifth, self-evaluation as sixth,
credit-no credit as seventh, and blanket grades as eighth choice.

The rankings by elementary educators and the rankings by mid-
dle school educators, as shown in Table 4.17, were tested to determine
the rate of agreement among the four groups by utilizing the coeffi-

cient of concordance (Kendall-W) test. The resulting correlation was

_ 620.87 _
w - 572 0.92-

correlation would be 1.0. To further test the significance of

This can be considered very high, since perfect

W= 0.92, Chi Square was applied and it was found that X2 = 25.76.
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Refé}ring this value to the table of critical values of Chi Square,
it was found that the correlation has a probability of occurrence by
chance of p < .001. It is concluded with considerable assurance that
the agreement among the elementary educators and middle school admin-
istrators in ranking the eight methods is higher than it would be

by chance.

It was found that no significant relationship exists between
sex, degrees held, undergraduate teacher training, or school status
which affected either teachers or administrators in expressing their
attitude toward the eight reporting methods. There was a sigpificant
relationship between experience of teachers and blanket grading, in
that older, more experienced teachers are more likely to look upon
this method with disfavor. However, years of experience had no sig-
nificant effect on their attitudes toward other methods, nor did the
years of experience variable significantly affect the expressed
attitudes of administrators. In considering these findings, several
points need to be considered. First, a variable that was not con-
sidered in the study was one dealing with tradition. It is the
researcher's belief that many educators still tend to teach the same
way they themselves were taught. It is reasonably safe to assume
that most teachers and administrators were "raised" on grades them-
selves as students. They are at least familiar with their use
whereas they are not, as expressed by administrator responses to the
final item on the Middle School Identification Questionnaire, now

practicing any other form of reporting. It is conceivable, in the
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researcher's view, that there might have been some differences in
the findings if more educators in the sample had experienced using
some of the alternative reporting methods.

Another varfable which did not offer the diversity in back-
ground hoped for by the researcher was the undergraduate teacher
training. Almost all respondents in the sample indicated training
in efther elementary or high school levels exclusively, or they checked
combinations of elementary, middle school, junior high school, or high
school. Not one respondent indicated training exclusively at the mid-
dle school level. Even though they are employed in middie schools,
most of the educators at this level received their indoctrination and
in-service in the middle school concepts while on the job. A middle
school advocate would quite naturally assume, at least in the area of
evaluation and reporting, that the indoctrination and in-service pro-
grams have not been successful.

The over-all findings lead to the conclusion that both teach-
ers and administrators are comfortable with grades. However, both
groups might be receptive to some innovative pilot programs involving
more extensive use of parent conferences at the middle school level,
parrative reports, and perhaps check 1ists. Blanket grades, pass-
fail, credit-no credit, and self-evaluation methods would most likely

be met with considerable resistance.

Implications

It is the researcher's candid opinion that the findings of

the current study on middle school teacher and administrator attitudes
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toward A B C D F as compared to seven selected alternative reporting
methods will be surprising to no one. This was not the belief at
the onset of the study, but as the researcher became more and more
engrossed in collecting data and discussing the project with col-
leagues, it became quite apparent that feelings and attitudes are
deeply entrenched, not only in the specific area of evaluation, but
in matters of education in general.

The finding that was most surprising to the researcher, and
most disappointing, was the resulting comparison of attitudes between
high-status middle school staff members and low-status middle school
staff members. Educators in high-implementation middle schools
favored A B C D F as much as educators from low middle schools. This
was not expected. It points out that the middle school philosophy
is not held intact by the practitioners., While most of the 18 middle
school concepts are readily accepted by most educators at all levels,
grade reporting remains to be a very emotional issue. Unless these
attitudes can be changed and more effective, nonthreatening, and open
evaluation methods can be implemented, the middle school dialogue
may be "much ado about nothing." This is a challenge to middle school
advocates, and this researcher is confident that the challenge will
eventually be met.

Change simply for the sake of change would be mere folly, but
on the other hand, improvement of any kind requires change. It seems
that educators, parents, students, employers, and higher education

have been willing to accept change in areas of updated curricula,
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modern school plants with open classrooms, many innovative classroom
teaching techniques, and even, to a lesser degree, busing and inte-
gration, but they are still unwilling to accept change in certain
areas such as evaluation and reporting. The implications of the find-
ings are that educators will continue to label students in a quali-
tative manner, students will continue to pass from one level to the
next with poor grades, and the future will continue to hold a society
of ranked and ordered citizenry of inescapable inequality. The
researcher does not believe such a condition needs to be inevitable
in education or society, at least as far as equality of individual
opportunity for mastery is concerned. It should not be acceptable
for an educational system to produce C and D students who have learned
a little or part of the skills offered over a period of years in
school. With the present grading system there is no way to know which
of the skills were mastered and which skills have been missed. Some
of the alternative reporting methods would speak to these problems by
offering more specific information about skills mastered. HNarra-
tives and check 1ist reporting, for example, have the capability of
outlining very clearly the level of mastery in a given subject. Even
credit-no credit and pass-fail, while they do not outline specific
skills, at least can be interpreted as indicating adequate mastery or
a failure to absorb sufficient skills to be able to utilize the train-
ing in the world of work.

To give examples of the inadequacy of grades in the area of

1ife-role competencies, no one would allow a "D" mechanic to replace
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the brakes on their automobile, no one would allow a "C" or "D"
dentist to repair their teeth. In these and many other life-role
situations mastery has been required before the practitioner was
allowed to practice his/her trade. These are considerations in
evaluation and reporting that require more innovation in education
in general and middle school levels in particular. The evaluation
process must be open, honest, clear, nonthreatening, and provide
specific direction for improvement. Specific direction for improve-

ment, in particular, is not provided by ABC D F.

Recommendations for Further Study

Now that research has been conducted on the attitudes of ele-
mentary and middle school teachers and administrators toward grades
as compared with selected alternative reporting methods, it would be
appropriate to expand on these works for further understanding which
might lead to development of more improved evaluation techniques.
Researchers might consider the following‘questions:

How accurately does the letter grade assess actual achieve-
ment in a given course or unit of study?

Would a time study reflect a significant difference in
teacher-administrator work time between using grades as
compared with alternative methods?

What effect do A B C D F grades have on the self-perception
of students?

What are the attitudes of parents toward A B C D F as com-
pared with selected alternative forms of pupil progress
reporting?

What are the attitudes of employers toward A B C D F as com-
pared with selected alternative forms of pupil progress
reporting?
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What relationship exists between grades earned and Michigan

State Educational Assessment Test results?

