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THE PROBLEM AND DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED

Statement of the problem" The purpose of this thesis

·1" THE PROBLEM

GHAPTERI

Importance of the stUdy" Instructors use two methods

to grade their students, the subjective and the objeotive"

Of these two methods, the latter is probably the fairer

since it attempts to measure the actual accomplishment of

the student" In order to improve the teaCher's system of

grading or to make it more objective it is important to

kn.ow What the subjective elements are which enter into the

grading system" Many of these sUbjective elements probably

enter in.to the grading procedure without the teaoher being

attitudes toward grades of men, women, veterans, non-

veterans, freshmen, sophomores, juniors, seniors, and

graduates, (3) and to determine the reasons why the students

oonsidered that the grades were fair, unfair, too high, or

too low"

.
was to study the attitudes of college students toward the

grades they receive (1) by obtaining the information as to

. whether they approve of grades received as being fair, or

disapprove of them as being merely unfair, or too high, or

too low, (2) to discover the differences, if any, in the
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II. DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED

Basis of terms o The terms used were based upon the

opinions of students in marking their questionnaireso

Fair grades.. If one or more grades were marked as

fair, in the studentts opinion, the grade or grades were

classified as fair ..

Unfair grades. If one o~ more grades were marked-as

unfair, but the student did not indicate whether he felt it

was too high or too low, the ,grade or grades were classified

as unfair.

Too high grades. If one or more grades were indicated

as too high or unfair and too high, the grade or grades were

classified as too high..

Too low grades. If one or more grades were indicated

as too low or both unfair and too low, the grade or grades

were classified as too low.
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Related studies on thi~ subJeot. Woods2 in a study

of 818 oollege stud.ents t ability to evaluate their grades

found that fifty-eight per oent of the students agreed with

the teaohers' marks, whereas thirty-eight per oent disagreed

by one grade and three per oent .by two letter grades. He
.

found that the poorer students tended to underestimate

their work; in other words, they were unable to evaluate

oorreotly aooording to the teaohers l marks. He felt that

oollege students oan not be expeoted to oorreotly evaluate

their own grades.

Wiley and Sheridano in a study of oollege grades

showed that the quality of students varied widely between

the olasses of one faoulty member to those of another; thus

it was unfair to expeot faoulty members to adhere to a

single grade ourve. They also disoovered some faoulty

members with above average students graded below the oollege

average and vioe versa. They oonoluded that many times the

teaohers did not depart from the curve as muoh as the

quali ty of the students required.. This study might indioate

2Roy C" Woods, lIAbility of College Students to
Evaluate," PeabodyJourns.l of Eduoation, 13: 192-4,
January, 1936"

3L.E"Wiley, and HaroldJ" Sheridan, II Study of
C.ollege (}rades,u Journal of the Amerioan Assooiation of
Oollegiate negistrars,17:28-34, Ootober, 1941s
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that there were reasons for students feeling that their

grades were unfair~

Swenson4 in studying high school boys and girls

found that girls were favored by teachers in grades, the

girls receiving a higher per cent of "A! Sli and "Bs Sli than
.

the boys" He felt that such a policy Was "inconsistent With

good mental hygiene" 5 and With a democratio prooess of

education. Such findings might lead to valid reasons for

dissatisfaction on the part of the students"

Rosenquist6 also found that marks in a four credit

course in Freshman college biology ranged two points

higher-for girls than for boys" He found also that the

students who liked the course made better grades, while

those who had difficulty With it made the poorest grades.

Previous work With the subject had no bearing on the grades ..

RU~dqUist7 in his study of high school marks refers

to the lack of consistent meaning of marks. He also found

that girls reoeived higher marks than boys ..

4Clifford C.• Swenson, l!Girlsare Teacher! s Pets., \I

Olearing House, 17:537-40, MaY, 1943..

5 ... . ... -Ibid., po 540 ..

