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CHAPTER |
INTRGDUCT I ON

"Turmoil,'’ according to Caudle, ''is the word to describe the
concern of teachers and administrators in the elementary schools, as
well as the patrons, as to the relative merits of various grading
systems now in use."] Both lay and professional magazines seem to
intensify rather than subdue the controversy. In some school systems
even the election of school board members was determined on the basis
of reporting form preferences advoecated by the candidates.2

The inhabitants of Anatevka in.Joseph Stein's Fiddier on the

Roof were governed by tradition. Americans are no exception for they,
too, are bound by tradition in their grading system. Caudie believed

that in view of the social and technological advances, which have been
evidenced in recent years, it would seem that the method of reporting

to parents concerning the scholastic abilities of their children were

in a state of stagnation.3

Hammel, however, stated that with the complexity and compromise

involved in the composition of a reporting form, educators were

IJames B. Caudle, ""Educators Look at Grading," Part Ill.
Elementary Level = ""A Lingering Problem,'" The Texas Outlook, XLV
(July, 1961), 14,

Z\pid,

31bid.




2
anxiously seeking a more efficient and representative picthre of pupil=
teacher efforts.

Report cards and grading were as frequently discussed as the
weather, but rarely was there any positive, constructive action as a
follow-up according to Cummins.

Link envisioned an advanced system that would make grades obso-
lete. He believed that grades did not aid students in discovering them-
selves, but only served to increase tension and anxiety.

"Pupil progress reports, regardless of form,'" stated Rolf, ''are
not going to solve'the problems associated with achievement or lack of
achievement. However, sound progress reports can aid achievement if '
properly designed and adrninistered.”7 |

Discouraging as is our present system, Sherry optimistically
noted that whatever improvements were made, they could not be any more

objectionable or inadequate than the present practices.

hJohn A. Hammel, "Report Cards: A Rationale,' The National
Elementary Principal, XLIlI (May, 1964), 50.

5Robert E. Cummins, ""Evaluating and Grading,'" Education LXXXII
(March, 1962), 4O03.

6Francis R. Link, "To Grade or Not to Grade," The PTA Magazine,
LXI! (November, 1967), 12. - .
3 j/ 5
Fred J. Rolf, "Reporting to Parents," Ohio Schools, XXXIX
(May, 1961), 10.

8Jose.ph E. Wherry, ''What Are Current Trends In Reporting Student
Growth and Achievement To Parents?'' The Bulletin of the National
Association of Secondary-School Principals, XLI1II Tﬁpril, 1959), 155.




Misner stated that although much experimentation with various
substitute reports had been conducted, few schools had found it feasible
to disregard formal reports altogether. Today's reports may differ in
content and format from previous ones, but they play just as prominent -

a role in comtemporary learning as before.9

Perhaps of all the controversies conéerning the elementary schools,
Stockard pelieved that the most prominent and most pertinent to the home-
school relationship was the matter of grades and marking.10

“One simple solution to our problem," Brimm declared, '“is to
eliminate the use of the report card, but that cannot be done unless
we replace it with something better. , « The report card is a time=
honored institution and it is obvious that any attempt to eliminate it
would meet with strong resistance.“ll

In view of this fact the writer conducted a comparative study
in achievement of pupils receiving traditional report cards and pupils

receiving a more recently developed diagnostic report card.
|

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Education needs to be examined from all aspects-=social,:

physical, psycho-physical, psychological, social-philosophical,

. 9Paul J. Misner, "The Restoration of Report Cards - A Report
on Reporting,'" The PTA Magazine, LVII| (February, 1964), 10.

loJimrny Stockard, '"Case for Dual Grading. . «Ability Versus
Achievement,'t The Texas Outlook, XLVI (May, 1962), 30.

IR, P. Brimm, “"Report Cards - Yesterday and Today,' The
Clearing House, XXX111 (September, 1958), 18.
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curricular, ‘literary, and organizational=methodology. Will traditions
regarding marks and report cards change or lessen? Do the present
report cards view the “whole child," do they take into consideration
the intelligence and rational capacity of the child, the dignity and
worth of the individual human personality, and do they respect his
freedom with responsibility? Are educators caught up in a spiral of
greater efficiency at the expense of human values? How can the human
spirit survive if it is killed in the schools?

The purpose of this study was to determine whether pupil achieve-

ment differed because of the type of report card received.
HYPOTHESIS

This study will concern itself with the following hypothesis:
He: There is no significant difference in achieve=
ment of pupils receiving traditional report
cards and those receiving diagnostic report

cards.
LIMITATIONS AND DELIMITATIONS

The writer limited the study to pupil achievement as affected
by report cards.

The reference ﬁaterials for this study were obtained from the
Kansas State University and Marymount College Libraries at Manhattan

and Salina, Kansas, respectively.



The pupils were selected from the sixth grade class of Seven
Dolors Grade School, Manhattan, Kansas. The sampling was limited to
one classroom.

The necessity of parent-teacher conferences, because of school

poliéﬁes added an unwanted dependent variable to the study.
DEFINITION OF TERMS

The following terms as used in this study are defined for the
purpose of clarification.

Report Card. (as an instrument of evaluation). "A bundle of
compromises tied together by the sincere efforts of a study committee
which sought to produce a card that would reflect the local educational
e.nte:'prise.“]2

Traditional Report Card. This term includes percentage grades;

letter grades (the five letter system A-B=C-D-E or =F), (the four
letter system E=G=-F=P), (the three letter system S=1-U), (the two
letter system P-F), check 1ists and the dual system of achievement
grades and ability grades.

Diagnostic Report Carde (concerned with prescription for the

pupil). "It is analytical in that it seeks to identify strong and

weak aspects of a pupil's performance so appropriate corrective mea-
' 13

sures may be taken.!

]zHammel, op. cit., p. 50.

3Mauritz Johnson, Jr., “Solving the Mess in Marks,'" New York
State Education, XLIX (November, 1961), 12.




CHAPTER 11
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Report cards are an important as well as a useful and integral
part of education for they ascertain a child's educational and vocational
future. They record the achievement of all pupils at all levels, and

school records are considered incomplete if not substantiated by marks.
Wrinkle stated that it was unnecessary to delve into the his-

tory of education to find 'that tradition, whatever good may be attri=-
buted to it, is canstantly operat{ng as a retarding influence tending to
delay progressive adjustments long after the justification for such
adjustments is apparent.“l He maintained that the social and economic
development of our civilization surpassed the curriculum development
of our schools. However, the present century has subjected the tradi=-
tional practices in school marking to study and revision. This is
more apparent in elementary education for "it is the greatest distance
from academic domination by higher institutions and the academically
inclined teacher.”2 Often entrance into institutions of higher learn=-
ing and scholarship grants are determined in large part by marks made

in high school.

IWilliam L. Wrinkle, "'School Marks - Why, What, and How?"
Educational Administration and Supervision, XXI (March, 1935), 218.

2|bid.



SCOPE AND FUNCTIONS OF REPORT CARDS

School marks may be classified under various headings. Wrinkle

in his book, Improving Marking and Reporting Practices In Elementary

and Secondary Schools, classified them under headings representing

their basic functions as administrative, guidance, information, and
motivation and discipline functions,3 while Smith and Wright stated
them as administrative, educational, and social.

The administrative functions o% promotion, placement, graduation,
and transfer prove to be the most obvious uses of the report card. Be=
cause the report card is the all-ihportant predictor of future success,
it is vitally important that it be as accurate as possible for the
promotion or failure of promotion aspect has a definite influence on
a pupil's whole educational career.5

Wrinkle believed that relative to the functions of administration,
the teachers, the school and its practices, and.the_administration exist

6 .
for the education of the pupil. Report cards, serving as an evaluating

scale, are important to parents, pupils, and teachers. (It was in this

3william L. Wrinkle, Improving Marking and Reporting Practices
in Elementary and Secondary Schools (New York: Rinehart and Company,
1947), p. 31.

hHenry L. Smith and Wendell W. Wright, Tests and Measurements
(New York: Silver, Burdett and Company, 1928), pe 11

SPervival M. Symonds, Measurements in Secondary Education
(New York: The-Macmillan Company, 1927), p. . 499,

6Wrinkle, 'School Marks = Why, What, and How?'' Educational
Administration and Supervision. p. 218.




manner that the writer viewed the scope and functions of r;port
cards.)

All ratings have essentially the same function--to report a
child's learning progress to his parents. The purpose of reporting
to parents may be summarized as twofold: (1) to impart information to
the parents concerning their child's progress and standing in school,
and (2) to promote understanding and cooperation between the home and
the school. Because parents tend to rely solely on report cards for
information regarding their child's progress, they want sufficient
factual information in order to evaluate their child's progress.7

Misner quoted a parent (Mrs. Sternberg) as saying, "We like
to use the reports as a means of helping our children understand their
individual strong points and weak points. We can show them where
" they're making progress and where greater effort is needed. In this
way children learn to evaluate themse.lves.8

Detter stated that the method of evaluation is non-essential
since '"the main purpoge in reporting to parents.is to enable them to
cooperate more intelligently with the school in guiding the child.”9
The parent is, therefore, entitled to an accurate evaluation of his

child's progress because the child is his most prized possession and

responsibility.

7Misne:r, op. cite, p. 11. -

1bid.

9shirley Detter, '"Reporting Progress to Parents,' School
Activities, XXX (November, 1958), 82.



Williams believed that the total reporting system can serve
not only as a powerful force in protecting the pupil's self-respect
and self-confidence but also motivate the pupil toward greater growth
and development.10 Realizing that his progress is important, he must
understand what the report reflects and be able to interpret the report
according to his needs or progress and thereby encouraged to improve.

Chadwick aptly summarized the value of the report card when he
said that it must

present to the child a realistic and acceptable picture

of himself, a picture that gradually leads him to a real-

ization of the person he is_and may become. His strengths

and his weaknesses should be made clear. At the same time,

he must see himself as a worthwhile member of society with

whom he can live happily and comfortably. Unless we can

do this for eachlihild all else we attempt to do is largely

a waste of time.

Williams noted that often pupils interpreted report cards ''as
approval or disapproval of them as persons rather than eva]uation§
of school work."}3

Cagle considered the purpose of marking and evaluating as

helping students to maximum growthlh while Burton regarded marking

1016is Williams, “"Teachers and Parents: Did You Know That Your
Children Feel This Way?' Childhood Education, XXXV (October, 1958), 6k

]]Harilyn H. Cutler, '"Does Your Report Card Format Rate an A?"
The Nation's Schools, LXX!l (September, 1963), 60.

12Ruth E. Chadwick and others, '"The Report Card in a Nongraded
School,'t The National Elementary Principal, XLIl (January, 1968), 28,

13williams, op. cite, p. 61.

4pan F. Cagle, "How May We Make the Evaluation and Reporting
of Student Achievement More Meaningful?* National Association of
Secondary School Principals Bulletin, ( April, 1955), 27.
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as a means of encouraging students through an increased home-school
cocperation.]

Morris saw the purpose of marking aimed at increasing the
effectiveness of student learning rather than just recording results
as had been the case prior to new developments in educational phil=-
os¢:>phy.]6

The underlying principle of marking, according to Bolmeier,
was that marks had to be designed and utilized for the student's bene-
fit and not for the teacher's convenience.

Report card.grades tend to be misconstrued. Students who have
little self-confidence are discouraged with low grades while a superior
student feels proud about his high grades--grades often earned with
little or no effort.]

Maxson wrote that '"the grade goes far beyond the students'

. . i ; Yoo 1
first reaction of elation, dismay, indifference, or resentment.'r 9

15william H. Burton, The Guidance of Learning Activities
(3rd ed.), (New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1962), p. 601.