There are certatnly many more areas of inquiry that might
be considered in continuing the study of alternative reporting methods.
It seems that grades, while they have only been used for less than 100
years, have become so well entrenched in our educational system that
we seem to have forgotten that other methods were once used. And,
certainly other education systems throughout the world are finding
other methods satisfactory.

Further research may, indeed, show that grades are the most
effective reporting method and "haven't been bettered," but it only
seems logical that this view will remain foremost without hope for

change without more widespread pilot trials of alternative methods.

Reflections

Throughout the process of conducting this study, the researcher
found himself watching the returning questionnaires carefully and hop-
ing the attitudes of middle schgbl“teachers would reflect certain
feelings that would be in harmony with established middle school
philosophy. It was hoped that parent conference reporting, narra-
tives, check lists, and some self-evaluation would emerge as most pre-
ferred, and that A B C D F would be ranked much lower in over-all
standings. While the researcher's choices result in a somewhat dif-
ferent ranking than those given by respondents in this study, there
is some consolation in that most of his choices were ranked in the top

four or five by most of the participants in this study.
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It seems that more consideration must be given to "real-
world" needs in determining evaluatfon and reporting methods. This
researcher is not aware of a single business or place of employment
that utilizes A B C D F in evaluating the work of its employees.
Labor unions and professional associations would never agree to such
a system. As principal of a secondary school, this researcher is
faced with the frequent responsibility of evaluating teachers and
providing a written record of these evaluations which become a part
of the individual's personnel record. W®While the procedure is far
from perfect, it involves pre-evaluation conferences, agreement on
goals and objectives, classroom observations, utilization of a check
1ist, a narrative report, a post-evaluation conference, and the sig-
natures of both the teacher and administrator. This same procedure
is followed in evaluating the work of secretaries, custodians, para-
professionals, and l1iterally all employees in the school. Suppose
this procedure were arbitrarily changed to a simple letter grade to
describe the employee's performance. The researcher predicts a
wildcat strike would probably take place.

Why, then, are grades considered so important in evaluating
student achievement? How can they perform a function for children and
describe performance, and be used by school officials and future
employers for many years, if they cannot accomplish the same thing
for adults? This researcher believes part of the problem is that
educators must realize the manner in which grades label students with

a stamp of quality--not so much from the standpoint of quality in
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relation to work achieved, but more from the standpoint of quality of
the individual. An "A or B person" is seen as more desirable than a

"C or D person." The grade takes on a very personal meaning to the
recipient and to others who interpret those grades. DOeep down,
teachers realize this and would not subject themselves to the same
system of labeling. No teachers would voluntarily accept a system

that might label them as a C or D teacher, nor would any other employee
group accept such a plan.

Another factor which affects the teacher and administrator
preference for grades as the written record of achievement §s the
belief that the system requires the least amount of time on the part
of the educator. This may or may not be true, and as stated earlier
in this chapter, more pilot projects utilizing other recording methods
may prove this view to be false.

The middle school concept speaks very well to the issues
raised here and offers viable alternatives to grades as the primary
reporting method. However, the very teachers and administrators
employed in our middle schools are not in concert with these views.
It seems appropriate, then, that teacher training institutions might
take the lead in preparing future middle school teachers and adminis-
trators to better understand the advantages and disadvantages of the
various reporting methods. So far, the "disciples" of the middle
school concept that have been sent out from our colleges and univer-
sities are deeply entrenched with traditional thought on evaluation

and reporting methods.
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Second, it appears that middle school principals, as well as
central office administrators, must assume a greater responsibility
in providing leadership and in-service trajning for teaching staffs.
If such training can be accompanied by implementation of school
policies and practices consistent with middle school concepts, it
may be possible to positively affect the attitudes of teachers toward
middle school concepts, particularly in regard to evaluation and
reporting methods.

Third, while administrators and teacher associations would
not agree, the State Board of Education might well look further into
the possibility of adding a middle school certification category
which might be more effective than the present middle school endorse-
ment program. The researcher has long believed that the present
overlapping system of permitting both elementary and high school
teachers the license to teach all seventh and eighth grade subjects
was 111 advised.

The thought that grades are demanded by students, parents,
higher education, and employer; has not been explored deeply enough.
If this situation is actual, it is the job of middle school advocates
to provide the education and in-service to the above groups to

enlighten them to other methods more intuned to the real world.
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APPENDIX A

MIDDLE SCHOOL IDENTIFICATION QUESTIONNAIRE

Instructions: Using the boxes below, please rate the items as to
their effectiveness in identifying a middle school characteristic.
The "best" or most effective item should be rated with the numeral
(1), and the second best should be rated (2).

Continuous progress programs are:
___not used at this time.

used only with special groups.
used only for the first two years.

used only by some students for all their years at
this school.

used by all the students for their entire program.

Continuous progress programs are planned for a student
over a span of:

one calendar year.
two calendar years.
three calendar years.

more than three calendar years.
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Instructions: Again, using the boxes below, please rate the {tems
as to their effectiveness in identifying a middle school character-
istic., The best or most effective item should be rated with the

numeral (1), second best with (2), and so on, rating all six items.

The multi-textbook approach to learning {s currently:

used in all or nearly all courses.
used in most courses.

used in a few courses.

not used in any courses,

111

The materfals center has a paid staff of:

more than one certified librarian.
one certified librarian.

a part-time librarian.

no certified 1ibrarian.

The instructional materials center in the building houses:

more than 5000 books.
between 4000 and 5000 books.
between 3000 and 4000 books.
between 2000 and 3000 books.
between 1000 and 2000 books.
less than 1000 books.
For classroom instruction, audio-visual materials other than
motion pictures are used:

very frequently by most of the staff.

very frequently by a few of the staff and occasionally
by the others.

occasionally by all of the staff.

very rarely by most of the staff.

very rarely by any staff member.

Which of the following types of materials are housed in your
instructional materials center?

filmstrips.

collections (coins, insects, art, etc.).
motion pictures (include this if you are a member of a
central service).

micro films.

overhéad transparencies.

phonograph records.

ditto and/or mimeo machines.

photo or thermal coRy machines.

maps, globes, and charts,

display cases or areas.

Note: Section Il is continued on the following page.
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Which of the following types of materials are housed in your
instructional materfals center?

general library books.

current newspapers.

below grade level reading materfals.
current magazines.

files of past {ssues of newspapers.
above grade level reading materfals.
card catalogue of materials housed.
student publications.

files of past issues of magazines

[T
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I11. Instructions: Again, rate the following items as to their effec-
tiveness 1n identifying middle school characteristics using the
same procedures followed on the first two sections (pages) of

this questionnaire.