6C"E.Hosenquist, nSome Factors Influencing Final
Marks in an· Introductory Oourse in OOllege Biology, II School
Science and Mathematics, 44:560-4, .June, 1944"

- =-==. .,.,. ..
'Edward A.. Rlindq,uist, II Sex, Intelligence and School

Marks,u School and Soclety" 53:452-6, April, 1941 ..
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Clark8 in studying the ability of ninety~one college

students to grade themselves in college mathematics and

chemistry found that there was a high correlation between

the lnstructor t s grades and the students! estimateo Seventy­

two and one half per cent received the same letter grade

they themselves thought they had: earned, while 15 .. 4 per

oent received higher and 12,,1 per cent lower grades than

they had expected" Clark ooncluded that students had the

essential power of self-evaluation to a high degree ..

In a later study made in collaboration with C.. Ho

Rice,9 Clark obtained similar results.. This study used 557

students who received grades from nine professors of science"

They found 6104 per cent received the same letter grade they

themselves thought they had earned, while 15,,4 per cent

received higher and 23,,2 per cent received lower grades ..

Olark found that he had graded students slightly higher

than the students expected while the science teaohers on

the average graded the students lower"

8PEtUIE,.Clark,ItCanCdllege Students Grade Them­
selves't,1I School and Society, 47:614-16, May, 19380

9Pa:tl1 Eo 01ark and C.. Hale Rice, itA Comparison of
Grades inOollegeScience W~th the.. Students' Own Estimates, II

School and Soc.iet;y" 50: 447-8, September, 1939.. .
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SchnieblO in studying the reliability of the

judgment of 551 college students in the· four year period

from 1937-1941 in relation to their scholastic achievement

based on semester grades found that there was little

d.ifference in reliability with :respect to age. She found

women to be more reliable in their-judgment than were men.

She found senior college students made more reliable

judgments than did junior college students. She suggested

that teachers' college students'be given greater opportunity

to acquire skill in "making accurate judgment of quality

of work,. 1111

Lawson,12 in discussing the problems of adequate

evaluation of students' achievements, based her study upon

the published reports of thirt~T-three studies that appeared

in th~ general educational literature from 1930 through-1939.

She ~aYs: "Grading is one of the most effective potential

factors in education, not from the fact-finding standpoint,

10Anna A. Schnieb, IIReliability of Judgments Made
by Teachers College Students With Reference to Their
Scholastic Achievements," Elementarr School Journal, 43:
298~303, January, 1943.

11Ibid., p. 303..

12Edna Eo Lawson, liThe Problem of Adequate Evolution
of the College Student's Achievement,1I Educational Adminis­
tration and Supervision, 26:493-507, October, 1940 0
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but from the standpoint of the development of attitudes of

self-confidence"u13 Lawson believes that the following

conclusions are applicable from high school through the

university"

(1) Faculties must formulate a philosophy of marks,
including the meaning of marks,,-

(2) Faculty members must set up clear-cut standards
for each course that are easily comprehensible to the
student ..

(3) Faculty mem.bers must work for improvement of
design in examinations and for objectivity in their
scoring of examination papers ..

(4) Some objective method of determining the
passing score must be devised.

(5) Faculty members should state explicitly to
students the proportional weight accorded each element
in the final mark. .

(6) A flexible curve, based upon the curve of
probability, should be used as a gUide in the assignment
of marks ..

(7) A faculty (or administrator) should determine
the limits of variation in the proportion of students
that should receive the various marks ..

(8) Faculties should look for reasons, including.the
degree of efficiency in teaching, when actual distri­
butlon·of marks differs from the expected distribution.

(9) The students' marks should be a sincere and fair
evolution of what he has accomplished in the course. 14

l3Ibid., p .. 495"

l4Ibid .. , p .. 506 ..



CHAPTER III

TABULATION OF DATA AND TREATMENT OF RESULTS
I

The guestionnaire,o Questionnaires were handed to 559

students of Indiana State Teachers College. In the

questionnaires they were asked to express their opinions on

their grades received ,for, the fall quarter (a total of

2162 grades were considered). The questionnaire consisted

of two partse The first asked ~or preliminary information

regarding sex, veteran or non-veteran status, and classi-

fication o The second asked for more specific information.