]6Lucile Morris, “Evaluating and Reporting Pupil Progress,'f
Elementary School Journal, LI1I1 (November, 1952), 14k4~147.

17Edward C. Bolmeier, "Principles Pertaining to Marking and
Reporting Pupil Progress,' School Review, LIX (January, 1951), 16.

188rimm, op. cit., p. 17

19vitbur B. Maxson, ‘‘Grading, A Serious Matter,'' ﬁgﬂrJournal,
Lill (October, 1964), 56. .
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True grades may evoke enthusiasm for improvement, but they‘may also
provoke a ''What'!s the use?' attitude for they gerve as a status symbol.
Maxson realized the power of grades when he stated: "When | take my
grade book in hand, | have great power over the lives of my students-“20

The report card is not only important to the parents and pupils
but also to teachers. It is perhaps the latter who incurs the greatest
responsibility toward both parents and pupils. The teacher is con-
fronted with the problem of reporting*accurately to parents on the
progress or failure of their child. Prudence demands tact so that the
results will be constructive. On the other hand a pupil's growth and
performance are determined by the teacher's decision based on the
knowledge of data which he collected, analyzed, and eva]uated.21

White and Boehm voiced the cry of many teachers. Elementary
pupils have little or no concern for grades, and if they do, the con-
cern is induced by the parents.22

Teachers have become more aware of pupils as individuals. The
concept of person became real and meaningful while the positive rather

than the negative was stressed for a pupil thrives on acceptance and

wilts under anxiety.23

zoibidc, PP 56-570

2lFaith Smitter, ""Report Cards - Problems and Possibilities,™
The National Elementary Principal, XL (September, 1960), 168.

22Mary Alice White and Ann E. Boehm, '"The Child's World of
Marks,”™ NEA Journal, LVII (January, 1968), 13.

23Wwitliam, ops cit., p. 60.
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Teachers in conjunction with parents have striven to develop
some forms of reporting conferences and evaluations which would serve
as an aid to the pupil's growth--growth '*in terms of the child's
abilities rather than in comparison to those of others or to the

average of his group.“2

Smitter's advice to both parents and teachers, the educators

of youth, should also be heeded today:
If teachers and parents want children to fulfill their
dreams, if schools are to prepare young people for the
world ahead, we should take a different path. We should
be observing, feeling, and trying out the potentials of
children. We should be seeking to know their motivation
to learn, their eagerness for certain experiences, their
growing sensitivity to people, aag their awareness of
life, its problems and promises.

HISTORICAL REVIEW OF REPORT CARDS

The interest in systematic reporting of learning progress may
be roughly divided into two periods: (1) 1910-1940 in which the
semantic and mechanical problems of marking were the focal interest
of research; and (2) 1940-present in which the improvement of marks
in the area of communication and in comprehensiveness had demanded
vital interest.26 For convenience and Elarity, the writer has

further divided these periods into decades.

24pbid.
25smitter, op. cit., p. 171.

26 John E. Dobbin and Ann Z. Smith, ""Marks And Marking Systems,’* -
Encyclopedia of Educational Research. (3rd Ed.), (New York: The
Macmillan Company, 1960), 783. *
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1910-1920 .

Concern and controversy regarding marking can be traced to the
period 1910 to 1920 when studies indicated the unreliability and
variability of marks. All levels of education during this period
favored the percentage system which was in general use, with a trend
toward the use of a three to seven point system. Arranging scores in
order and then changing these scores into marks according to an adopted
distribution found supporters as well as antagonists.27

In a 1910 study of fifteen thousand or more grades given by
approximately two .hundred and fifty teachers in elementary and high
schools, and in the College of Letters and Science (University of
Wisconsin), Dearborn concluded that the chief causes of inequality
were believed to be due to a lack of uniformity in standard.28

Johnson declared that an in-depth study was not essential to
notice the lack of uniformity of standard in grading between secondary
schools and colleges, between different secondary schools, and within
the same school between different departments and even between dif-
-ferent teachers in the same department. The value of the results_after
spending enormous amounts of time and energy by teachers, principals

and clerks in grading, making monthly, quarterly or half-yearly reports,

27 \bid.

2SWalter' Fenno Dearborn, School And Univérsfty Grades (Wis=-
consin: University of Wisconsin Press, 1910), p. b.
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and transferring them to permanent school records did not ‘commensurate
with the effort involved.29

The Kelly study, published in 1914, showed the variability of
marks given to pupils by the teachers. Kelly concluded that marks
meant a variety of things to different teachers, even to the point
where in some cases it meant a difference between an F- (fair minus)
and a G (good) in elementary school systems using the E-G-F-P (excel=-
lent, good, fair, and poor, respectively). High schools faced the
same problem. An example illustrated the point. Two schools had the
same point system for its passing standard, yet seventy points in one
school meant more than eighty-one points in the other.30

Teachers varied in their reliability of marking and standards
of marking under individualistic marking systems in use. Rugg stated:

There are large individual differences in teachers' marks

of the same students in the same subjects, on the same

examination papers and the same drawings and lettering

samples. The mean variations in many of the instances

tested run as high as 15 percept. They practically

never are less than 5 percent.

Starch described the wide discrepancies in standards of marking

in English, mathematics, and history as a result of an investigation

29Franklin W. Johnson, "A Study of High-School Grades,'s
School Review, XIX (January, 1911), 13.

30Frederick James Kelly, Ph.D., Teachers' Marks Their Vafi-
ability And Standardization (New York: Teachers College, Columbia
University Press, 1914), p. 133.

31Harold Ordway Rugg, '‘Teachers' Marks and Marking Systems,’
Educational Administration and Supervision, | (January, 1915), 137.
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which was made to determine the range of variation and the’ reliability
of the marks assigned by different teachers to the same papers. A
startling and almost shocking fact of this investigation was the tre-
mendously wide range of variation. Marks assigned by different teachers
to the same paper varied enormously. The unreliability and variability
of marks was as great in one subject as in another. Even mathematics
grades were as unreliable as language or history grades. Yet despite
these results, Starch saw marks as indispensable for their real personal
value and administrative value.32 |

An experiment in the Lawrence, Kansas schools conducted by
Jaggard evidenced that a group of teachers could extensively correct
their faulty distribution of marks when they were properly informed.

The systematic effort to educate the teachers on what was a proper
distribution of marks seemed to be the chief reason for improvement
in the grading system.

Cajori, in 1914, proposed that school grades A, B, C, D, E,
be distributed symmetrically in the proportions 7-24-38-24-7 percent.sk

Resulting from the previous fifteen years of discussion led

Rugg to state that all agreed that the methods for measuring the

32paniel Starch, Ph.D., Educational Measurements (New York:
The Macmillan Company, 1916), p. 8.

33Guy H. Jaggard, ‘‘Improving the Marking System,' Eddéétidhéf
Administration and Supervision, V (January, 1919), 3k

3"*F. Cajori, "A New Marking System and Means of Measuring
Mathematical Abilities,t Science, XXXIX, (191%), 874
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outcome of instruction should be reconstructed because of‘variability,
unreliability, and inconsistency in pupil marks given by teachers. The
marks were on a subjective basis with no uniform standards. A recom-
“mendation of a five-division marking scale (A-B-C-D=E or excellent,
superior, medium, inferior, and poor) was suggested. Rugg confirmed
the recommendation by stating that teachers could accurately handle five
divisions and also suggested the desirability of '"'measurement by ranking
with subsequent transmutation to absolute marks by means of a distribu-
tion-curve'' as a means of helping to rebuild the marking system.35

R. H. Johnson called the direct marking system (100 or 10 is
the highest mark in which marks are given as tenths or hundredths of
this grade) the ''naive system.'! Although it was in common use, all
versed in statistical method rejected it. The use of the coefficient
method in which the grade was determined by dividing the student's
marks by the class median for the same work as advocated by Johnson.

The median was graded as one (l). Marks above and below were determined

student's mark _ _— 36
median mark g *

by the following formula:

In 1915 Rugg reported that teachers' marks on report cards
greatly influenced various phases of educational administration, yet

school and college administrators did not recognize the importance of

35Harold 0. Rugg, ''Teachers' Marks and the Reconstruction of
the Marking System,'' Elementary School Journal, Xvliil (May, 1918),
702-18.

36Roswell H. Johnson. ''The Coefficient Marking System,'
School and Society, VIl (June, 1918), 714=715.
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the problem. These report card marks largely controlled Eromotions of
instructional levels, acceptance of rejection to schools, bestowal of
honors and degrees which were viewed as an index to teaching efficiency,
honorary societies membership election basis, scholarship and felloﬁ-
ship apgointment basis, and even college teaching positions. While
complex or blanket abilities, development, attainment, and accomplish-
ment were measured directly, educational specialists agreed that native
ability or capacity were measured indirectly by these report card marks.
Specialists preferred letter marks to percentile marks and accepted a
five division marking system as the best for many administrative and

37

logical reasons.

1920-1930

In the 1920's, ability grouping and individualization of in-
struction received impetus from the increased use of standardized
intelligence tests and added to the problem concerning marks, eﬁpecially
to the range of marks to be used for each ability group.3

The period 1920 to 1930 stimulated many facets of life inciuding
education. The wealth of ideas had a marked influence on marking. In-
dividualization of instruction had become an important topic and it

highlighted interest in ability groupings and accelerated changes in

37Harold Ordway Rugg, '‘Teachers' Marks and Marking Systems,"
Educational Administration and Supervision, | (January, 1915), 117=135.

38

Dobbin and Smith, op. cit., p. 785.
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promotion practices. Improvements took place in the quality and quality:
of educational materials as well as in the area of measurement tech-
niques, increasing the use of standardized tests. Rapid replacement

of the percentage system occurred with the use of four to seven
symbols.39

Thorndike and Bregman reported a research study of ninth grade
intelligence. Their conclusion supported the use of the normal distri-
bution curve in assigning marks.

The use of the normal curve was accepted by Monroe, but he
emphasized that a standard distribution was only a device used to
reduce errors In grading and not as an end in itself. Monroe stated:

Whenever common sense indicates that the distribution of

grades for a particular class should depart from the standard

distribution, no instructor should hesitate to award the grades

which he believes his students deserve. A standard distribu=-
tion will be closely approximated only in large unselected
groups of students. Relatively few classes in high school
include more than 35 students and not infrequently the group
is selecteds Hence significant departures from a standard

distribution may be expected. On the other hand, the distri-
bution of grades will frequently approach the standard shape.

To insure uniformity of standards, the normal probability curve

had become the most widely accepted plan. Oftentimes classes were not

390bid., p. 783.

AOE. L. Thorndike and E. 0. Bregman, 'On the Form of Distribution
of Intellect in the Ninth Grade,'" Journal of Educational Research,
X (November, 192L4), 278.

4IWa1ter S. Monroe, Directing Learning in High School (New
York: Doubleday, Page and Company, 1927), pp. 527-528.
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normally distributed and thus the normal probability curvé received
criticism. Yet, Symonds felt that more injustice was done by teachers
having free rein in marking than by the utilization of the normal
probability <:ur'».re.’+2

Freyd pointed out the advantages of the popular graphic rating
method which originated in the Scott Company Laboratory in 1920, The
methods of rating-on a line and the checking descriptive terms were
not original. However, the combination of both gave the graphic
rating scale a novel feature. The study proved that ratings of the
same subjects made by various raters were similar.ll3

In 1925, Symonds observed that rating scales were being more
commonly used in education as well as in personnel work in industry.
Unmeasurable qualities and traits were quantitatively determined by:
rating scales. Ranking, though generally considered more reliable,
was not preferred over rating scales. Rating was considered more
pleasant than ranking. The graphic rating scale presented fewer
problems in its usage and was, therefore, more acceptable. Experi-
mentation by Symonds produced evidence that ranking and graphic rating

scales yielded similar results. However, confusion arose when ranking

involved large groups. Symonds explained it as follows:

L2percival M. Symonds, Measurement in Secondary Education
(New York: The Macmillan Company, 1927), pp. 510-517.