The basic time block used to build the schedule is:

a ten to twenty minute module.

a thirty minute module.

a forty minute module.

a sixty minute module.

a combination of time so diversified that no basic module

is defined.

Which of the below best describes your schedule at present?

traditional.
traditional, modified by "block-time," "revolving period,"

or other such regularly occurring modifications.

flexible to the degree that all periods are scheduled but
are not identical in length.

flexible to the degree that changes occur within defined

general time limits.
flexible to the degree that students and teachers control

the daily time usage and changes occur regularly.
other

The master class time schedule can be changed by teachers when
need arises by:

planning with other teachers on a daily basis.
planning with other teachers on a weekly basis.
seeking administrative approval for a specific change.
requesting a change for next semester.

reguesting a change for next year.

other
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Instructions: Please follow the same procedure as with previous
sections.

Sponsorship for club activities is handled by staff members who:

are assigned sponsorships without additional pay.

are paid to assume club sponsorships that are assigned.
volunteer to assume club sponsorships without pay.

are paid for sponsorships that they volunteer to assume.
staff members do not work with club activities.

At present, approximately what percent of your student body
regularly participates in at least one club activity?

none as we have no club program.
25 percent or less.

25 to 50 percent.

50 to 75 percent.

75 to 100 percent.

School social functions are held at this school:

During the Afternoon| During the Evening

Grade six

Grade seven

Grade eight

School dances are held for:

grade six.
grade seven.
grade eight.

A club program for students is offered for:

grade six.
grade seven.
grade eight.
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Please follow the same instructfons.

The physical education program is:

highly individualized.
moderately individualized..
s1ightly individualized.
not fndividualized at all.

The physical education program serves:

All Some No
Students Students Students

Grade six

Grade seven

Grade eight

What degree of emphasis does the physical education program give
to the competitive and developmental aspects of the program for
boys and girls? Please check the appropriate spaces.

Boys Girls
Competit — Mg — High
ompe ve
Aspects —_ Medium ____ Medium
— Low ___Low
Devel tal —_ High ___ High
evelopmenta
Aspects —__ Medium ___ ledium
—_ Low ____Llow
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Vi. Please follow the same instructions.

not offered at this school.
offered in one sport only.
offered in two sports.
offered in several sports.

——
———
D —
——

do you schedule or resolve the confl

-::] Inter-scholastic competition is currently:

fct?

Intramural activities often use the same facilities as inter-
scholastic activities. When this causes a time conflict, how

this does not happen because we have no intramurals.
this does not happen because we have no inter-scholastic

program.

tntramurals take first priority and others schedule around

their needs.

inter-scholastic activities take first priority and others

must schedule around their needs.

other

Intramural activities are scheduled for:
All Boys Girls No
Students Only Only Students

Grade six

Grade seven

Grade efght

The intramural program includes:

team games.

individual sports.
various club activities.
other
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VII. Please follow the same instructions.

Team teaching programs operate for:

all students.

nearly all students.

about half of the students.
only a few of the students.
none of the students.

'::] What percentage of your teaching staff is involved in team
teaching programs?

over 90 percent.

between 60 and 90 percent.
between 30 and 60 percent.
less than 30 percent.
none.

A student in grades seven or eight averages about how many
minutes per day in a team taught situation?

180 minutes or more.
130 to 180 minutes.
90 to 130 minutes.

40 to 90 minutes.
less than 40 minutes.

A student in grade six averages about how many minutes per day
in a team taught situation?

180 minutes or more.

between 130 and 180 minutes.
between 90 and 130 minutes.
between 40 and 90 minutes.
less than 40 minutes.
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VI1l. Please follow the same instructions.

Which of the following best describes your school program as
it evolves from enrollment to completfion of the last grade
(1.e., grades six through efght)?

completely self-contained program for the entire grade
span,

completely departmentalized for the entire grade span.
modfified departmentalized program (block-time, core
program, etc.).

program moves from largely self-contained to depart-
mentalized.

program moves from largely self-contained to partially
degartmenta]ized. ‘

other
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Please follow the same instructfions.

Instruction in music is required:

for one year.
for two years.
for three years,
not at all.

111

Instruction in art is required for all students for:

one year,
two years.
three years.
not at all.

The amount of student schedule time set aside for elective
courses students may select:

decreases with each successive grade.

is the same for all grades.

increases with each successive grade.

varies by grade level but not in any systematic manner.
does not exist at any grade level.

Students are alloved to elect courses of interest from a
range of elective offerings:

in grade six.

in grade seven.

in grade eight.
not at all.

Electives currently offered in this building are (check those
you offer from this 1ist and add any not listed):

art orchestra

band wood shop

vocal music speech

drawing typing

drama natural resources
Journalism creative writing
foreign language other

family living other

unified arts other
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Please follow the same instructions.

Guidance services are available upon request for:

all students every day.

all students nearly every day.

most of the students on a regular basis.

a ;1mited number of students on a limited basis.
other

1111

Guidance staff members:

always work closely with the teachers concerning a student.
often work closely with the teachers concerning a student.
seldom involve the teachers in their work with the students.
always work independently of the teachers.

Guidance counselors are:

not expected to help teachers build their guidance skills.
expected to help teachers build their guidance skills.
expected to help teachers build their guidance skills and
thﬁy are regularly encouraged to work in this areas.
other

How do your guidance counselors handle group guidance sessions:

Regular Sessions
Several Times Spe°1a&n?§5510"5

Per Year

None

Grade six

Grade seven

Grade ejght
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XI. Please follow the same instructions.

Independent study opportunities are provided for:

ANl Some No
Students Students Students

Regular Class
Time

Time Scheduled
for Independent
Study

How much time would you estimate the average student spends
in independent study for each grade listed below?

minutes per day in grade six.
minutes per day in grade seven.
minutes per day in grade eight.
none at all.

Students working in independent study situations work on
topics that are:

we have no independent study programs.

assigned to them by the teacher.
of personal interest and approved by the teacher.
ofhpersonal jnterest and unrelated to classroom work.
other
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XI1. Please follow the same {instructions.

The amount of time provided in the classroom for instruction
in the basic learning skills:

increases with each successive grade.

remains constant with each successive grade.

decreases with each successive grade.

varies greatly due to the individualized program teachers

operate.