The students were asked to list the courses taken during the

fall quarter, 1947, and the final grade received in each

course. They were asked to place a check mark for each grade

in one of four columns which were headed IIfair ll , lI unfair",

"too ,high ll
, and IItoo low ll • The students were also asked to

explain Why they thought their grades were lI unfair", IItoo

low"o A copy of the questionnaire may be found in the

appendixo

Opinions of the students. The students who answered

the questionnaire had taken from one to seven courses. The

student I s opinion toward his grades was classed as II fair!' if

all the grades ~eceived during the quarter were fair. If one

or more grades were marked ,as "unfair", but the s,tudent did
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not indicate whether he felt they were too high or too low,

his opinion was classed as "unfair". If one or more opinions

were indicated as too high or both unfair and too high, his

opinion Was classed as lltoo high!!" If one grade or more

classified under miscellaneous. Table I shows the numerical

sex, veteran or non-veteran, and class in school" Table II,

and percentage distribution of opinions of the students

toward their grades according to their classification as to

page thirteen, shows that of the 559 students questioned,

forty-eight per cent considered that their grades were fair,

eight per cent that they were unfair, six per cent that they

women considered that their grades were fair compared to

forty-seven per cent of the men; nine per cent of the women

cOIJlparedtbeight per ,cent a! the men considered their grades

unfair; eight per cent of the Women compared to five per cent

The difference of opinions between the ~ and women"

A greater percentage of women than men considered that thei~

grades were fair, although there was only the small difference

of three per cent o Table III shows that fifty per cent of the

were too high, thirty-one per cent that they were too low,

and seven per cent fell into the miscellaneous group.

\f. ,,
I

Ii
\1
'i were indicated as too low or bot~ too loW and unfair, it was
!i
fl classified as "too low". If one or more were classed asI
il

I "too low I! and one or more as 18too high ll , his opinion was
I
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TABLE II

. TOTAL NUMBER OF STUDENTS AND THE PERCENTAGES OF STUDENTS WHO
CONSIDERED THEIR GRADES FAIR, UNFAIR, TOO HIGH,

TOO LOW, AND MISCELLANEOUS

13.6 27 15 91 22 291

34 3 2 29 6 74

1 0 0 1 1 3

95 18 16 51 11 191

266 48 33 172 40 559

48 8 06 31 07 100

Fair Unfair Too ~igh Too Low Misco Total

Total

Female Non­
Veterans

Female
Veterans

Classification

.)
i I

i
l i Male
II Veterans
! l
:: Male Non-
i! Veterans



TABLE III

NUN~ER AND PERCENTAGES OF MALES AND FEMALES WHOSE GRADES
WERE BELIEVED FAIR~ UNFAIR~ TOO HIGH, TOO LOW

AND lUSCELLANEOUS

MALES FEMALES
-

Number Per oent Number Per cent

Fair 1.70 47 96 50

Unfair 30 0,8 18 09

Too High 17 05 16 08

Too ·Low 120 32 52 27

Miscellaneous 28 08 12 06

Total 365 100 194 100

14
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of the men thought them too high; while only twenty-seven per

cent of, the women compared to thirty-two per cent of the men

thought them too low.. Of .the women, six per cent fell into

the miscellaneous group while eight per cent of the men were

placed in that category ..

The di fference s of opinions between veters,ns and

.!lQ.!l-veterans.. In obtai:ning the opinions of the veterans

and non-veters,ns both men and women were included,. although

there were only three women veterans.. A greater percentage

of non-veterans than veterans considered their grades fair"

The difference of opinion in this group, like the difference

between men and women, is small" Table IV shows that forty­

nine per cent of the non-veterans thought their grades fair

compared with forty-seven per cent of the veterans, thus

only two per cent more of the non-veterans than veterans

thought their grades fair", Nine per cent oif the veterans
,

and eight per cent of non-veterans classed their grades as

unfair Without giving further comment" However, seven per ~

cent of the non-veterans thought their grades too high while,

only five per cent of the veterans were of that oplnion~

Thir~y-one per cent of the veterans thought their grades,

were too low while thirty per cent of the veterans thought

their grades too low" In the miscellan.eous group were

classified eight peroent veterans and six per cent non-

veterans ..
')
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TABLE IV

NU~BERS AND PERCENTAGES OF VETERANS AND NON-VETERANS WHO
CONSIDERED THEIR GRADES FAIR, UNFAIR, TOO HIGH,

TOO LOW, AND MISCELLANEOUS

.
VETERANS NON-VETERANS

Number Per cent Number Per cent

Fair 137 47 129 49
..,

Unfair 27 09 21 08

To.o High 15 05 18 07

Too Low 92 31 80 30

Miscellaneous 23 '08 17 06

Total 294 100 265 100
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Opinions of freshmen, sophomores, juniors, seniors