43Max Freyd, "The Graphic Rating Scale,’® Journal gilgﬂucational
Psychology, XiV (February, 1923), 92-94.
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In rating, comparison is made with roughly defined.steps

or classes in the scale and the individual is placed in

the nearest fitting class according to the opinion of the

rater. But in ranking, one individual is compared directly

with another.

The competence and moral character of teachers were not
questioned because of a disagreement on school marks, but it was a
major criticism against the system of assigning marks according to the
Trabue research studies published in 1924. In the training of teachers,
colleges gave no attention to methods and rules in marking. Studies
showed that even teachers in the same departments of the same schools
disagreed in the distribution of their marks, and that different
teachers varied up to forty percentage points in marking the same
pupil examination papers. Trabue proclaimed that marks would not
have highly significant meanings unless teachers were taught to use
more objective evidence as the bases for marks as well as utilizing
better examinations with uniform methods of scoring.

A clearer definition of the marking base was needed during the
1920's. Ruch stated that marking was arbitrary, and that without
definition, marks had no meaning. Two things were essential if a

defensible plan for evaluating pupil's accomplishment was developed

by a school system. Ruch stated these as

il

Mipercival M. Symonds, ‘'"Notes on Rating,'' Journal of Applied
Psychology, IX (1925), 188-190.

LSMarion Rex Trabue, Ph.D., Measuring Resul ts 1n Education
(New York: American Book Company, 1924), pp. 49-56.
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1. The pupils must be placed in correct, relative positions
or ranks with respect to each other; and

2. The adopted marking scheme must be defined. Its sole
meaning and value rest upon aés definition to pupils,
teachers, and parents alike.

Ruch believed that nearly any properly defined marking system
would be good if the teacher had an adequate basis for evaluating each
pupil in rank-order. The basic data had to be valid and reliable.

Almost any scheme of recording marks, provided it be
adhered to by all teachers in the same school or school
system, and provided further that it be understood by all
concerned, will prove adequate if there is a valid and
reliable provision for the measurement of the relative
abilities of the pupils to be graded. At the same time,
the definition of local practices is essential jn order
that there be meaning to the final marks given.%/

Karrer advocated a new method of grading in which he proposed
the speed of learning as the basis of the grading system. Teachers
were judged by Karrer according to the acceleration of the speed of
learning or to the maintenance of a high level of speed of learning
regarding their pupils. Several major requirements that reporting
systems should meet were as follows:

(1) The mark should show or measure an individual's

positive quality or his characteristics,
(2) the measure should be a simple numerical quantity,
(3) the measurement should involve an objective method,

(4) the method should be applicable to the applier as
well as to the applied,

Légiles Murrel Ruch, The.ObjectiQe or New=Ty e'ﬁkéﬁfnation
(New York: Scott, Foresman and Company, 1929), pe 376.

“T\bid., pp. 377-378.



(5) the method of measurement (reporting system) should #

be statistically sound, and

(6) the numbers or marks must be easily interpreted.

To determine the general ability level of any group of pupils,
Symonds advocated the use of }ntelligence tests because these tests
represented a measure of ability which was applied to the entire group
and had a tolerable degree of accuracy. He emphasized that these in-
telligence tests used were not to be used as achievement measures.hg

Abell recommended the use of the standard deviation as the
basis for marking and pointed out that the real -advantage of usiné the
deviations was the fact that they were relative measures. This standard
deviation method Qas tested extensively by Abell in the late 1920'5.50

Some educators felt that pupils should be marked on an intelligence
test basis because studies showed a perfect positive correlation between
ability and achievement with maximum motivation present. Symonds |
strongly disagreed because maximum motivation did not occur in real
life classroom situations, and thus, marks shoudd be based strictly on
achievement and independently of intelligence test scores. Aéhievement

should be measured by objective evidence (test results) and used for

the marking system. Symonds stated:

48Enack Karrer, ""Reflections on a New Method of Grading,"
School and Society, XXIV (November, 1926), 582-583.

49Percnva] M. Symonds, Measurement in Secondary Education .
(New York: The Macmillan Company, 1927), p. 517.

50E. L. Abell, *Grading From the Median,'* Journal of Educa-
tional Research, XVIIl (December, 1928), k26.
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Let it be stated here with emphasis that school marks

should be thoroughbred and not hybrid. School marks should

represent only one thing - achievement. School marks must

not be a composite of several different qualities, other-

wise they mean nothing. Above all, school marks should

not be based merely on conscientious work. Quite un-

consciously teachers use marks not only as a measure of

achievement but as a disciplinary weapon.

Research studies were undertaken in the 1920's to determine the
correlation between school marks and intelligence~-test scores. Ohlson
reported the correlation between the average school marks and the
Terman group test of mental ability for all five hundred six graduates
of the Everett, Washington High School as .38 with a + .03 probable
error. The correlation for the boys and girls was also taken separately
and proved surprising. The boys had a .32 (+ .04) correlation and a
.47 (+ .02) correlation was reported for the girls. Ohlson concluded
that girls were more conscientious. The boys, equally intelligent or
possibly more so (the median intelligence score for the boys was ten
points higher) were more inclined to be happy-go-lucky. Possibly be-
cause girls were more quiet and thus less irritating to the teachers
could account, in part, for the higher (:orr'elation.52

Bolton did a re~study of some of Starch's data. (Starch showed

evidence through research data of the variability of marks different

teachers gave to the same examination papers.) His new data seemed to

51Symonds, Measurement in Secondary Education, pp. 505-506.

52payid Ohlson, **School Marks vs. Intelligence Rating,'"
Educational Administration and Supervision, Xll| (February, 1927),
93-102.
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nullify Starch's claim to little or no uniformity in marks®given by
teachers. Bolton's opposing evidence indicated that under usual con-
ditions (examinations given the teachers conducting the course and
marking the examinations themselves) tea?ﬁers' marks were reliable.

He stated:

In all probability there is sufficient reliability in
teachers' marks to justify their continued use as a

means of determining promotions in the grades or of
graduation from the high school or college and for pur- ’
poses of determining college entrance. When all the
grades assigned to a pupil at all times in a given subject,
and all the grades given by the different teachers in the
pupil's school career are massed and a composite rating is
secured undoubtedly it represents quite fairly the pupil's
past performance. Incidentally other studies go to show
that such a_composite is fairly prophetic of future accom-
plishment.

Concerning tests and markings, Bolton asked,

Has there not been altogether too much attention given to
tests and markings during the last few years? The rank

and file of teachers have been'required to spend so much

time on types of examinations and methods of marking that
their entire attention has been badly diverted from gather-
ing materials for teaching and studying best methods of
instruction. Many seem obsessed with the idea that materials
and methods of instruction are correct and that all energy
must be put upon some methods of marking that will dlscover
abilities and make ﬁpssible the segregation of the ''dumbbells''
from the geniuses.> .

1910-1940
: L _
A standard distribution of A, B, ¢, D, E grades of 6-22-44-22-6

percents was proposed by Eells in 1930. On the assumption of normality

53Frederick E. Bolton, "™Do Teachers' Marks Vary as Much as
Supposed?® Education, XLVII1 (September, 1927), 38.

54ibid., p. 39.
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of distribution, the unit distance between true means of Successive
grade groups would be uniformly one sigma, with less than one percent
error. During the past twenty-five years, various writers proposed
different distributions of grades for the five-point grading system
which contained discrepancies in the relative length of units between
successive grade means ranging from four to sixteen percent.55

Davis severely criticized Eells' proposal of the 6-22-44-22-6
normal curve system and concluded in a research study that comparing
grades beyond a semester had little meaning and'that the grade value
changed in succeeding semesters.56

In a study undertaken to deterpine some general trends, Middle=
ton stated:

At first, the task of investigating the literature seemed

to be a rather hopeless one. What a mass and a mess it

all was!. Could order be brought out of such chaos? Could

points of agreement.among American educators_concerning7

the perplexing grading problem actually be discovered?

Middleton and his committee on grading studies carefully a
well-selected bibliography of over eighty books and journal articles

which revealed a strong preference for standardization in grading, the

use of the normal probability curve and grading areas, the publication

55yal ter Crosby Eells, "An Improvement In the Theoretical Basis
of Five Point Grading Systems Based on the Normal Probability Curve,'
Journal of Educational Psychology, XXI (February, 1930), 135.

56J. DeWitt Davis, “The Effect of the 6-22-44-22-6 Normal Curve
System on Failure and Grade Levels,' Journal of Educational Psychology,
XX11 (November, 1931), 639.

57Warren C. Middleton, '"Some General Trends in Grading Procedure,'
Education, LIV (September, 1933), 5.
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of each teacher's grades at the end of each term, and a favoritism
of a five-point grading scale (usually A, B, C, D, and F) along with
a normal distribution of grades.58

Gould's questionnaire study method revealed minor uniform
standards for measuring pupil progress. Regarding the distribution of
school marks, the study revealed that the normal curve was conservatively
used by the teachers, thus refuting the accusation that teachers slavishly
use the normal curve.59 |

Norsted deplored the fact that

~ Though marks may be defined and understood, there still re-

mains a great lack of agreement due to variations in the

interpretation of marks, relative merit of work, weighting

‘of course requirements, use of the distribution curve, sex

of teachers and students, standards of qudgment, influegge

of extraneous elements, and lack of plain common sense.

According to Forman, education tended toward a markless or
'gradeless'' age. Grades and marks were vices perpetuated by tradition.
Since progress required the removal of vices, grades and marks had to
be removed from our educational system. They were viewed as arbitrary
standards and subjective measures conforming to the iaWs of chance and
as artificial stimulators furnishing fear motivation resulting only in

artificial education. Colleges and universities were responsible for

the pressures and demands for grades and marks. Forman advocated the

58|Lid., pp. 5-10.

59George Gould, **Practices In Marking and Examination,* The
School Review, XL (February, 1932), 146.

60Rc:-y A. Norsted, "To Mark or Not to Mark?'' The Journal of
Education, CXX| (March, 1938), 82.
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‘'creative credit" plan which provided éredit to a pupil whé created
anything showing original effort, use of knowledge, and work completed.

Tiegs claimed that school systems used the fear of failure as a
motivational factor when in reality it was a definite obstacle to learn-
ing and affected the morale of pupils and the general public. Pupils
should be promoted unless extraordinary circumstances prevent it because
of very limited definite knowledge concerning the nature of failure as
well as the uncertainty in the ability to predict success.

The use of the school mark as a motivating factor was detrimental
maintained Wrinkle. The use of the hickory-stick for motivational pur-
poses was viewed as inhumane and thus was discontinued in our evolu-
tionary education, yet mental flogging of pupils for non-conformity by
the marking system on the report card still existede The mark was in-
adequate as a device used to inform parents and pupils. Wrinkle stated:

Probably the bestlreport form would be a blank sheet of

paper on which the teacher would make pertinent state-

ments regarding the progress and achieveg%nt and the

weaknesses and strengths of the student.

Campbell believed that pupil effectiveness and efficiency were
greatly reduced because marks caused constant uneasiness and it was
impossible for a great number of pupils to fully realize their maximum

potential. Health could be impaired by the overconscientious pupil,

61W. 0. Forman, ""The Gradeless Era in High School," Journal
of Education, CX! (May, 1930), 501-502.

62Ernest W. Tiegs, Ph.D., Tests and Measurements For Teachers
(New York: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1931), 193.