Clinics or spacial classes to treat the problems of students
with poor basic learning skills are:

not avajlable at this time.
available to all students needing such help.
available only to the most critically handicapped learners.

other

Dajly instruction in a developmental reading program is
provided for:

Al Poor
Students Rg:g;rs Not at Al

Grade six

Grade seven

Grade eight

Students with poor basic skills can get special help in the
following areas. (Check only those areas where special help on
an individual basis is provided by special staff members trained
to treat such situations)

reading.

spelling.
physical education.
mathematics.
grammar,
other

other
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XIII. Please follow the same fnstructions.

Concerning school dramatfcal actfvities, most students:

do not get experiences in creative dramatics while
enrolled in this building.

get at least one or two opportunities to use their acting
skills while enrolled in the building.

[;J Concerning a student newspaper, our school has:

no offictal student school paper.

an official student school paper that publishes no more
than four issues per year.

an official school paper that publishes five or more
issues per year.

other

r— Dramatic productions at this school are produced from:

'-J purchased scripts only.
materials written by students only.
materials written by students and purchased scripts.
other

This school has oratorical activities such as debate, public
address, etci:

as part of its planned program of instruction.
as part of its enrichment program.
not included in school activities.
other

Talent shows are:

not a part of our program.

produced by students at each grade level.

produced once a year on an all-school basis.
produced at each grade level with some of the acts
enﬁering an all-school show.

other

Dramatic presentations by students are:

not a part of the school program.
a part of the activities program.
a part of certain class activities planned by teachers.
other
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Please follow the same instructions.

In the operational design of this school the role of the
teacher as a guidance person is:

other

As a

other

given a very strong emphasis.

encouraged.

mentioned to the staff but not emphasized.

left strictly to the individual teacher's personal
motivation.

not important in our guidance operational plan and
therefore not encouraged at all.

general policy, in the teacher-puptl relationship:

no formal provisions are made for the teacher to provide
specified guidance services.

teachers are expected to provide guidance services for
all of their pupils.

teachers are expected to provide guidance services to
only a limited number of pupils.
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Please follow the same instructions.

A student's academic progress {s formally reported to parents:

two times per year.
four times per year.
six times per year.
other

1]

Parent-teacher or parent-teacher-student conferences are held
on a school-wide basis:

not at all.

once per year.

twice per year.

three times per year.

four times per year.

five or more times per year.

Formal evaluation of student work is reported by use of:

a standard report card with letter grades.
teacher comments written on a reporting form.
parent-teacher conferences.

standard report card with number grades.
pagent-teacher-student conferences.

other




179

XVi. Please follow the same instructions.

Community service projects by the students are:

not a part of our program.

carried out occasionally for a special purpose.

an important part of the planned experiences for all
students while enrolled in this building.

This school currently has:

no parents' organization.

a parents' organization that is relatively inactive.
a parents' organization that is active.

a parents' organization that is very active.

In regard to community relations this school currently:

does not send out a parents' newsletter.

sends out a parents' newsletter when need arises.

sends out a parents' newsletter on a scheduled basis.
uses a district-wide newsletter to send out information
related to this school.

uses the commercial newspaper.

other

111

The staff presents informational programs related to the
school's functions:

when requested by the parents.

once or twice a year at regular parents' meetings.

at open house programs.

at regularly scheduled "seminar type" meetings planned
for interested parents.

other
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Please follow the same instructions.

From the spectalized areas listed below, check each service
which s available to students in your building. (Note that
a service need not be housed within the school building to
be available to your students.)

guidance counselors.

school nurse.

school psychologist.

visiting teacher.

speech therapist.

diagnostician.

clinic services for the emotionally disturbed.

special education programs for the mentally handicapped.

special reading teacher.
_____others
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XVIiI. Pilease foilow the same instructions.

Teaching teams are organized to include:

fully certified teachers.
para-professionals.
clerical helpers.

student teachers.

others

From the following 14st check those types of auxiliary helpers
available in your building:

paid para-professionals.
volunteer heipers from the community.
volunteer helpers from the student body.
student teachers and interns.
high school "future teachers" students.

others

Thank you very much. Your assistance has been greatly appreciated.
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APPENDIX B
MIDDLE SCHOOL PRACTICES QUESTIONNAIRE

Instructions: On each of the items on the following few pages, please
check the phrase that best describes the current practices in your
building.

Which of the following best describes your schedule at present?
0 traditionmal.

1 _traditional, modified by "block-time," revolving period," or
other such regulerly occuring modifications.

2__flexible to the degree that all pericds are scheduled but are
not identical in length.

3 __flexible to the degree that changes occur within defined general
time limits,

4  flexible to the degree that students and teachers control the
daily time usage and changes occur regularly.

other

For classroom instruction, audio-visusl materials other than motion
pictures are used:

b very frequently by most of the staff.

3 _very frequently by a few of the staff{ and occasionally by others.

2  occasionally by all of the staff.

1l very rarely by most of ths steff,

0 very rarely by any staff member.

Continuous progress programs are:d

_0__not used at this time,

1 _used only with special groups.

2 __used only for the first two years.

3 _used only by some students for all their years at this school.
_ 4 used by all the students for their entire program.

183
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Intramural activities often use the same facilities as inter-scholastic
activities. When this causes a time conflict, how do you schedule or
resolve the conflict?

0 ___ This does not happen because we have no intramurals,
_4  This does not happen because we have no interschclastic program.

_4 _ Intramurals take first priority and others schedule around their
needs,

0 Inter.scholastic activities take first priority and others must
schedule around their needs.

other

What percentage of your teaching staff is involved in team teaching
programs?

4 _ _Over 90 per cent.

3 ___Bstwean 60 and 90 per cent.
2 __ Between 30 and 60 per cent.

1 __Less than 30 per cent.

0 None,

Which of the following best describes your middle school program as
it evolves from enrollment to completion of the last grade (i.e. grades
six through eight)?

0 _ Completely self-contained program for the entire grade span.

0 Completely departmentalized for the entire grade span.

1 Modified departmentalized program (block-time, core, etce).

2__ Program moves from largely self-contained to departmentalized.

3 ___Program moves from largely self-contained to partially
departmentalized.

Other
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At present, approximately what per cent of your student body
regularly participates in at least one club activity?

O __None as we have no club activity program.
1 25 per cent or less.

2 25 to 50 per cent.

3 50 to 75 per cent.
L 25 to 100 per cent.

What degree of emphasis does the physicsl education program give to
the competitive and developmental aspects of the program for boys and
girls? Please check the appropriate spaces.