and graduate studentso In comparing the opinions of the

studen~s in the differeQt classes, Table V shows that a

larger per cent of graduate students more than any other

group considered their grades to be fair~ This possibly may

result from the fact graduate students are required to hold

a higher scholastic standing than the other groupso They
0"

usually get higher grades and are therefore prob~bly more

inclined to consider them fair~ Freshmen and seniors were

next in order as to fairness in grades while sophomores were

in last positiono A greater per cent of sophomores and

juniors than any other groups considered their grades unfair~

The graduate students had the lowest percentage in the

unfair groupo In the too high group there was little

difference; however, more sophomores and juniors than any

others thought their grades too high o Graduate students

again ranked the lowest in this respecto In the too low

group the freshmen had the highest percentage, the seniors

second, the sophomores third., the juniors fourth, and the

graduate students were flfth o In the miscellaneous group

there was little difference although juniors ranked first,

sophomores and seniors second, the freshmen and. graduate
r

students third~ There seemed to be no order to the way in

which the classes ranked in each category; however, the
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TABLE V

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGES OF STUDENTS WHO CONSIDER
THEIR GRADES FAIR, UNFAIR, TOO HIGH, TOO LOW

AND MISCELLANEOUS

FAIR UNFAIR TOP HIGH TOO LOW MISC" TOTAL

No. Per No. Per No .. Per No" Per No" Per Per
C1 J:l~~ Cent Cent Cent Cent Cent Cent

Freshmen 60 48 8 06 8 06 44 35 6 05 100

Sophomores 55 43 14 11 9 07 39 31 10 08 100

Juniors 59 45 14 11 9 07 36 28 11 09 100

Seniors~· 67 48 10 07 6 04 46 33 11 08 100

Graduates 25 68 2 05 1 03 7 19 2 05 100

Total
Number 266 48 33 172 40 559

Per cent 48 08 06 31 07 100
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graduate students ranked at the top of the fair list and

at the bottom of all other lists.. It was found that forty­

eight per cent of the st~dents thought all their grades

were fair, while eight per cent classed their grades as

unfair, six per cent as too high, thirty-one per cent as

Percentages of .<, the letter grade S," In studying the

relationships between the grade~ received and the student's

opinion, it was found, in general, that students who received

high grades thought them more fair than the low grades"In

the nfair" group I! AU is the highest and II FII the lowest as

shown by Table VI" The percentages are in the following

cent; 110,11 seventy-two per cent; uD,fI forty-eight per cent;

and I~F, II thirty.:.three per cent" In the "unfair!! group IIA"

is the lowest and "F" the highest.. The percentages are in

the following order: II A, II zero; !! B, I! two per cent; II C, II .

five per cent; "D,I! thirteen per cent; and "F,I! twenty-four

per cent" In the "too high I! group again has IIAii the highest ..

The percentages are as follows: IIA,II seven per cent; lOB,"

three per cent; "0,11 two per cent; "D,1I two per cent and

"F,II zero" The "too low ll group ha.s IIF" the highest" The

percentages are as follows for the IItoo low ll group: "A, II

i
r
I.

I

I
i

I
I

I

I
. I
I··)

i
f

~
:1)

i~
I:

11 order: II A, II ninety-three per cent; nB, 1ft eighty-nine per
If
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TABLE VI

NUMBER AND PEROENTAGES OF 'IA IG , IIBu, IICII, IID", AND II FIG
GRADES THAT ARE FAIR, UNFAIR, TOO HIGH, AND TOO LOW

FAIR 'UNFAIR TOO HIGH TOO LOW TOTAL

Letter No o Per No o Per Noq. Per No o Per NOD Per
Grades Cent Cent Cent Cent Cent