63wrinkle, ""Social Marks - Why, What and How?" pp. 219-224.
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while the rest became discouraged. Every teacher should share the
information regarding marks by explaining and defining them with the
pupil so that each pupil "may know, and knowing, may succeed."eh

Marks give pupils a perverted attitude toward his education and
learning pointed out Hillbrand. He condemned the '‘rank=-in-class'
method and viewed marking systems based on it as a form of social
snobbery. In the days of feudalism, rank-in-class as a method_of
social appraisement could have been accepted perhaps, but not in
twentieth-century America. Hillbrand hoped to see the day when grades
would be abolished and students would realize that education is a growth
process.

0dell supported the retention of school marks, although some
argued for their abol ishment. The chief fault, according to him, was
their unreliability and subjectivity because different teachers based
marks on many different factors and had a variety of standards in mind
in giving them. The significance and basis of the marks should be
decided. A system of marking that employed only five or six letters or
other symbols, of which two were failing, was viewed as being more |
satisfactory than percentile marks, despite their popularity. Regard-

ing the normal curve, Odell suggested that in giving marks it was better

64 aurence R. Campbell, '*So Pupils May Know,'* School and
Society, XXX11 (December, 1930), 762-763.

~ 65gart k. Hillbrand, "College Marks - and Remarks,”™ School
and Society, XXXIil (May, 1931), 727-729.
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to adopt limits for the percents of pupils receiving each mark rather
than giving single exact percents.

Numerous pupils credit--or discredit--their teachers with a kind
of | '11-give-you-any~-grade- |-damn-please-and=-you-can't-do-a-damn-thing-
about=-it" complex, according to Wakeham. Most progressive teachers hate
inflicting grades, but as long as grades are part of the educational
system, effort must be made to inject helpful elements into the system.
Grades should be impartial, impersonal, uniform, fair, and comprehensible
to the pupil.67

Despite the fact that tests may be made by technicians, Williamson
argued that local administrators and teachers determined the standards
and objectives. The danger was not that test-makers will dominate
educational practices, but rather that educators failed to define clear
objectives and failed to evalﬁéte their efforts for achieving these
goals. If education were properly defined, all-valid measuring instru=-
ments would be usable regardless of the source of construction.

Fay, despite the fact that he openly admitted the obvious un-

reliability of the results of his research study, offered some

66Charles W. Odeil, Ph.D., Educational Measurement in High
School (New York: The Century Company, 1930), 469.

67Glen Wakeham, "'Humanizing Grades,™ School and Society,
XXXI1V (October, 1931), 596.

68g. G. Williamson, “The Cooperative Guidance Movement,'t The
School Review, XLII11 (April, 1935), 279-280.
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tentative conclusions in which he stated that A students do better
when told their marks; B students somewhat better; C'students only

slightly better while lower intelligent students needed a knowledge

69 ...

]

of marks as an incentive to increase their achievement.
Convincing evidence in a study on teachers was presented by
?Lawson. Even when teachers have similar educational prepératiqn, o
actual teaching experience, cultural background as well as present
environment, they still cannot estimate reliably the marks to be

assigned for essay-type examinations.70

1940-1950

De Pencier, in giving a resume of the pupil progress reporting
trends of the period 1938-49, stated that the same outlook and con-
cepts found in other phases of education were present in the reporting
trends. The greatest emphasis was on the ''whole chiid” and on tech-
niques which help the child's all-round development. ''Reporting has
been called the most retarded phase of American educaticn.“71

Smith and others on the evaluation staff of the Commission on

the Relation of School and College of the Progressive Education

69paul J. Fay, '""The Effect of the Knowledge of Marks on the
Subsequent Achievement of College Students,'t The Journal of Educational
Psychology, XXVIill, (October, 1937), 55k.

70Douglas E. Lawson, **Scoring of Subjective Tests with Several
Variable, Controlled," Elementary School Journal, XXXVIl1| (February,
1938) , 457.

711da B. De Pencier, "Trends in Reporting Pupil Progress in the
Elementary Grades, 1938-1949,'* Elementary School Journal, LI (May, 1951),
5189-522.
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Association published in 1942 their findings regarding evaluation,
records and reports of student progress in thirty schools. The com=
mittee obtained report cards used by various kinds of schools for the
purpose of careful study. An analysis was made of the suggestions and
criticism sent in by the schools. The most popular demand was for a
report card that would provide usable information of the pupil's
strengths and weaknesses, and would replace the letter or numerjcal
marks. The single mark only hid the facts about pupil progress. A
report card form showing pupil strengths and weaknesses would provide
an analysis of pupil achievement and serve as a safe guidance basis.
VThe consensus of opinion was that marks had become much too competitive,
were harmful to pupils, and drew the attention of pupils, parents, and
teachers toward the marking symbols per se rather than toward the real
purposes of education. Most schools, that had replaced their marking
system, used the writing paragraphs form of report card in which pupil
gfowth was analyzed by each teacher. This method proved to be very
time-consuming. Smith warned that parents and pupils must receive
some explanation about the information provided on the report card to
avoid antagonism and confusion.72 |

Good observed that many educators believed marks should have
been abolished because they were more harmful than helpful. In spite

of marking system improvements and greater teacher effort to use the

. 72Eugene Randolph Smith and others, A féfﬁfﬁ an& Récofdfn
Student Progress (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1942), pp. L488-593.
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mark conscientiously, the simple truth established the fact that the
marking system proved valueless. Marks were not reliable, usually
discouraged pupils, and hindered learning.73

Sanders identified the value of a report card as dependent upon
the value attached to it. |f it must be given, then it must be given
in wisdom and received in understanding. Sanders stated:

School reports have led to lying, cheating, stealing and

suicide. Anguish and heartbreak, persecution and punish-

ment are too common for sympathy. False values are in-

evitable. Wrong attitudes are developed. Surely it is

time that reports should be recognized for what they are 7

and be used as an aid, instead of a hindrance to education.

'In a research study, Michaelis and Howard concluded that the
greatest needs for improvement in evaluation concerned the personal=
social development of the pupil. Little was done in the California
schools to appraise emotional and social adjustments as well as the
related needs of the 1earner.75

After ten years of continuous study and experimentation for the
purpose of improving marking and reporting practices, the research-

laboratory school of Colorado State College of Education in Greeley,

Colorado reported that the important discovery was that '"educational

73Warren R. Good, ''Should School Marks Be Abolished?'¥ The
Education Digest, X! (December, 1945), 11-12.

7I+Eugene Sanders, . . . Behind the Report Cards,'" Nation's
Schools, XXX! (February, 1943), 31-32.

75John U. Michaelis and Charles Howard, “Current Practices
in Evaluation in City School Systems in California,’ Journal of
Educational Research, XLI1I1l (December, 1949), 260.
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objectives should be set up in terms of behavior.' Wrinkfe recommended
that pupils serve as working partners in the development of new practices
in school systems. The same consideration should be given to these
pupil suggestions and recommendations as were given to the faculty. Six
fallacies as seen by Wrinkle supported the use of the single letter
marking system:

(1) The mark is an effective conveyor of information;

(2) anyone can achieve any mark he wishes if he is

willing to make the necessary effort;
(3) people succeed in out-of-school life about the
same as they do in school;

(4) the mark is rightly comparable to a pay check;

(5) marking practices provide a justifiable introduction

to competitive adult life; and

(6) the mark can be used as a means withoug its eventually

" being recognized as an end in itself.”/

Berman pointed out that little or no valid research had been
done regarding the junior high school report card. In fact, the junior
high school report cards incorporated the worst features of senior high
school reporting systems despite the fact that junior high school edu-
cation had its own avowed objectives. Berman concluded that the tradi-
tion of a competitive rating system was being continued as shown in the
survey began in 1940 of one hundred forty-nine report cards of junior
high schools from across the country. Realistic recognition of differ=-
ences in the ability to achieve and in the rate of learning must take
place if social significance is to be achieved as presented by the

77

objectives of the junior high school program of education.

76Wrinkle, Improving Marking and Reporting Practices in
Elementary and Secondary Schools. pp. 49-112.

77Samuel Berman, '"Revising the Junior High=School Report Card,'
National Association of Secondary=-School Principals Bulletin, XXVIi '

(May, 1943), 49-62.
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According to Drake, the first tésts emphasized achiring know=
ledge and skills. Tests concerned with **intangibles,” such as under-
standings, attitudes, and appreciations of the learner emerged. These
intangibles received great attention in the past five years, and will
more so in the next decade. He proclaimed, ‘We must become more

interested in children themselves than in devices and subject-matter.

Evaluation in the future should have human welfare as its chief con=

cern."78

1950-1960

Vredevoe, in reporting a résearch study based on personal inter=-
views extended over four years with t;achers and administrators, re-
vealed that teachers differed in interpreting achievement, the value of
school marks differed from school to school and from teacher to teacher
within the same school, the use of ''satisfactory" and Munsatisfactory'f
did not offer a solution to the reporting problem, some teachers added
a plus or minus to the "S'* and the "U' in order to widen the grading
range, secondary schools used the A, B, C, D, E, or their equivalent

79

while elementary schools tended to provide other methods.

78C. Elwood Drake, 'Trends in the Field of Evaluating Secondary
Education,'t Educational Administration and Supervision, XXVI
(April, 1940), 242-2hL3.

79Lawrence E. Vredevoe, '‘How May We Make the Recarding and
Reporting of Pupil Achievement More Meaningful?® National Association
of Secondary-School Principals Bulletin, XXXVII (April, 1953), 180-181.
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A research study aimed at Idénfifying recent signi%icant trends
in pupil progress reporting of the junior high schools was conducted
by Roelfs. |t was reported that nearly all of the schools sfudied
used report forms of one kind or another. The report was supplemented
with parent-teacher-pupil conferences, telephone calls, letters to |
parents, and other informal methods by thirty-eight percent of the
schools studied. Not a single junior high school in the research
study relied solely on informal methods. There was a trend for sub-
dividing each academic subject into goals, skills, or habits on the
report. Many junior high schools who had adopted a two, three, or
four step marking scale returned to the A, B, C, D, F marking. Report-
ing to parents was viewed by teachers and administrators as becoming
too complicated and laborious. There was no evidence that simplicity in
reporting procedures was present.

Traxler stated that, in general, although many current articles
of educational literature lead one to believe that newer practices in
reporting procedures were accepted by_many school systems, many schools
were still very conservétive and used traditional forms. Many schools’
that have tried the pass-fail, satisfactory-unsatisfactory, and the
mastery-failure to master type of plan have not found it completely
satisfactory. Three main arguments against using marks have their
origin in research, logical inference supported by human experience,
and mental hygiene. Some people have become convinced of an inherent

badness in all marking systems. In the 1950's more attention was placed

80R. M. Roelfs, "Trends in Junior High School Progress Reporting,'
Journal of Educational Research, XLIX (December, 1955), 243-248.
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on the educational objectives which were to serve as a ba;is for the
reporting system. A flexible reporting plan developed by Traxler for
schools not wishing to abandon report cards was to have either each
teacher or each depart&ent construct the report forms to be used. The
teacher or departmental objectives could be included on the report
forms.ai

Parents and teachers preferred the traditional five-letter
system of marking with an included carefully planned checkl ist of
individual characteristics showing social, mental, emotional, and
physical growth, éccording to Cag'le.82

Morris stated that little progress had been made in reporting:
to parents since the days of 1840, when colored slips of paper were
given out by the teacher to show approval or blame. All report card
" forms were made to fit past educational practices because they complied
with authoritarian systems, overstressed the adherence to a textbook,
and required the ability to memorize. The parent-teacher conference
was advocated as a replacement to report cards.

The traditional report card (using percentages) was viewed by

Bolmejer as a convenient, antiquated device used for '‘separating the

sheep from the goats'* and not favored by many intelligent persons.