Boys Girls
0_High 0 High
Competitive
Aspects 2 Medium 2  Medium
3 _Low b low
L High 4 High
Developmental
Aspects 3 Medium 3 __Medium
0 Low 0  Low

Students are allowed to elect courses of interest from a range of
elective offerings:

odiin grade six.
3 __in grade seven.
31 __3in grade eight.
=0 __not at all.
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Guidance services are available upon request for:

U4 __all students every day.

3 _all students nearly every day.

2 __most of the students on a regular basis.

1 _a limited number of students on a limited basis.

other

Students working in independent study situations work on topies
that are:

0 ___we have no independent study programs.

assigned to them by the teacher.

1
2 of personal interest and approved by the teacher.
2

of personal interest and unrelated to classroom work.

other

The amount of time provided in the classroom for instruction in the
basic learning skills:

0__increases with each successive grade.

0___remains ccnstant with each successive grade.

2 decreases with sach successive grade.

L4 varies greatly due to the individualized program teachers operate.

Concerning school dramatic activities, mokt students:

0___do not get experiences in oreative dramatics while enrolled
in this building.

L get at least one or two opportunities to use their actiog
skills while enrolled in this building.
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In the opsrational design of this school the role of the teacher
as a guidance person is"

L given a very strong emphasis.

3 __encouraged.
2___mentioned to the staff but not emphasized.

0 left strictly to the individual teacher's personal motivation.

other

Formal evaluation of student work is reported by use of:
1 a standard report card with letter grades,
—2__teacher comments written on a reporting form.
-3 _nvarent-teacher conference.
1 standard report card with number grades.

4 parent-teacher-student conference.

other

This school currently has:

-0___no parents' organization.

-1 » parents' organization that is relatively active.
—2_ __a parents’ organization that is active.

—2 _a parents’' organization that is very active.
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From the specialized areas listed below, check each service which is
available to students in your building (note that a service need not
be housed within the school building to be available to your students).

1___guidance counselors.
—4_ scheol nurse,
1 __school psychologist.
—3,-visiting teacher.
—J__spesch therapist.
-1 __diagnostician,
—dclinic services for the emotionally disturbed.
—a_Special education programs for the mentally handicapped. .
——a_Special reading teacher.

other

Teaching teams are organized to include:
—4 fully certified teachers.

e Para-professionals.

w—_clerical helpers.

0 _student teachers.

others
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Please complete the following items.

— _Yes. The staff in our school will participate in the study
of attitudes towards differsnt techniques of student evaluation
and reporting.

No. We will be unable to partieipate.

S ———

Contact Person

School School Pyone{ )} __

Address

ZIP

Number of teachers, Grades 6.7-8 inclusive

Number of administrators in your building

Reporting systeém most commonly used in your building:
(Example: S I U; A BCDF; Parent Conferences, etc.)

Your prompt return of this questionnaire is greatly appreciated.

Check here if you would like a summary of the results,

Again, thank you very much for your cooperation.
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APPENDIX C

PUPIL PROGRESS REPORTING QUESTIONNAIRE

Michigan Stats University
Dapartmant of Educational Administration

and Migher Educstion

PUPIL PRCGRESS REPORTING QUESTIONNAIRE

INSTRUCTIONS: This questionnaire will take about 18 minutes to complete. Questions deal
with various ways of reporling pupil progress. Respord to all questions. Necessary definitions
are given in Section One. Piease resd the delinitions before proceeding to the statements
in Section Two. A seft tead pencil enly should be used in sections two and four — do not
use pens, magic markers or other such instruments.

BLANKET GRADING:

CHECK LIST REPORTING:

CREDIT- NO CREDIT:

GRADES:

NARRAYIVE REPORTS:

PARENT CONFERENCE

REPORTING:

PASS - FAIL REPORTING:

SELF EVALUATION
REPORTING:

SECTION ONE

Glving a common mark to all students, Usually, students are informed in ad-
vance of the work as (o what the common mark will be for all,

Use of & prepared listing of comments from which certain ones are chosen
for use by the teacher and “checked off* as being appropriate for the child.

The student receives elther credit for the class or he doesn't. There is no
middle ground. A "No Credit" mark, however, does not always mean “failure.”

ABCOF, S U, or some numbering system such as 1 2 3 4 5, Often, plus
{—) or minus () symbols are used to help clarify the grade.

A “letter home™ to the parents either written by hand or with the aid of a com-
puter.

A face-to-face meeting with parents for the specific purpose of discussing
the student's academic and social progress in school.

The student either “passes” the class or he “fails" the class. There is no
middie ground.

The student decides what his grade or mark will be. Usually, the teacher con-
fers with the student along the way, but the decision remains the student's.

NOTE: After reading the definitions, please proceed (o Section Two of the questionnaire. Refer back to the
definitions if necessary.

PROCEED YO SECTION TWO ON THE NEXT PAGE

191



192

NOT
WRITE

THIS
SPACE

Lo I I I - ]
e ala e

B Y I T VRN )

- W

(LT

(L

L

I Y )

b v e

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY
Pupil Progress Raporting Quastionnaire

SECTION TWD

Please do net omit any items on this page. If you have questions about the
meaning of a certain type of reporting practice, please refer back to the oeli-
nitions given on page 1. With a pencil respond to the items using the KEY,

SA-Strang Agreement —
your own personal feelings.
A —Agreement — perhaps with some reserva.
tions. You agree more than you disagtee.
D ~Dissgraement — with some reservations.
You disagree mdte than you agree.

$0-Strong Disagreement — almost totally out
of tune with yout own personal feelings.