UAII 274 93 000 000 29 07 000 000 403 100

IIBII 720 89 16 02 27 03 46 06 809 100

nCII 576 72 42 05 13 02 165 21 796 100

II Din 60 48 16 13 3 02 46 37 125 100

l!Fll 7 33 5 24 000 00 9 43 21 100

Total 1745 81 79 04 72 03 266 12 2162 100
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zero;IB," six per cent; ~C,~ twenty-one per cent; ~D,"

thirty-seven per cent; II F, 13 forty-three per cent.. Only

eight students received,credit instead of a letter grade and

they were all fair; with the small number to draw from, an

accurate estimation cannot be made. For the "fair!1 and Iltoo

highll grades the II All group had the highest percentage" The

letter grades gradually decreased in the percentage to the

lowest, which is IIFII" In the 'Iunfair lt and Iltoo low ll group

the highest percentages were for grades of "F"; whereupon

the percentage for grades decreased to the lowest, which is

represented by a grade of IOAlll" It was found that of the

total 2162 grades the students considered eighty-one per cent

as fair.. Of the remaining nineteen per cent twelve ,per oent

were considered too low and three per oent as too high ..

Ninety-six per cent of the "Alll , "BII, and "C~ grades were

regarded as fair and only four per oent of the "DI\1 and "F16

grades were considered too low and three per cent as too

high.. Ninety-six per cent of the uAII, IBB", and 110 10 gre.des
-were regarded as fair and only four per cent of the "DII and

II Fill grades were considered fair ..

Attitudes toward grades according to sub,1ect.. The

supJectswere J.isted,andarranged according to percEmtage

basis$ It was assumed that all, grades marked too high or
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too high was that the grade was too high for the work or

effort put in on the subjeot o Many Who answered the

questionnaire did not take their remarks seriously, and the¥

probably did not give valid reasons.. The two follOWing

remarks are typical of those students gave for grades being .

too high: (1) "1 think I should have reoeived a IIBll in this

course.. My knowledge of English does not rate an !lA. II . (2)

"I did not quite make. the grade.. (in my opinion)."

frequencies in art and physical education for women, eepecie.lly

for the latter, were too small for the data to be significant"

too low but not as unfair were, however, unfair... Therefore

Reasons for grades being too high" The most common

reason given for the grade being too high was that the

( student I s knowledge of the subje ct did not rate or deserve
I

an "A", lOB", or 10 0".. The second reason for grades being

!
. \

I

.!
Ii,

I
I
I

:'!

to consolidate the data and make them more meaningful these

three columns were combined in Table VIle Library science,

mathematios, home eoonomics, and supervised teaohing were the

top four on the II fair" list and the bottom four on the Ilunfair il

list.. However, the frequency of. library science Wae too small

for the data to be signifioant.. Special education, physioal

eduoation for women, speeoh, and art were the lowest four on

• ~ the II fair" li st and the top four on the 10 unfair" li et.. The
:1
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TABLE VII

RAlJK ORDER OF SUBJECTS ACCORDING TO STUDENTS
ESTIMATE OF FAIRNESS AND UNFAIRNESS OF GRADE

FAIR UNFAIR

Subjects No of Per No of Per Rank as to
cases cent cases cent Fa.irness

Library Science 4 100 0 0 1
"

Mathematics 119 88 17 12 2

Home Economics 33 85 6 15 3

Supervised Teaching 40 85 7 15 3

Foreign Languages 63 84 12 16 4

Music 100 84 19 16 4

Socia.l Studies 260 84 19 16 4

Philosophy 32 82 7 18 5

English 126 81 30 19 6

Science 240 80 61 20 7

Commerce 144 80 36 20 '7

Eduoa.tion 293 79 79 21 8 -
Physical Education M 75 79 20 21 8

Industrial Arts
,-

57 78 17 22 9 .
Speech 105 75 36 25 10

Art 41 74 14 26 11

Physical EdUcation W I, 10 67 5 33 12

Special Education 3 60 2 40 13



invalid examinations o There were eight oomplaints of
}:'