81Arthur E. Traxler, Techniques of Guidance (New York:
Harper and Brothers, Publishers, 1957), pp. 233-247.

82cagle, op. cit., p. 27
83Morris, op. cit., p. 149.
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Relative strengths, weaknesses, aptitudes, interests, and Etudy habits
of pupils should be indicated on the report card in order to serve as
a basis for counsel. The single-mark system was unreliable and inade-
quate in revealing relative accomplishments of the pupil. It did not
provide the essential information needed for effective guidance. Alpha-
betic marks were interpreted differently by parents, pupils, and teach-
ers. Occasional modifications of a reporting system were advocated.

in a research study conducted to study the relation of the per-
sonality traits to school success, Russell and Thalman pointed out that
from continued failure in school serious and permanent damage to a
pupil's personality can result. They stated:

If the mark results from a personality conflict between the

teacher and the pupil, the act is cruel and unjustified. A

challenge is made to teachers to guard against prejudice and

to be on the alert for personality problems which may cause

the pupils who have them to function at a level lower than

they might achieve. Recognize those problems for what they

are, but avoid allowing them to appear in the disguise of a

teacher's mark.

In an investigation to determine whether teachers tended to
favor one sex in giving marks and whether the sex-favored tended to be
determined by the teacher's sex, Carter concluded that regardiess of

male or female teachers, boys were penalized in the marks assigned,

although not as much by a male teacher. The data also indicated that

8U4Boimeier, op. cit., pp. 16-2k.

85|van L. Russell and Wellington A. Thalman, "Personality:
Does It Influence Teachers' Marks?"* . Journal of Educational Research,
XLVI1l (April, . 1955), 56k.
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if marks were to reflect true achievemént, then a refining'of marks was
necessary. Carter also concluded that intelligence was a factor in
harks assigned by teachers. Thus, marks reflected not only achievement

86

but intelligence as well.

Hadley, in a research study, reported that the results showed
evidence of a tendency that the most-1iked pupils were marked higher
than their measured achievement would justify. Fifty percent of the
most-1iked pupils in the sample received higher marks while fifty per=
cent of the least-liked received lower marks than actual attainment.
The pupils who were neither most-liked nor least-liked had an even
chance of being marked too high or too low. However, Hadley believed

87

that most teachers mark as objectively as possible.

1960-Present

Austin noted that the earliest report cards which were devised
in the 1800's reflected the educational phiiosoéhy of that period. A
philosophy which stressed the subje;t-matter rather than the learner
was emphasized. The purpose of these report cards was to inform the
pupil and his parents of the learner's progress. Numbers orrletters
were utilized to rate pupil achievement. The traditional report cards
contained several deficiencies. No description of the basis for evalu-

ating the pupil's work was included on the traditional card. Grades

86Robert S. Carter, '""How Invalid Are Marks Assigned by Teachers?™
Journal of Educational Psychology, XLIII (April, 1952), 227.

87s. Trevor Hadley, '"A School Mark = Fact or Fancy,'" Educa-
tional Administration and Supervision, XL (May, 1954), 308-312.
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were subjected to many misinterpretations because they we;e not objec-
tively determined. Thus, parents, having no real basis for understanding
the grading system frequently became antagonistic toward the child and
the school. Parents and children developed poor attitudes. The value
of learning and education was ignored because the focus was upon marks.
Pupils worked either to ''get by'' or to obtain good grades. For some
well-meaning parents, the report card became a lethal weapon. Cramming
and cheating resulted. Many parents withdrew their reassurance and
love from their children when their grades were low. Confusions arose
and frequently centered around these questions:

Did the grade relate to the student's potential or to the

norm for the class? Did it indicate the pupil's present

standing or his progress since a previous report? Did a

:igh mafk'in a low ggi]ity group mean the same grade in a

igh ability group?

Burton explained that the traditional report card, developed
during the 1800's, also reflected the educational philosophy and
practices of that period. Emphasis was not upon the learner, but
entirely upon the academic subject. The new-type report card was a
natural development because of changes in educational thinking. Great
progress had been made in the 1950's. Thousands of new-type report
cards were used, yet many school systems had not heard of these improved

reports. Thousands of teachers were not aware of their existence.

These new-type report cards included all phases of pupil growth--

8Mary C. Austin, "Report Cards and Parents,' ihg ﬁéading
Teacher, XVI11 (May, 1965), 660-661.
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intellectual, social, emotional, and physical. The percentage mark was
absurd. All traditional marking systems were arbitrary and unrelated
to functional learning. The symbol became the important thing and
stood for facts memorized, orders followed, and nonfunctional skills
performed. Cramming, cheating, catering to teacher whims and views,
and even open flattery became ways of receiving desired marks regard=
less of learning achievement. These evils were not useful when func-
tional learning achievements were evaluated and '"marked* on the report
card by means of descriptions. The passing-grade concept was ridiculous
and contrary to kmown facts regarding growth and facts about desirable
learning achievement. The passing-grade was not based upon functional
learning but upon subject-matter standards. The 'get by complex re=-
sulted. The possibility of receiving high marks which did not represent
real learning was strong. Teachers frequently failed to clarify desir-
able outcomes of learning when the '"passing grade,'” the mark, ''the
course credit,' '"passing the college boards,' and "passing the Regents'
became the real aims for many.89
Confusion in building and interpreting report cards resulted from
confusion regarding the definitions of success according to Hanson. Of
the two kinds of success--'success in competition™ and ‘*fulfillment of
self,* parents stressed success in competition. Both kinds of success

90

must be important in educational programs.

BgBurton, ;éE. ﬂo ’ ppo 1‘8-5221

90Ear! H. Hanson, "What is Success and How Should We Report
to Parents?'® Education, LXXX!l (October, 1961), 126.
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Rolf reported that emphasis had been placed on pers;nal competi=
tion in recent years, and competition with others had been abolished.
According to him, this was not theoretically sound because a pupil's
ego was falsely inflated by not informing him of his limitations and
weaknesses in a competitive world. The type of competition which a
pupil faced had its limitations. |f every pupil attained his potential,
then the educational purposes would be accomplished.91

A consensus among principals regarding reporting methods was
summarized by Varner. Principals agreed that the report techniques
must be clear and Eimple, faculty members must thoroughly understand the
reporting procedures, reporting practices must not be too time-consuming,
and scholastic achievement and other characteristics must be evaluated
and reported. Further findings indicated that parent-teacher conferences
were effective when relief time was utilized and that the interests of
the pupils were the all-important factor in the administration of evaluat-
ing and reporting methods.92

Cutler observed that some schools have gone ""full circle’™ on up~
dating and revising pupil report cards, but they have returned to earlier

report card formats. A prime aim of the report card was total understand=-

ability. Some schools realized that their new report cards were refined

Rolf, loc. cit.

92Glen F. Varner, "How Do We Best Appraise and Report .Individual
Pupil Progress in the Junior High School?” The Bulletin of the National
Association of Secondary-School Principals, XLVl (October, 1962), 23.
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to the extent that total understandability was lost. Earfier forms

93

served their needs with maximum understanding and minimum confusion.

Anastasiow stated that report cards were still with us and
tended to be very controversial. The report card was utilized by school
districts to communicate a vast amount of complex data regarding pupil
progress to parents and to pupils. It was only one means of evaluation.
Too many schools used it as the only means of evaluation. The crucial
question was concerned with the real purpose of the report card. Teachers
became frustrated when they tried to use the report card because no
knowledge regarding the scoring of the reporting categories was avail-
able. Anastasiow conducted a three-year study in order to evaluate an
existing report card, to guide the development of a new report card, and
to evaluate the new card. The criteria used in the evaluation were the
following:

1. Teachers. Teachers must be able to use the report card to
communicate the data they have accumulated to parents. The
categories included in the reporting device must be flex-
ible enough to allow the teacher to present information
that is an accurate appraisal of the student at all ability
levels. The report card must not require judgments beyond
the information possessed by the teacher.

2, Parents. A report card should convey clearly to parents
what it is a teacher wants to report about a child's
progress and the child's current standing in both academic
and social areas. The parent should be able to interpret
the card in the manner intended by the teacher and school
district. A report card is essentially a progress report
to parents and, therefore, must be easily understood.

3. Pupils. Evaluation implies the wish on the part of the
evaluator to encourage improvement, or the consolidation

93Cutiel', ;Q.Eo ﬂ-. Pe 60.



and continuation of desirable habits and attitudes. *
While the report card is not intended as a learning

device to motlzivate children, it shou!d not, hogﬁver,

have a negative effect on future achievements.

No all-purpose, perfect reporting system existed because pupils
were not alike. Reports were concerned with Intangibles such as char-
acter and attitudes as well as easy-td-measure arithmetic skills, aﬁd
educational programs differed from community to community. It would
have been simple to adopt a universal reporting system if pupils were
alike, if educational programs were concerned with limited factual
knowledge, and if all schools were identical.95

Kingston and Wash pointed out that only a few scientific research
studies on grading and reporting pupil progress had been reported even
though there had been vital and continuous interest among educators.
Most of the published articles reflected professional and personal bias
and opinion. Only a few described the grading and reporting of pupil
progress procedures used in a specific school. "The research studies
dealing with the effect of grading practices on motivation or on pupil
achievement were generally on a high school or college level. Trying
to apply these findings to the elementary school was extremely difficult.
Parents were more satisfied with-most of the present reporting systems

than educators realized. Schools welcomed parental assistance in devis-

ing the reporting system not so much for seeking solutions to the technical

94Nicholas J. Anastasiow, “Research and Development of an Elemen- ;-
tary School Report Card,** California Journal of Educational Research,
Xvil (November, 1966), 209=210. .~ — _

95"Report on Reports,” (Adapted from NEA leaflet).‘ﬂgﬁ_JOurnal,
LIl (December, 1963), 1k
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problems of report cards, but for improving public relations. Teacher
variations in marking had been widely discussed. Improvement in the
reliability and validity of teacher marking could be accomplished
through continuous and systematic effort by faculties under the leader=
ship and guidance of principals. Reviewing teachers' reports and aiding
rthem to improve their marking practices was an importaﬁt and continuing
responsibility for each principal.96

It was believed by Johnson that it made little difference whether
marks were in the form of letters, numbers or even geometric figures
provided that their meaning was understood. In order to lessen the
‘mess in marking'® and to clarify some of the confusion about marks,
schools must have a formulated policy stating the purposes of the marks,
the sources of evidence used, the basis of comparison, the attributes
to be marked, and the curricular reference of the marks.97

Grades were viewed by Doak as deterrents-to learning. Therefore,
the primary task for educators was to discover how to replace the false
emphasis on grades with a meaningful search for knowledge.98

Grades were a threat, caused anxiety and defensiveness, and were

not intrinsically related to learning, observed Cummins. Learning was

%Albert J. Kingston and James A. Wash, Jr., ''Research on Re-

pgr;éng Systems,'* The National Elementary Principal, XLV (May, 1966),
3 - .

97Mauritz Johnson, Jr., "Solving the Mess in Marks,'™ New York
State Education, XLI!X (November, 1961), 30.

. .,98E..Dale Doak, '*Grading - A Deterrent to Learning,' Ihg
Clearing House, XXXVIl (December, 1962), 247.
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directed toward positive growth and development; grades wére not. Cur=
rent indignation was against widespread cheating. Research validated
the influence grades had upon the social relationships and emotional
health of the pupils. The temptation was strong to 'damn grading.’’
Because grades would be with us at the present, Cummins suggested
that grades be abolished gradually by beginning now to eliminate
grades in courses such as PE activity courses, laboratory courses, and
student teaching. Grades that would be given in other courses should
be placed in proper perspective in the total evaluation process. To
involve pupils in'the selection of the criteria to be used as a basis
for grading and to determine the objectives of the course were goals which
educators believed might help to achieve a proper perspective.99

The traditional A-B=-C-D-E report card must be abolished and re-
placed by the parent conference maintained Nicholson. In a question-
naire-type study undertaken in Ohio, she discovered that teaching and
non-teaching parents did not want to abolish the traditional report card.
Sixty-one parents out of a hundred wanted parent conferences but only
in addition to the traditional report card. Parents cling to the tra-
ditional five-letter system because they grew up with it while teachers
cling to it because they had not received adequate training in conference

techniques.100

99cumin5, .QE'I Eit_-. P 403-

- 100Mary Louise E. Nicholson, 'Reporting to Parents,“.dh{d
Schools, XXX1X (November, 1961), 23.