reatly in tune with

KEY > KEY L-D SA A D 8D

1. Self Evaluation reporting is better than gphvirg 8 “grade” 1. $A A D $0
2. The blankel grading method s something * Iy aon't care for 2 SA A D %D
3. Pasy-Fail reporting 15 valuable at any grace evel 3 SA A D §$D
4. Check List reporting (s 8 method which has Littie meaming 101 hidy [} SA° A D 3D
S, Parent conferences are not necessanly of any value Lo students eacept. pmum in lhc nrly grades 5 SA A D 8D
6. Credit - No Credit reporting is much better than any tormof ABCODF 6. SA A D 8D
1. Narrative reports ate inadequate and naccurate A SA A D 8D
8. ABCDF grading is 2 good system which gives a good ides 0f how |ludcnl| are u-ng [ ] SA° A D $D
9. Self Evatuation reporting is tedlly untair because the honest hids are hurt 9 SA A D $D
10. Blanket graging is & better way of reporting thanning ABCDF . 10. SA A D 8D
11 [ really con't believe that Pass-Fail reporting has walue for kids at any age lntl 11 SA° A D 8D
12. Check List reporting . really, of littie use to anyons e 12. SA A D §D
13. Crodi - No Credi 1eponiing 1 01 NO use 1n muo0ie school grades 13, SA A D %D
14. Parent Conferences are 8 farce 1. SA A D 8D
15, Narative reports sre 8 much belter, more in!orrnalm method than A BC D F 15. SA A D %D
16. ABC DF is a darn good grading system which hawn't been bettered 16. SA A P 8D
17, Chack List reporting is good fof kids and measns more 1o them then other l'hﬂhoﬂl 1", SA A D 8D
10, Narmative reporting is very helpful 1o hids, sspecia’ly when it's used with mastery level reporting 18 SA A D sp
19. Only highly motivated students can benefit from Credit - No Credit reporting 19. SA A D §D
20. Self Evalustion teporting is of bitle of no use for the middie schoo! grades .. IS 2. SA A D ‘:D
21. Kids losa their incentive 1o learn when blanke! grading is used . L . S8A A D &0
22. A B C D F grading is unfair 1o students . N SA l !5 fo
2}, Parent Conlerences are dbsolutely nocﬂurv al migdie :chool levels, 6 7 8 2 A ;\ D {n
. | prefer the use of Pass-Fail eponting overthw usa f ABCDF . SA A D %0
25. Blanket Graging Is challenging to kigs because it puts them “on their honor™ H A A D %0
26. Self Evalustion is a system which would help to eliminate cheating % 3A A D %0
21. Namative Reports are inhuman, becauss the system assumes that all kids fit the same mold 2. sA A P ¥
. Credit - No Credi reporting is 8 valusble method for the middie school grades, 6-7-8 . SA A P 3o
29. Pass-Fail reporting is cruel to childien e e 29. S\ A p %0
3. Check List reporting is certainly better !han A BCODF 3. SA A p B
31. In terms of faimess 10 students, the A B C D F reporting method is lboul as Illr as yoy can gel n SA A p 8
32. Parent Conterences are far and away better than A 8 C D F gaading . 2. A A D tb
33. 1§ like bianket grading because it takes pressure ol kids [ n SA A D 0
M. Sell Evaluation 1eporting is & very valuable teaching tool for middie school gudn 6 7 B M. SA A D p
35. For kids, the Pass - Fail method is probably the least cruel method we can use . % SA A p @
36. Check List reporting is a very etfective method which can stand on its own merils ¥ SA A D §0
37. No student really ever benefits trom the Credit.No Credit marking system .. .. 3. SA A D §0
33. A B CDF gives » pretty good idea of how students are going 3. A A p %0
39. Natrative reports come closer 10 acCuracy than most any other form of upomnl 39 A A P B
&£0. Parent Conferences are extremely valuable for the parents, the teacher and the student . . 40 SA A p %o
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SECTION THREE

When responding to thete questions, please keep your statements as concise as potsible
while still making the point clear, Respond to each question. Do not lesve blanks. Feel
free to abbreviate.

41. Refer back 10 statement number thres in Section Two about Pass . Fail reporting. Why did you respond the way you did?

42, Look st statement number five in Section Two about Parent Conferences. Why did you agree of disagree with the statement?

4), Refer to statement number twalvs on Check List reporting. Why did you respond the way you did?

&4, Review statement number fiftesn on narratives. Why ¢id you agree/disagreel?

45. Refer back to statement number sirtesn about A B C D F. Why did you agres/disagres there?

4E. Look at statement number ninsteen about Credit- No Credit. Why did you respond the way you did?

~4

In responding to statement number thirty-thres on blanket grading, why did you agree/disagree?

48, Looking at statement number thirty-four on Self Evaluation reporting. why did you agree/disagree?
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49. We have considered eight different ways of reporting pupil progress in this questionnaire. The eight methods sre listed
below in alphabelical order. Please rank the methods in order of your preference for them as an ecucator, Use a stale of
one {1} through eight (8) with the number one {1) indicaling your favorite method and so on through number eight indicat:
ing the meihod you least favor,

METHOD RANK
BLANKET GRADING 1234561708
CHECK LISTS 123456708
CREDIT- NOCREDIT 123456708
GRADES (ABC D F} 123456708
NARRATIVES 123456718
PARENT CONFERENCES 123456170
PASS - FAIL 123456718
SELF EVALUATION 12345671

PLEASE GO ON TO SECTION FOUR

SECTION FOUR

Please fill in the correct response 10 the items below.

. SEX

Male 51. Number of years of paid experience in education. Include
this year a3 year one if & first year teacher, and as & full
Female yeat il an experienced educator.
1
1.8
52. What Is the highest college degree you hold? 6.10
No degres 11.20
Associate's Degree 21-%
Bachelor's Degree 30.40
Masters Degres 40 of more
Educationat Speciallst
E¢D.
Ph.D.
$3. Your undergraduate teacher trainng was in
{check one of motel:
Elementary
Middie School
Junior High School
High Schoo!
Higher Education
o
0 Y 23486788
A ESEEEREREY
mis | " Firare iR
BPACE| ¢ 733 ETNs

0 1041 Mo 2040 S1ate nvpesdy Prnting
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APPENDIX D

LETTER TO FIVE JUDGES WHO VALIDATED THE MIDDLE
SCHOOL PRACTICES QUESTIONNAIRE

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

COLLECF OFf TDUCATION EAST LANSING * MICHIGAN * 4084
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION AND HIGHER EDUCATION

ERICKION HALL
December 2, 1977

Dr. ¥Yary Compton
University of Goergila
Athens, Georgla

Dear Dr. Comptont

Your name was suggested to me by the chairmsn of my dooteoral
cormittes, Lr, Louls Romanc, at Michigan State University. I wculd
1ike to ask you to help me validate a questionnaire which is designed
to identify intermediate schcools that most exemplify middle achools
according to the eightessn characteristics listed on the enclosed
shest.

I will be studying the attitudes of middle school teachers and
administrators in Michigan towards sevaral different methods of student
svaluation and reporting. But first, I must identify "true” middls
schools. 7o do this, I will be using an instrument used by Dr. Jack
Riegle in his dissertation which was completed in 1970. Dr. Riegle's
study also involved identification of true middle schools, and
Dr. Romano was also his chairman.