Ii grades being made out Without any basis of grading, and-along
I,f

t~l( witl.> these we"s eight remarks mads that instruotors did not

I
l
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Reasons for grades being too low o There are three

classes under which the reasons for grades being too low

maybe classifiedo (1) ,Students blamed the instructor and

his method of instruction~ Under this heading the accusation

of partiality was the most numerous; nineteen students felt

th~tt the instructor -was partial, to a few students in a class,

partial to the majors in his department, and partial to boys

over girls o A typical remark under this classification was,

"Do.Athletes are given fa~or; participation in sports added

to grade. II The second reason for 'grades being too low under

this section as given by twenty-seven students was the

method used in teaching by the instructor. A,typical remark,

"Didn 1 t like the course, the course wasntt presented so that

I could understand it; technical terms that will not help me

in the future. 1I (2) The gre.des were based on tests and final

examinations and other outside work o Under this classi-

fication fifty-two students received high grades through a

semester and ended up With a lower gradeD In seven cases

they asserted that the grades depended on the final

examination entirelyo There were fifteen complaints of



i.
.1·'

know how to grade o (3) In this last group were classed the

thirteen students who blamed themselves with such typical

remarks as, liMy own fault o
ll III should have studied harder. 1I

"I didn1t study long enough. 1I There was a small miscellaneous

group in which students complained. that previous experience

was not taken into consideration. A typical remark was, III

was in first term shorthand class where there were students

who already had some in high school, and we went so fas~ that

it was impossible for me to keep up."
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r CHAPTER IV

SU~~y AND CONCLUSIONS

Summary 0 In attempting to summarize the vast amount

of data used in this study, the fo~lowing results oan

probably be regarded as the most importanto

(1) Of the 559 students, forty-eight per cent of them

considered that their grades were fair, thirty-one per Qent

that they were too low, six per oent that they were too high,

eight per cent tlmt they were merely unfair, while seven

per cent were unfair and were classed as miscellaneous.

(2) Among the women fifty per cent considered that

their grades were fair as to forty-seven per cent of the men ..

(3) Among all the students studied forty-nine per cent

of the no~-veterans and forty-seven per cent of the veterans

considered their grades fair ..

(4) More graduate students considered their grades to

be fair than did any group of undergraduates ..

(5) The number of students who considered their

gra.des fair was higher among the nAil, "B'O, and "C'I students.

than among those who had received. "Dn and tIF!! ..

(6) Library science, mathematics, home eoonomics and

supervised teaching seemed to be the most fairly graded

subJeots. Specialeduoa.tloll, physioal education for women,
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. speeoh, art, and industrial arts seemed to be the most

unfair with respeot to grade,

(7) The most o~mmon reason given for grades being

too high was that the student has not put forth enough

effort on the subjeot, while the most oommon reasons given

for oonsidering grades being too low were the methods of

the teacher and self-blame.

aonolusions~ Of the total of 2162 grades obtained

by 559 students forty-eight per cent of the students

. oonsidered that all of their grades were fair, but elghty­

one per oent of all the grades reoeived by all students were

thought fairu This would indicate that on the whole the

grades received by students were fair" It also would

indiCate that students are able to make some valid

dist,inoti,ons between fair and unfa.ir grades" It shows that

students do not merely indisoriminately consider all their

grades to be unfairv

It was found that more students who reoeived se,t1s...~

faotory grades were UAlt, UBlt, and "au and the unsatisfactory

grades were IIDiI and 11Ft!.. The feeling of dissatisfaotion on·

the part of those reoelving ltD" and II FlO grades might partially
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In other studies on similar problems previousl~

referred to, Rosenquist,l Rundquist,2 and Swenson,:3 found

that women consistently were favored with higher grades,

Reinhardt4 found that more women than men regarded their

grades as fair" She also found that students were more

satisfied with higher grades than with lower" In this

study it was also found that more women than men regarded
'.

their grades as fair" Since it is probably true, in the

light of th~se other studies, that women more often received

higher grades, the fact that women are more often satisfied

than men with their grades is consistent with the results of

this study which show that students with high grades are more

satisfied than students With low grades ..

Graduate students considered their grades to be more

fair than did undergraduates. However, graduate students,

on the average, receive much higher grades than do under-

graduates. Again this satisfaction agrees With the results
5in respect to grades. This also agrees With Schnieb's

1Rosenquist, .QQ.cit", pp.. 560-564.

2Rundquist, 220 cit., ppo 452-4560

:3 '.' .Swenson,. QQ .. oi t., pp" 537-540.

4Reinhardt, .Q.l2o cit ... , pp .. 447-448 ..