Wilson advocated the abolishment of report cards and grades
because they were so meaningless. The A does not tell us

How good is the class, the school, or the teacher? It
does not tell us whether the student is performing up
to his ability; whether he is creative, imaginative or
industrious; whether he is developing his capacity to
think; or whether he is acquiring a genuine desire to
learn. It tells us only that compared with others in
his class, the student possesses a good memory. Con=
versely, the C, D, or F tells us that the student has a
comparatively poor memory = that and little more. |0

Wilson stated further that because many students were unable
to parrot facts and figures on examinations, society was being deprived
of many otherwise competent achievers. The root of the educational
sickness was not the examination per se, but its misuse. Examinations
and their resultant grades were used as weapons of punishment and dis-
cipline, and as a measurement of achievement. They should have been
used for measurements of teaching and learning. The importance of the
examination and a good memory was not to be minimized. Wilson stated:

What is so patently evil about the emphasis on both in our

American grading system is the fraudulent claim that we

teach our students to think, reason, and learn = indeed,

that we teach them at all. With the examination as our

obstacle course and our grade as the reward, we smugly

assure ourselves that we have done our duty to all‘az

where in fact we may have done nothing for anyone.

In characterizing a good report, Crosby declared:

. . .if a report helps a child, his parents, and his

teachers learn more about what he is capable of, where
he is reaching his potential, what is being done to

10igharles H. Wilson, ''Educational Innovation: Are Public
gghggls Going Overboard?' Nation's Schools, LXXX (November, 1967),

1021bid.
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foster his learning, and perhaps-most significant o% all,

if it provides 'that something to grow on,' it is a good

report.

In 1966, the NEA Research Division sent a questionnaire on
administrative practices to school systems. The respondents consisted
of 232 systems with enroliments from 300 to 2,999 pupils, 234 systems
had 3,000 to 24,999 pupils, and 150 systems had-25,000 or more pupils.,
Results showed that the traditional A-F type of report card was used
in tﬁe majority of school systems. School systems with 300 or more
pupils reported that eight in ten school systems used some type of
classified scale such as the A-F or, the 1=5 for senior high school
students. The figure was slightly higher for junior high school
pupils. Between eight and nine in ten systems used it for fourth
graders. These traditional report cards usually listed the subjects
and provided space for the letters A-F, the numbers 1-%, or percentages
which indicated the amount or the quality of the -pupil's achievement.
School systems not using the traditional cards used the simplified
version of the classified scale called the two-part scale of pass-fail
or satisfactory-unsgtisfactory, the written description method, or the
conference method. All four types had Iimifations, but the traditional
report card had been the most severely criticized. Some school systems

104

supplemented the report card with letters or conferences.

103Muriel E. Crosby, ''Good Report,'' NEA Journal, LI (April,
1962) , 47. - o

10‘*Anonymxous, ‘'Reports to Parents,'' NEA Research Bulletin,
XLV (May, 1967), 51=52.




Chansky conducted a research study to determine whéther
teachers believed that various reporting forms of the elementary
school were equally effective in giving functional informatién
of pupil growth. Twenty-five report cards used in New York were
judged by seventy teachers. The number of entries on the report
cards proved to be significant. Report cards with m;ny entries
reflected progress in many facets of learning. The more pupil
characteristics listed on the report card, the higher was its
rating. The range of pupil behavior covered by the report card was
significant. Higher rated cards dealt with subject-matter, health,
social adjustment, and work habits, while lower rated cards dealt
only with subject-matter. The highest ratings went to the cards
which stimulated teachers to observe the 'whole child." Another
important factor was the system used in informing parents of pupil
progress. The lower rated cards used the numerical or letter systems
of grading while higher rated cards used positive adjectives entirely
or in part. The highest ratings went to the card which stimulated
teachers to describe pﬁpii achieveme.nt.los

Halliwell and Robitaille undertook a research study to deter-
mine whether teachers employed in school systems using the dual

reporting program actually evaluated pupil progress according to the

iosNorman M. Chansky, "Elementary School Teachers Rate Report
Cards,' The Journal of Educational Research, LVi (July-August, 1963),
523-528.




L9 -
dual reporting theory, and to ascertain the relationship between the |
subjective and objective report card grades given by sixth-grade
teachers. The finding showed that the teachers graded the pupils
in the traditional manner on the individualized part of the dual
marking report card. The stated philosophy of the individualized -
section was not utilized. There was a positive relationship between
the scores on the objective and subjective parts of the dual marking
system of reporting. The halo effect was apparent. Bright pupils were
rewarded twice with good grades. Slow pupils were punished twice with
poor grades.106

Coogan reported that parental concern regarding academic achieve-
ment had increased. Adequate reporting systems giving parents an under=
standable and accurate view of the academic achievement as well as the
academic potential of their child was important. Parents demanded a
reporting system that presented their child's achievement in relation
to himself and in relation to his classmates. Some schools returned
to the "A=B-(C" method. The dual-marking system became a trend. It
must be noted, however, that parents were not necessarily better-
informed because of the changes in reporting procedures. The report-
ing methods must be evaluated by the degree of parental understanding

conveyed by the report.]07

105Joseph W. Halliwell and Joseph P. Robitaille, '"The Relation-
ship Between Theory and Practice in a Dual Reporting Program,' The
Journal of Educational Research, LVII (November, 1963), 137-141.

107 pale Roger Coogan, "Reporting Pupil Progress: An Analysis
of the Relationship Between the Administrative Methods Used for Change
and the Degree of Parental Understanding' #unpublished Doctor's Dis=
sertation, The University of Southern California, 1963), pp. 1=3.
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The research study of Coogan was undertaken in order to examine
the degrée of parental understanding of pupil progress. anly school
districts that had made recent major changes- in the elementary school
reporting system and had met the established criteria for adequacy
were used in the study. Following the launching of Sputnik, parents
demanded that the reporting system give a comparative view of their
child in relation to his classmates. Political and legislative events
affected the emphasis on subject matter and pupil achievement in this
subject matter. Most school districts had not abolished the report
jcard because it, though viewed as both good and bad, was accepted and
expected by parent's.108

Coogan, in summarizing the findings from the literature, stated
that the history of reporting to parents revealed that parents and
teachers should work together for the educational development of the
childe Increased knowledge of child growth and development had de-
manded it. Knowledge of individual differences led to the realization
that the individual was not to be measured against a norm. Parents,
however, insisted on information that served as a basis for comparison
with other classmates. Parents and educators agreed that the individual
| parent-teacher conference was the best method of reporting basic skill
progress. Surveys showed that, aside from the parent-teacher con-
ference, the traditional A=B-C=D-F written report card was preferred

by parents.log

Iaaibid-, PP 15'29-
1091bid., pps 52-53.
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Coogan recommended that schools should adjust thei; reporting
practices in order to utilize the most understandable methods. If |
written reports were demanded, the A-B-C-D-F marking symbols‘were
recommended for middle and upper grade elementary pupils. His recom=
mendations also included a plea for extensive in-service training for
teachers.llo

Cohen, in a 1965 research study which measured the effects
report cards had on students receiving grades concluded that report
cards affect students. Expectancies for the next semester generally
increased after thHe students received their report cards. The
importance of getting good grades genefally devaluated during this
same period. Whether these student reactions were harmful or bene-
ficial remained debatable after this research study.ll]

The changes or variations some individual students made con-
cerning estimations of academic ability and future grade expectancies
were related to receiving report cards. Some even distorted their
memory in the directions of their or[ginal estimations. Original
grade expectancies did‘not affect the changes in students' attitudes
towards grades and school nor their general estimations of themselves.

Thus, expectancy for future grades, memory of grades, and estimation

of the highest grades the students think they could have earned (all

1101bid., pp. 277-278.

1l11Karen Sue Cotzin Cohen, '"Reactions of Students to Receiving
Grades'' (unpublished Doctor's Dissertation, Johrs Hopkins University,
Baltimore, 1965), p. 56.
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were items most closely related to grades) were inf!uencea by the
particular grades students received on their report card. General
attitudes towards grades and school (items less closely related to
grades) were not affected by the particular grade 1'«?.ceived.]12

Jensen's 1966 research study revealed the effects of grades on
learnings Almost no research had been undertaken to determine the
effects that low grades had on classroom learning. Grades were a
powerful stimuli for they influenced the academic, personal, social,
and vocational life of a student. General evaluations of the pupils
were determined from the grades received on quizzes, projects, daily
tests, and homework. Teachers would benefit from the knowledge of
the specific effects of grades, but the lack of research prevented
a real understanding of grades. The immediate result of low grades
may produce less learning yet many teachers were advised to grade low
in order to increase Iearning.ll3

Regarding the immediate effects of grades on learning in a
lecture~-type classroom, Jensen concluded:

1. Grades were followed by less cognitive learning among
both male and females.

2. Grades werﬁ followed by less affective learning among
females. !

112ibid., pp. 57-58.

113Larry Cyril Jensen, “"The Effects of Grades on Cognitive and
Affective Learning" (unpublished Doctor's Dissertation, Michigan State
University, Lansing, 1966), pp. 1-3.

1h41bid., pp. 54-=55.
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A study reported in 1968 was undertaken by Edmunds to investi-
gate the relationship between the general self image of students and
the report card marks achieved by these students in eleventh year
English classes.lls

Although much literature supported the belief that a positive

relationship existed between the self-concept and academic achievement,

certain findings by Edmunds refuted this be-.lief.”6

Certain doubts had been cast upon the validity of the self-
report in education by the findings of Edmunds regarding the relation-
ship between a high school student's report card achievement and his
self image.ll?

In examining the findings from the literature of the past sixty
years, the writer observed that research had not been undertaken to
determine the effects that report card forms had on pupil achievement.
This lack of research was surprising. The writer drew the following

conclusions based on the literature findings:

1. 0f all the phases of American education, reporting
had made the least advancement.

2, Although the traditional report cards received the
severest criticism, it remained the most widely
used form of reporting in the schools.

3. The report card had not been abolished in many schools
because parents demanded it.

115Brehaut R. Edmunds, ''The Relationship Between the Self Image
and the Report Card Achievement of Eleventh Year English Students'" (un-
published Doctor's Dissertation, The University of Southern California,
Los Angeles, 1968), p. 1.

1161bid., p. 30.
117ibid., p. 82.
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There was a demand for a report card in writtep form.
Even advocates of the informal parent-teacher con~
ference method recommended a written duplicate copy
of comments made during the conference because parents
preferred a written form to serve as a reference in
the home.

Parents and teachers clung to the traditional system
of reporting because of their familiarity with the
age-old system.

A report card providing information of pupil strengths
and weaknesses received attention, but was time-consuming.

Discussion of teacher variations in marking remained
widespread.

Report cards tended to be controversial.



CHAPTER 1}
DESIGN AND PROCEDURE
SAMPLING

The object of this research was to investigate whether pupil
achievement differed because of the type of report card received.

For this purpose the pupils used were tested prior to and following
the experiment to determine the effect report card forms had on
achievement. |

The evidence gleaned from the research literature and from the
writer's experiences suggested the desirability of such an experiment.
Because the writer was aware of other factors in the classroom that
influenced achievement, the experiﬁént was adapted to a specific basis
by confining the inquiry to the report card form factor.