It is the suggestion of my committes that a panel of middle
school experts be asked to rate the items on the instrumsnt in an
effort to pare it down to one or two items that will effectively
identify each of the eightesn niddle school characteristics. I have
grouped the items in such a way that they can be rated numerically.
Would you be s0 kind as to read the itens on esch page and rate the
"hest™ or most effective descriptor with the numeral (1), the next
rost effective descriptor s (2), and so or, following the sare procedure
on each section? Your ratings will help me determine which descriptors
can be sliminated in paring down the questionnaire.

You may be interssted in kmowing that the other middle school
specialists being asked to help validate this inatrument are as follows:

Dr. Conrsd Toetfer Dr. John Suaim
State University of New York University of Northern Colorado
at Buffalo Gresley, Colorade
Arherst, New York
Dr. Nicholas Georglady
Dr. Jos Rayrmer Misxi University
White Pigeon Publie Scheols Oxford, Ohio

White Pigeon, Michigan
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Your assistance on this project will be greatly appreciated.
When the final study on evaluation and reporting (grading) attitudes
is completed, I will plan on sending you a summary of the results.

Thank you very much.

Sincerely,

Robert Crane
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EIGHTEEN CHARACTERISTICS OF A MIDDLE SCHOOL

1. Continuous Progress
2. Multi-Material Approach
3. Flexible Schedules
4. Provisions for Social Experiences
5. Appropriate Physical Experiences and Intramural Activities
6. Team Teaching
7. Planned Gradualism
8. Exploratory and Enrichment Studies
9. Adequate Guidance Services
10. Provision for Independent Study
11. Basic Skill Repair and Extension
12. Creative Experiences
13, Individualized Evaluation
14. Community Relations Emphasis
15. Student Services
16. Auxiliary Staffing
17. Security

18. Inter-Disciplinary Approach

Louis G. Romano and Nicholas P. Georgiady, "Do You Have a Middle
School?" Educational Leadership, ASCD, December 1973.
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APPENDIX E

INITIAL LETTER TO MIDDLE SCHOOL PRINCIPALS ASKING THEM
TO COMPLETE MIDDLE SCHOOL PRACTICES QUESTIONNAIRE

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

COLItGE Of FLCATION TAST LANSING * YICHHAN * s8Rl
DEFARTMINT OF ADMINISTRATION AMND HIGHER EDUCATION
R KON HALL

January 30, 1978

Under the auspices of the Department of Administration and
Higher Education, College of Education, Michigan State University,
s study is being conducted c¢oncerning current practices in middle
schools throughout Michigan. The survey enclosed will help us identify
some of the prevailing practices, and in the near future, a smaller
sample of middle school teschers and administrators will receive a
questionnaire requesting their attitudes toward various student evaluation
and reporting techniques,

The enclosesd survey will take only thrse to five minutes to
complete, and the deta from it will provide us with a sampling for
the secend stage of the study. Be assured that the data will be
confidential as no one will see it except the research staff. No
individusl or schocl will ever be identified by name in any report.

Only people such as yourself can provide the data we need about
middle school practices, therefore we are asking that you return
the completed survey in the enclosed stamped envelope st your sarliest
convenience,

We know you will want tc cooperate in this important study,
and we look forward to your prompt reply.

Sincersly yours,

Dr, Louis Romano
Professor
Department of Administration

Robert Crane

Research Director

19 Jota Place

Saginaw, Michigan 48603

200



APPENDIX F

FOLLOW-UP LETTER TO SCHOOLS THAT AGREED TO PARTICIPATE
FURTHER IN STUDY

20



APPENDIX F

FOLLOW-UP LETTER TO SCHOOLS THAT AGREED TO PARTICIPATE
FURTHER IN STUDY

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

COLLEGE OF EDLCATION EAST LANSING ¢ MICHIGAS « 4pal
DEPARTMINT OF ADMINMITRATION AND HIGHER EDUCATION
ERKICKION HALL

February 20, 1978

We want to thank you for promptly completing and returning
the Middle School "Practices questionnaire that was recently sent
to you, and we also want to sxpress our appreciaticn for your
villingness to participate in the next phase of our study on the
attitudes of middle school teachers and administrators towards
various methods of reporting student achievement,

In the near future you will receive s packet of questionnaires
with instructions to distribute them to your professional staff,.
Tho quastionnaire is designed to take only fiftesn to twenty minutes
to cemplete and yet the data we will gather from it will be essential
to the success of the research project. Your school is one of about
thirty riddle schools in Michigan selected to participate in this
ressarch progran,

You will receive your packet of materials in the nesr future,
and again, your assistance is greatly apprecisted,

Sincerely yours,

Dr. Louis Romano
Professor
Department of Adnministraticn

Robert Crane

Research Dirsctor

19 lota Flace

Saginaw, Michigsn 48603
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APPENDIX G
LETTER TO PRINCIPALS ACCOMPANYING FINAL QUESTIONNAIRES

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

COLLEGK OF IDLCATION FAST LASKHSG + MILHILAN © Ry
DEFARTMENT OF ADMINSTRATION AN HIGHER FEDUCATION
FRICKSON HALL

Mareh 10, 1978

Enclosed is your packet of materials for the final phase
of our study of middle school teacher and administrator sttitudes
towards varicus student evaluation and reporting techniques. There
should be an ample supply of questionnaires for sach member of your
professional staff as well as a stamped, self-addresasd envelope
for the return of the materisls.

Please distribute the questionnaires to eaoh of your teschers
and administrators. While the instructiocns are on the questionnaire,
1 would appreciate your reminding your staff to be sure to use a soft
lead pencil, and ask them to answer all questions. Also, it is
necessary that the administrators fill ocut a questionnaire as well
as the tsachers. It would be helpful if you could ocollest the completsd
questionnaires and return them within one week from the time you receive
them,

Again, Please be assured that all responses will be held in
cenfidence and no individuals or schools will ever be menticned in the
final report. As stated in earlier correspondence, your oooperation
and the willingness of your staff to assist in this project is grestly
appreciated.

Sincersly yours,

Dr. Louis Romano
Frofesscr
Departasnt of Administration

Robert Crane

Resesrch Director

19 lota Place

Saginaw, Michigsn 48603
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APPENDIX H

FOLLOW-UP LETTER TO SCHOOLS LATE IN
RETURNING QUESTIONNAIRES

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

COLLEGE OFf FDUCATION FAST LANSING © MICHIGAN + sas2e
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION AND HIGHFR EDUCATION
ERICKSON HALL

April 10, 1978

MNost of the Fupil Frogress Aeporting Questionraires have
been returned and the responses are ready to be tabulated tc complete
our study., However, wo have rot as yet received the packet of
completed questionnaires frox your building. We can appreciate
the fact that this is a busy time of year and there are other day
tc day cbligations that consure your time, but we have only a very
limited number of schocls partlcipating in this study and we
desperately need respcnses from your scheool.