5Schnieb, QQ. cit., pp .. 298-303 ..
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findings that the levels of school Was related to ability

to make adequate judgment with respect to gradeso

In her study Schnieb6 found that the reliability of

judgment of grades did not vary with ageo In this study

it was found that the veterans "disapproved of their grades

more often than did the non-veterans" The veterans were

older, on the average, than the non-veterans\> Therefore,
'.

there is a disagreement between the results of this study

and those of Schnieb" Since the veterans were probably

older on the average than the non-veterans, it would seem

that contrary to Schnieb' s 'study, age maY affect reliability

of judgment\> Otherwise one must conclude that some undis-

covered factor either influenced the grades of veterans or

their attitude toward their gradeso

The study shows, on the Whole., that students are able

to evaluate their grades, since they agree with the

instructors in a high percentage of the gradeso Clark? also

found agreement between students estimates and grades" In

this study more than half of the students, however, felt

that at least one grade was unfair" Since they had such a

high agreement With the instructor, however, their jUdgmen~

must have some validity"

6Schnieb,loc" cit",

?Clark,.QJ2.. cit", pp. 614-624.
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The reasons the students considered their grades

unfair indicated that a more consistent and a clearer

policy of grading is neededo They indicate that grading is

not as objective, in their opinions, as it should be and

that it does not measure actual achievement. Perhaps

further work along the lines suggested by Lawson8 is

necessary in order for students to understand their grading

system.. There seems "to be two possible reasons why grades

were considered unfair: either the grades were unfair, or

the students did not clearly understand how they were graded ..

The latter is a simple matter to correct by explanation; the

former requires diligent effort on the part of the teachers ..

The results of this ,study cannot be considered final,

for they do not include a study of all the factors Which

enter into grading and the many factors which influence the

studentls opinion of his grade. Also, no objective standards

were used to determine whether or not the grades the students

received were actually fair; only the opinions of the students

and the opinions of teaohers as reflected by grades were used ..

Further study is necessary before more valid conclusions

can be drawn ..

~awson, .QR.o cit., pp. 493...507.

,
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APPENDIX A

FAIR UNFAIR TOO HIGH TOO LOWGRADESUBJECT
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APPROVAL AND DISAPPROVAL OF GRADES BY COLLEGE STUDENTS

GENERAL INFORMATION

Sex: M F __-==-
Veteran~ YEs NO

~-~Fr_So_Jr_Sr Post .Grad Grad_

SPECIFIC INFORMATION

Place in the space provided below your subjects and
their final grade for the Fall Quarter, 1947& Check With an
14 Xu under columns marked: Fair, Unfe,ir, Too High, or To,o Low"
The space provided below the sUbjeot is to be used to explain
Why you think your grades a.re fa.ir or unfair"

1"



FAIR UNFAIR .TOO HIGH TOO LOW TOTAL

No. Per NOD Pe'r NOt> Per No" Per No. Per
SUBJECTS cent cent cent cent cent

Art 41 75 2 036 4 07 8 14:5 55 100
Oommerce 144 80 9 05 5 03 22 12 180 -100
Education 293 79 15 04 15 04 49 13 372 100
Special

Education 3 60 0 00 1 20 1 20 5 100
English 126 81 6 04 6 04 18 115 156 100
Foreign

Languages 63 84 :3 03 7 09 3 04 75 100
flome Eoonomics 33 85 2 05 0 00 4 10 39 100
Industria.l

Arts 57 78 3 04 2 02 12 16 74 100
Library

Science 4 100 0 00 0 00 0 00 4 100
Me,thematics 119 88 4 03 3 02 10 07 136 - 100
Music 100 84 5 04 3 03 11 09 119 100
Philosophy 32 82 0 00 3 08 4 10 39 100
Physical

Education M 75 79 2 02 0 00 18 19 95 100
Physical

Education W 10 67 2 13 1 07 2 13 15 100
Science 240 80 8 03 13 04 40 13 301 100
Social Studies 260 84 9 03 6 02 34 11 309 100
Speech 105 744 10 07 2 014 24 .17 141 998
Supervised

Tea.ching 40 85 0 00 1 02 6 13 47 lob

Total 1745 81 79 04 72 03 266 12 2162 100

APPENDIX B
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