During the period of the experiment the iwo groups reeeived
exactly the same treatment and performed the same tasks at the same
time of day. One exception was evident--the control group received the
traditional report card and only letter grades on their papers while
the experimental group received the diagnostic report card and written

teacher remarks on their papers.

Selection of School and Pupils

The sampling for the present study was selected from the sixth
grade class of Seven Dolors Grade School, Manhattan, Kansas. At the

time of the study, Seven Dolors Grade School, a Catholic parochial
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school, had an enrollment of three hun&red and seventy-fiv; pupils. A
Superintendent, a Principal, ten Sistérs, and nine lay teachers formed
a competent team of faculty. With Standard accreditation by the State
Department of Education, Seven Dolors has served the Manhattan area for
sixty-two years. Manhattan is a mid-western college town of approximately

27,200 plus an additional 13,000 university students.’

Equating the Groups

The parallel-group design was used in which an attempt was made
to match pupils from the sixth grade for a control group and an experi-
mental group within the limits def}ned by the study. Sex, intelligence,
and achievement scores were factors considered in the matching process.
After obtaining a pair of matched subjects, the writer then randomly
selected one from each pair for‘the control group or the experimental
group. Matching was preferred to simple random sampling because more
comparability between groups was achieved on thé matching variables.

Table | contains pre-test grade scores, composites, totals, and
means resulting from the use of the Stanford Achievement Test - Form X,
relevant to the control group (fourteen pupils); while Table Il provides
the same information relevant to the experimental group (fourteen pupils).
The t-test of the control and experimental pre=-test grade score means
was non-significant at the .05 level (t = .538).

Table |1l contains information relevant to the control group
(fourteen pupils) while Table IV provides necessary information regarding

the experimental group (fourteen pupils). Code numbers, sex, intelligence
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scores, means of achievement scores obtained prior to the matching, means
of previous year's achievement scores, means of the combined Stanford and
Metropolitan Achievement scores, and fathers' occupation categorized as
Professional, Managerial, or Semi-Professional were incorporated within
the Tables. These items were secured from recently administered tests
and from available school records.

The t-test was used to determine whether the differences between
the score totals of the Kuhlmann-Anderson Intelligence Test, the Stanford
Achievement Test, the Metropolitan Achievement Tesf, and the combined
mean score totals of the Stanford and the Metropolitan Achievement Tests
(Tables 111 and 1V) was significant. The analysis showed that the differ-
ence was non-significant at the .05 level (t = .362). Thus, both sampling
groups were considered equal.

Table V presents the pre-test grade score means, composite, differ=
ence and t-test of the control and experimental group. The t-test showed
Test Two and Test Eight as significant at the .05 level while Tests One,

Three, Four, Five, Six, Seven, Nine and the composite were non-significant.

Description of Pupils

Twenty-eight pupils (seven pairs of boys and seven pairs of girls)
from the sixth grade of Seven Dolors Grade School, Manhattan,‘Kansas.
during the academic year of 1969-1970 were matched on the basis of sex,
intelligence and achievement scores. These pupils ranged from 98-134
in intelligence quotient figures and from 4.9-9.0 in achievement mean

figures. Personality traits varied--the introverts, the extroverts;
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the carefree, happy-go-lucky, and the serious; the independent, the
dependent; and the motivated, the non-motivated. However, all possessed

scholastic potential.

The following daily program of studies was utilized by all the

pupils.

Daily Program of Studies

8:30 - 9:30 Reading M-T-W-Th=-F
9:30 = 10:00 English M=T=W=Th=F
10:00 - 10:15 Recess M=-T=-W=Th=F
10:15 = 11:00  Math M=T=W-Th-F
11:00 - 11:35 Music . M=-W
11:00 = 11:35 Independent Study T Th=F
11:35 -~ 11:50 Free M=T=W=Th-F
11:50 - 12:20 Lunch Period M-T-W-Th=F
12:20 - . 1:00 Social Studies M=-T-W-Th-F
1:00 - 1:45 Physical Edycation M=-T-W-Th=F
1:45 - 2:10 Ethics M=-T=W= =F
2:15 = 2:45 Science M=T=W=Th
2:45 - 3:00 Spelling M=-T=W-Th
2¥15 = 3115 Art F
3:00 - 3:25 M=T=W=Th

Study
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MEASURING DEVICES

The Stanford Achievement Test, Form X (Iﬁtermediate Il Battery),
and the Stanford Achievement Test, Form W (Intermediate 1} Battery),
standardized and nationally known, reliable and valid, were used to
measure pupil achievement. The Intermediate || Battery, designed
primarily for use from the middle of Grade 5 to the end of Grade 6,
was comprised of nine categories: (1) Word Meaning, (2) Paragraph
Meaning, (3) Spelling, (4) Language, (5) Arithmetic Computation,

(6) Arithmetic Concepts, (7) Arithmetic Applications, (8) Social
Studies, and (9) Science.

According to Buros the Stanford Test is recommended for various
uses

.+ «» «in the analysis of group differences among subjects

and also of the differences in the abilities of individual

pupils in the various subjects for purposes of planning in-

dividualized instruction, grouping pupils for instructional
purposes, determining and evaluating rate of progress, and
evaluating achievement. |

Although the tests were time-orientated, the time limits were

sufficient to allow practically all pupils to complete known questions.

The tests are '"fundamentally power tests and not speed tests.“2

loscar Krisen Buros (ed.), The Sixth Mental Measurement Year
Book (Highland Park, New Jersey: The Gryphon Press, 1965), 26.

2T ruman L. Kelley and others, Stanford Achievement Test,
Directions for Administering (New York: Harcourt, Brace and World,
Inc. ’ 196"“) ‘4.
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The Kuhlmann-Anderson Intelligence Test (Seventh Eéition),
Form EF, was used to measure native ability (intelligence quotient,
1.Q.). The EF Form is designed for grades 5-6-7.

Michael, in reviewing the Kuhimann-Anderson Test for The Sixth

Mental Measurement Yearbook, found little to criticize either on the

adequacy of the interpretative data furnished or the standardization
and construction of the test. In many research studies it is desirable
to have a quantitative (Q) score as well as a verbal (V) score; both
scores may be derived from this test.3

The seventh edition of this test, according to Michael, "intro-
duces several new features that are in agreement with a great deal of
modern thinking about the assessment of intelligence.”u

Pidgeon, in reviewing this test, stated that the seventh edition
lincorporates most of the desirable features that the user of modern

5

test requires.'” The estimates of the reliability for the total score
(after factor analyses of subtests were made) ranged from .85 to .95.
The coefficients quoted in the test manuals are satisfactory. Even
with two grades between testing, the test-retest coefficients ranged
from .83 to .92. Adjacent form tests produced correlations from .77 to

.89.°8

3Buros, op. cite, p. 735.

Ibid.

5\bid., p. 738.

6Ibid.
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The present study required two types of pupil progFess reports
for the control group and the experimental group, respectively, to
determine whether pupil achievement differed because of the type of
report card received. Thus, the traditional report card, the Pupil
Progress Report, (Appendix A), was given to the pup{ls of the control
group. This progress report was currently used in grades four through
eight throughout the Diocesan school systems of Salina, Kansas. The
progress report card incorporated the Scholastic Record as well as
Personality and Attendance Records. Because the school filed duplicate
copies of the quartterly report, parents could keep the Progress report
and use it as a reference in guiding their children.

The Diagnostic Report Card (Appendix B) was used with pupils
in the experimental group. The diagnostic report was develioped by
the writer and interested associates. The purpose of the diagnostic
report of pupil progress was to serve as an aid to evaluate the strengths
and/or weaknesses of the pupil in the various subject areas and to pro-
mote understanding and cooperation between the home and the school. No
traditional letter grades were used, but rather comments regarding the
strengths and weaknesses of each pupil as observed by the teacher were

recorded.

PROCEDURE

Letter to Parents (Appendix C) was mailed prior to the testing

which preceded the matching of the pupils.
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The procedure for this parallél-group experimentalcresearch on
report card forms affecting achievement was conducted for a period of
twenty-seven weeks (three nine-week marking periods) beginning in
August, 1969, and terminating in March, 1970. The Kuhlmann-Anderson
Test was administered to serve as an aid to equate the experimental
and control groups. The Stanford Achievement Test, Form X, was also
given as a pre-test in May before the study commenced as an aid for
matching the sample and as a means of measuring achievement prior to
the study. After the study, the Stanford Achievement Test, Form W, was
administered as a'post-test to determine whether report card forms would
affect achievement. Separate forms of the Stanford Achievement Test were
administered as a reliability measure.

The pupils in both groups were taught simultaneously by the
experimenter who also administered all tests and scored them manually.

The traditional report card was given to- the control group in
November, January, and March while the experimental group received the
diagnostic report card in the same sequence of time.

During the experimental period the techniques for securing the
desired information included the following:

l. A record was maintained for each pupil of the control group,
showing only the letter grades.

2. A record was kept for each pupil of the experimental group,
noticing strengths and weaknesses.

3. The control group received only grades. All teacher

comments regarding strengths and weaknesses were excluded.
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L, Teacher remarks for ¥he experimental group incfude
such comments on pupil papers as '"Jack, division of decimals is one
of your strong points,'' or ''Mary, you need to improve in multiplication

of fractions.!



CHAPTER IV
REPORT OF FINDINGS
ANALYSIS TECHNIQUES

This study was designed to investigate whether pupil achievement
differed because of the type of report card used. The following sec-
tion reports results of the statistical analysis utilized in making
this comparison. Grade scores, composites, totals, means, and t-tests
were used in making this analysis.

The test of the hypothesis;-that there is no significant differ=
ence in achievement of pupils receiving traditional report cards and
those receiving diagnostic report cards--lies in the comparison of
the pérformance of its two groups of individuals who differed only
in the report card received quarterly and the type of comments made by
the teacher on the paper of the pﬁpil. |

To determine the acceptance or rejection of the null hypothesis
at the .05 level of confidence, the probability values in Fisher's

special table of t for small sample were consulted.]
DESCRIPTION OF FINDINGS

Table VI shows the post-test mean scores (Stanford Achievement -

Form W), the composite, the difference of the means, and the t-test

16. Melton Smith, Ph.D., A Simplified Guide to Statistics (New
York: Rinehart and Company, Inc., 1946), p. 69.
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results of the control and experimental group. The means.ranged from
6.1 to 8.9 for the control group and 6.5 to 8.0 for the experimental
group. The difference ranged from =1.4 in Test 2 to 1.7 in Test 9
and the t ranged from -1.022 to 1.000. The composite difference was
.1 and the t = .990. The null hypothesis was sustained for each of
the nine tests and composite score at the .05 level of confidence.

Table Vil presents the mean gains of the control and experi-
mental group following the twenty-seven weeks of experimentation. The
control group made gains in six of the nine tests while the experimental
group made gains in seven of the nine tests. The control group com-
posite gain was .8 while the experimental group composite gain was 6.

Tables VIIl and IX list the Stanford Achievement-Form W Grade
Scores of Tests 1-9 (Test 1, Word Meaning; Test 2, Paragraph Meaning;
Test 3, Spelling; Test 4, Language; Test 5, Arithmetic Computatioh;
Test 6, Arithmetic Concepts; Test 7, Arithmetic Applications; Test 8,
Social Studies; and Test 9, Science). The composite scores, the totals
and the means of the control and experimental group are also listed on
the tables. ‘

The t-test was used to determine whether the difference between
the post-test means of the nine sub-tests of the control group (Table
VIIl) and the post-test means of the nine sub-tests of the experimental
group (Table [X) was significant. The analysis showed that the differ=
ence was non-significant at the .05 level (t = .54k4). Thus, the null
hypothesis was sustained for each of the nine post-sub-tests of the

control and experimental group at the .05 level of confidence.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUS IONS

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study was to investigate and obtain -
objective evidence on the effect the report card form has on

achievement.