If you have alresady corpleted the questicnnaires ar? mailed
ther: back in the envelope that was prcvided, we thank ycu, ard we
will be sending you a summary cf the results in the near future.
1f you have nct returned the packet as yet, please do sc right away.

Thanking you once again, we remasin

Sincersly,

Dr. Lovis Romano
Frofessor of Adrministration

flobert Crane
19 Jota Flace
Saginaw, Michigan 4B6C3

206



APPENDIX 1

TABULATION OF RESPONSES ON PUPIL PROGRESS
REPORTING QUESTIONNAIRE

207



APPENDIX I -

TABULATION OF RESPONSES ON PUPIL PROGRESS
REPORTING QUESTIONNAIRE

Table Il1.--Frequency distribution for responses to questionnaire items

with the exception of open-ended items and ftem 49.

Relative
Item SA A D SD Frequenc
(Percent
1. Self-evaluation better
than grade
SA 20 3.6
A 122 21.7
D 292 52.0
SD 123 21.9
2. Blanket grading--don't
care for
SA 278 49.6
A 189 33.7
D 57 10.2
SD 34 6.1
3. Pass-fail valuable at any
grade level
SA 21 3.7
A 133 23.7
D 296 52.8
SD 109 19.4
4. Check list little
meaning for kids
SA 33 5.9
A 157 28.0
D 29 51.9
SD 76 13.5
5. Parent conferences no value
to students except early
grades
SA 13 2.3
A 37 6.6
D 214 38.1
SD 296 52.8
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Table I1.--Continued.
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Item

SA

SD

Relative
Frequency
(Percent)

8.

10.

1.

12. Check list little use to anyone

. Credit-no credit better

than ABC
SA
A
D
SD

. Narratives inadequate,

and inaccurate
SA
A
D
SD

A B C gives good idea how
students are doing

SA

A

D

SD

. Self-evaluation unfair to

honest kids
SA
A
D
SD

Blanket grading better
than AB C

SA

A

D

SD

Pass-fail no value for kids

any age
SA

A
D
SD

SA
A
D
sD

18

76

50

55

51

105

359

247

22

129

76

308

328

98

221

238

330

383

197

105

22

40

294

44

92
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Table I1.--Continued.

Item SA

SD

Relative
Frequency
(Percent)

13. Credit-no credit no use
for middle school
SA 59
A
D
SD

14. Parent conferences a farce
SA 11
A
D
SD

15. Narratives better than
ABCDF
SA a7
A
D
SD

16. A B C darn good; hasn't
been bettered
SA 45
A
D
SD

17. Check 1ist good for kids
and means more
SA 4
A
D
SD

18. Narratives helpful to
kids, used with mastery
SA 59
A
D
SD

19. Only highly motivated bene-
fit from credit-no credit
SA 41
A
D
SD

169

40

252

23N

166

349

200

283

23

219

255

353

128

278

46

276

41

30

29

14

40
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Table I1.--Continued.
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Relative
Item SA A D SD Frequency
(Percent)
20. Self-evaluation little
use for middle school
SA 67 11.9
A 196 34.9
D 264 47 .1
SD 27 4.8
21. Kids lose incentive when
blanket grading used
SA 126 22.5
A 331 59.0
D 86 15.3
SD 9 1.6
22. A B C unfair to students
SA 13 2.3
A 67 11.9
D 350 62.4
SD 129 23.0
23. Parent conference necessary
in middle school
186 33.2
A 242 43.1
D 118 21.0
SD n 2.0
24, Prefer pass-fail over AB C
SA 5 .9
A 48 8.6
D 315 56.1
SD 187 33.3
25. Blanket grading challenging
to kids because it puts
them on "honor"
SA 3 .5
A 38 6.8
D 355 63.3
SD 155 27.6
26. Self-evaluation helps
eliminate cheating
SA 7 1.2
A 93 16.6
D 351 62.6
SD 105 18.7



Table I1,--Continued.
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Relative
Item SA A D SD Frequency
(Percent)
27. Narratives inhuman
SA 11 2.0
A 66 11.8
D 377 67.2
SD 100 17.8
28. Credit-no credit valuable
for middle school
SA 12 2.1
A 140 25.0
D 316 56.3
SD 87 15.5
29. Pass-fail cruetl to children
SA 24 4.3
A 113 20.1
D 367 65.4
SD 48 8.6
30. Check 1ist better
than ABCDF
SA 16 22.5
A 126 22.5
D 351 62.6
SD 6] 10.9
31. A B C about as fair as
can get
SA 65 11.6
A 282 50.3
D 186 33.2
SD 19 3.4
32. Parent conferences better
than ABC
SA 43 7.7
A 142 25.3
D 320 57.0
SD 44 7.8
33. Like blanket grading,
takes pressure off kids
SA 5 .9
A 37 6.6
D 344 61.3
SD 170 30.3



Table I1.--Continued.
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Item

SA

SD

Relative
Frequency
(Percent)

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

Self-evaluation valuable
in m;gdle school

A
D
SD

Pass-fafl least cruel
for kids

SA

A

D

SD

Check 1ist can stand on
own merits

SA

A

D

SD

No student benefits from
credit-no credit

SA

A

D

S0

A B C gives good idea of how
stungts are doing

A
D
SD

Narratives closer to accuracy
thanthher forms

A
D
SD

Parent conferences valuable
for %irents. teachers, students
A
D
sSh

14

10

24

92

a4

235

225

108

246

102

390

249

262

250

370

266

3N

63

240

55

67

65

31

40

25
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-
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Table 11.--Continued.

(Items 41-48 are open-ended responses)

(Item 49 is a ranking of reporting methods treated in Chapter 1V)

50. Sex
Male 286
Female 233
51. Yea{s of Experiegce
1- 5 181
6-10 17N
11-20 15
21-30 132
31-40 4
40+ 10
52. Degree(s) held
None
Associate's 2
Bachelor's 259
Master's 213
Ed.S. 12
Ed.D. 1
Ph.D. 1
53. Undergraduate training
Elementary 19 Many of the teachers and adminis-
Middle 32 trators listed combinations of
Junior high 60 undergraduate teacher training.
High school 125 Those combipations are not

Higher education 3 included in these figures.
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