PROCEDURES

In order to determine whether pupil achievement differed be-
cause of the type of report card received, the pupils used were testedl
prior to, and following the expériment, to determine the effect report
card forms had on achievement.

For the experimentation, the parallel-group design was used in
which an attempt was made to match pupils from fhe sixth grade for a
control group and an experiment$¥ group within the limits defined by
the study. Sex, intelligence, and achievement scores were the factors
considered in the magching process.

The sampling for the present study was selected from the sixth
grade class of Seven Dolors Grade School, Manhattan, Kansas. During
the period of the study experiment the two groups received exactly the
same treatment and performed the same tasks at the same time of the
day. One exception was evident--the control group received the

traditional report card and only letter grades on their papers while
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the experimental group received the diagnostic report carJ and written
remarks of the teacher on their papers.

The study was conducted the first twenty-seven weeks of school.
Report cards were given quarterly.

The data evaluated consisted of scores obtained in the Stanford
 Achievement Test (Form X) and the Stanford Achievement Test (Form W).
Fisher's Table of t for small sample determined the non-significance

of the t-test and indicated the acceptance of the null hypothesis:
SUMMARY OF THE RESULTS

The summary of findings is presented in tabular form (Table X).
Test Two (Paragraph Meaning) and Test Eight (Social Studies) t-test
results on the pre-test showed a significant difference favoring the
control group. The same results were expected on the post-test. How-
ever, the t-tests of Test Two and Test Eight on-therbost-test were non-
signficant. Gains were not made in Test Five (Arithmetic Computation).
Perhaps less stress on computation by the teacher and modern math texts
used by the students could account for this decrease in computational
skills. Greater emphasis was placed on Arithmetic concepts and appli-
cations by the teacher and the texts. Gains were not made in Test One
(Word Meaning) by both groups nor did the control group gain in Test
Two (Paragraph Meaning). Reading deficiencies perhaps become more
obvious as the child matures and develops. It seems that advanced
readers tend to level off their reading scores during pre-and-early

adolescence. For example, pupil 1A scored a 10.0 on the pre-test word
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meaning (Test 1) and scored a 8.8 on the post-test. .

Sixth grade pupils tested during the month of March should have
a grade placement of 6.6. The experimental group post-test means sur-
passed the required grade placement in all tests except Test 5 (6.5).
The control group post-test means surpassed the required grade place-

ments of 6.6 in all tests except Test 2 (6.3) and Test 5 (6.1).
CONCLUS IONS, RECOMMENDAT IONS AND IMPLICATIONS

Basically, this research was an attempt to study the effect the
report card form had on achievement. This study tested the hypothesis:
There is no significant difference in achievement of pupils receiving
traditional report cards and those receiving diagnostic report cards.
Statistical analysis showed no significant difference between the
control group receiving the traditional report card (letter grades)
and the experimental group receiving the diagnostic report card (written
descriptive analysis of pupil strength and weakness). This evidence
contradicted the notion that a change in report card forms, in itself
will result in higher academic achievement.

As a result of this experimentation, the writer seems justified
in stating that there is no significant difference in achievement of
pupils receiving traditional report cards and those receiving diagnostic
report cards. |

The writer feels justified in placing considerable confidence
in the findings of this study. Care was taken to match carefully the

sampling population according to sex, l.Q. and achievement.
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Some suggestions for further research and study include:

1. Development of a similar study using either a larger

population sampling, exceptional children sampling,
other grade levels, or longer periods of time.

2. Development of a similar study of the psychological
effects of motivational drives, tensions, home
pressures, or attitudes of the teacher and/or pupils
toward the reporting form.

Controversy will always cloud this prbbiem. Much more time and
effort must be spent in experimentation in order to meet effectively
this challenge in education. It should be noted that much verbalization
occurs but very little research has been done on reporting.

Research should provide some answers to the question whether
report cards will be necessary in our future educational system. Perhaps
each school (staff, parents, and student representatives) needs to adapt
its own reporting system to fit its own philosophy and objectives.

The writer feels that educators may never find a perfect report

card form, but as Jones once stated, 'We can always have the stimula=

tion, pleasure, and profit of t-rying.-"l

v

lJohn A. Jones, ''Grading, Marking, and Reporting in the Modern
Elementary School," Educational Forum, XIX (November, 1954), 54.
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SEVEN DOLORS GRADE SCHOOL
Manhattan, Kansas 92
1969 = 1970 .

DIAGNOSTIC REPORT OF PUPIL PROGRESS

To: | - | Date:

(Parent's Name)

Teacher:

(Pupil's Name)

Grade: Principal:

This Diagnostic Report of Pupil Progress serves as an aid to evaluate
the strengths and/or weaknesses of your child in the various subject areas
and to promote understanding and cooperation between the home and the school.

ETHICS ' READ ING

ENGLISH SPELLING

SOCIAL STUDIES

MATHEMAT ICS SCIENCE
HANDWRIT ING ART
MUSIC PHYSICAL EDUCATION
ATTENDANCE RECORD QUARTERS
1 2 3 b

Days Absent:




SEVEN DOLORS GRADE SCHOOL
SAMPLE Manhattan, Kansas
1969 = 1970 . 93

DIAGNOSTIC REPORT OF PUPIL PROGRESS

To: Mr. & Mrs. John Doe Date: Sept. 2, 1969
(Parent's Name)

Jim Doe Teacher:Sister Mary Lou Pfannenstiel
(Pupil's Name

Grade: 6 © Principal: Sister Mary Barbara Bader

This Diagnostic Report of Pupil Progress serves as an aid to evaluate
the strengths and/or weaknesses of your child in the various subject areas
and to promote understanding and cooperation between the home and the school.

ETHICS  Jim is very interested in his READING pMych extra reading is
search for God. With encouragement, necessary for Jim to advance in
his participation in class will ' comprehension. His vocabulary
increase. ¢ is improving.

ENGLISH  jim has made remarkable improve- SPELLING  jim needs much help in
ment for constructing good sentences. spelling as he generally mis-
Jim's weakness lies in good study spells one out of five words. He
habit organization. finds defining words difficult.

SOCIAL STUDIES Jim is doing very well in class participation and volunteers
for extra reports, projects and information. His comprehension is good
and will improve, | am sure. He is showing interest and deserves much
praise for this interest. '

MATHEMATICS Math is very challenging SCIENCE Jim has manifested a weak-
for Jim. He is very weak in compre= ness in scientific concepts that
hending problems and how to solve them. involves Math (Chap. 1). He under=-
Computation is weak (multiplication). stands concepts of heat & molecules.

HANDWR ITING ART  Jim has creative ability which

Jim has very good handwriting. | will take time to develop. He
hope he will keep it. lacks confidence in this ability.

MUSIC Jim enjoys music very much and PHYSICAL EDUCATION

Jim is showing improvement in
sportsmanship and in physical
ti skill.

is very enthusiastic.

ATTENDANCE RECORD , QWARTERS

Days Absent:

2 3 : b
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Seven Dolors Grade School
Manhattan, Kansas
April 25, 1963

Dear Parents of the 1969-1970 Sixth Graders:

What other subject is more frequently discussed than the report
card? Teachers, administrators, and parents are concerned with the
relative merits of the various reporting systems now in vogue, and
writers seem to intensify rather than subdue the controversy.

Research is an important and necessary aspect of education; yet
very little research has been done in the area of evaluating pupil pro-
gress. Whether pupil achievement is aided or hindered by receiving a
traditional report card in comparison with the achievement of pupils
receiving a diagnostic report card containing no grades remains an un-
answered question. As a teacher | am interested in helping to search
for an answer. It is with this view in mind that | am conducting a
comparative study in achievement of pupils receiving traditional report
cards and pupils receiving a more recently developed diagnostic report
card. Sister Mary Barbara, the principal, has given her approval and
full support to this research project.

We are using the parallel-group design in which pupils of the
control group will receive the traditional report cards and pupils of
the experimental group will receive the diagnostic. report card. Parents
of the pupils of the experimental group (approximately fifteen pupils)
will receive more information in the fall regarding the diagnostic report
card.

It is hoped that this Diagnostic Report of Pupil Progress will
serve as an aid to the pupil's growth. The purpose of this report may
be summarized as twofold:

(1) to impart information to you, the parents, of your
child's progress regarding the strengths and/or
weaknesses in the various subject areas.

(2) to promote understanding and cooperation between the
home and the school.

By helping parents and children to understand the individual
strong and/or weak points, we hope to show where progress is being made
and where greater effort will be needed.



%

This study, under the direction of Dr. Charles Peccolo of
K-State University, is being made in partial fulfillment for my
Master's Degree. Your cooperation and understanding in the forth=-
coming year will be greatly appreciated. | shall be happy to answer
any questions that you may have regarding this subject. Please feel
free to contact me at any time. Next week, as you know, we are having-
our open-house for Parents, and | shall be available at that time.

With prayers and best wishes for a successful school year,

Sincerely,

Jaﬁaﬁéleﬁiﬂﬂzf«234u &;fgﬁvnzau52335

' . Sister Mary Lou Pfannenstiel



~ REPORT CARD FORMS AND ACHIEVEMENT
by
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B. A., Marymount College, 1967

AN ABSTRACT OF A MASTER'S THESIS
_submitted in partial fulfillment of the
requirements for the degreé“
MASTER OF SCIENCE
College of Education

KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY
Manhattan, Kansas

1970



This study attempted 1) to review available literature on the
scope and functions of report cards as well as present a historical
‘review of report cards, and 2) determine if the report card form
would result in significantly greater achievement by the pupil.
More specifically, the primary consideration of this study was fﬁ *
test the following hypothesis:
There is no significant difference in achievement
of pupils receiving traditional report cards and
those receiving diagnostic report cards.
The study was conducted the first twenty-seven weeks of the
school year 1969-1§70 from August to March in one sixth grade class-

room at Seven Dolors Grade School located in Manhattan, Kansas. The

parallel-group design was used in which an attempt was made to match

}

twenty-eight pupils from the sixth grade on the basis of sex, intelli=-
gence and achievement scores for a control and an experimental group
within the limits defined by the study. Through'the use of the t-test,
both sampling groups were considered equal prior to the experiment.
During the period of the experiment the two groups received
exactly the same treatment and performed the same tasks at the same
time of day. One exception was evident--the control group received
the traditional report card and only letter grades on their papers,
while the experimental group received the diagnogtic report card and
written teacher remarks on their papers. This diagnostic card sought
analytically to identify strong and weak aspects of a pupil's per=-

formance, so appropriate corrective measures may be taken.



The data evaluated consisted of scores obtained in Stanford
Achievement Tests (Form X and Form W). A null hypothesis was tested
concerning the difference among the means using Fisher's Table of t
and a .05 level of confidence.

The study was designed to determine the difference, if any,
in the achievement between a control group receiving a traditional
report card and an experimental group receiving a diagnostic report
card. Achievement was measured by the Stanford Achievement Test =
Form X (pre-test) and the Stanford Achievement Test - Form W (post-
test). .

Statistical analysis.showed no significant difference between
the control group receiving the traditional report card (letter grades)
and the experimental group receiving the diagnostic report card
(written descriptive analysis of pupil strength and weakness). This
evidence contradicted the notion that a change in report card forms,
in itself, will result in higher academic achievement.

As a result of this experimentation, the writer seems justified
in stating that there is no significant difference in achievement of
pupils receiving traditional report cards and those receiving diag-

nostic report cards.



