
THE EFFECT OF TWO COMMUNITY COLLEGE GRADING
SYSTEMS UPON SELECTED STUDENTCHARACTERISTICS

Item Type text; Dissertation-Reproduction (electronic)

Authors Dugan, Thomas Frank, 1937-

Publisher The University of Arizona.

Rights Copyright © is held by the author. Digital access to this material
is made possible by the University Libraries, University of Arizona.
Further transmission, reproduction or presentation (such as
public display or performance) of protected items is prohibited
except with permission of the author.

Download date 16/05/2023 14:11:51

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10150/288226

http://hdl.handle.net/10150/288226


INFORMATION TO USERS 

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

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

1.The sign or "target" for pages apparently lacking from the document 
photographed is "Missing Page(s)". If it was possible to obtain the missing 
pege(s) or section, they are spliced into the film along with adjacent pages. 
This may have necessitated cutting thru an image and duplicating adjacent 
pages to insure you complete continuity. 

2. When an image on the film is obliterated with a large round black mark, it 
is an indication that the photographer suspected that the copy may have 
moved during exposure and thus cause a blurred image. You will find a 
good image of the pege in the adjacent frame. 

3. When a map, drawing or chart, etc., was part of the material being 
photographed the photographer followed a definite method in 
"sectioning" the material. It is customary to begin photoing at the upper 
left hand corner of a large sheet and to continue photoing from left to 
right in equal sections with a small overlap. If necessary, sectioning is 
continued again — beginning below the first row and continuing on until 
complete. 

4. The majority of users indicate that the textual content is of greatest value, 
however, a somewhat higher quality reproduction could be made from 
"photographs" if essential to the understanding of the dissertation. Silver 
prints of "photographs" may be ordered at additional charge by writing 
the Order Department, giving the catalog number, title, author and 
specific pages you wish reproduced. 

5. PLEASE NOTE: Some pages may have indistinct print. Filmed as 
received. 

Xerox University Microfilms 
300 North Zaab Road 
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48106 



74-21,155 

DUGAN, Thomas Frank, 1937-
THE EFFECT OF TWO COMMUNITY COLLEGE GRADING 
SYSTEMS UPON SELECTED STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS. 

The University of Arizona, Ed.D., 1974 
Education, higher 

University Microfilms, A XEROX Company, Ann Arbor. Michigan 1 
. i 

© 1974 

THOMAS FRANK DUGAN 

ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 

THIS DISSERTATION HAS BEEN MICROFILMED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED. 



THE EFFECT OF TWO COMMUNITY COLLEGE GRADING SYSTEMS 

UPON SELECTED STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS 

by 

Thomas Frank Dugan 

A Dissertation Submitted to the Faculty of the 

DEPARTMENT OF COUNSELING AND GUIDANCE 

In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements 

For the Degree of 

DOCTOR OF EDUCATION 

In the Graduate College 

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 

19 7 4 



THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA. 

GRADUATE COLLEGE 

I hereby recommend that this dissertation prepared under my 

direction by Thomas Frank Dugan 

entitled THE EFFECT OF TWO COMMUNITY COLLEGE GRADING SYSTEMS 

UPON SELECTED STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS 

be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation requirement of the 

degree of Doctor of Education 

''f JAsrA 
After inspection of the final copy of the dissertation, the 

following members of the Final Examination Committee concur in 

its approval and recommend its acceptance:* 

^3/2-srA 

Vj- </ 
j/* t ^5/ 

This approval and acceptance is contingent on the candidate's 
adequate performance and defense of this dissertation at the 
final oral examination. The inclusion of this sheet bound into 
the library copy of the dissertation is evidence of satisfactory 
performance at the final examination. 



STATEMENT BY AUTHOR 

This dissertation has been submitted in partial fulfillment of 
requirements for an advanced degree at The University of Arizona and 
is deposted in the University Library to be made available to bor
rowers under rules of the Library. 

Brief quotations from this dissertation are allowable without 
special permission, provided that accurate acknowledgment of source 
is made. Requests for permission for extended quotation from or 
reproduction of this manuscript in whole or in part may be granted by 
the copyright holder. 



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

The author wishes to thank a number of individuals who have 

contributed to the success of this personal endeavor. Each in his/ 

her own way provided encouragement and assistance so necessary for 

my reaching the final goal. 

First and foremost is Dr. Roger J. Daldrup, Committee 

Chairman. His understanding support, encouragement, and warm 

friendship are greatly endeared. The invaluable personal assistance 

and encouragement from other members of my committee—Dr. Gordon A. 

Harshman, Dr. Bob G. Johnson, Dr. Robert L. Wrenn, and Dr. Reed A. 

Mencke are greatly appreciated. Appreciation is also expressed 

for others who at various times temporarily served on my doctoral 

committee—Dr. Cecil A. Rogers, Dr. William H. Thweatt, Dr. Richard 

L. Erickson, and Dr. John L. Delk. 

Warm feelings and admiration are expressed for Jarvis B. 

Cobe, Lester Byram, Dr. Thomas M. Garneski and Dr. Larry P. Stevens. 

Their professional influence and personal closeness over the years 

has had much to do with my ambitions and my success. 

The time and efforts of Dr. Joanna P. Pomeroy who helped 

with some initial suggestions; Jerry Booher and Drew Freeman who 

showed me how to use the computer and helped me review my statistics; 

Barbara Conrath and Sylvia Lopez who helped me distribute materials 

iv 



V 

and tabulate data; Mary Lou Gabby, Sally Davis and Paula Krasner 

who did the typing, were essential in meeting deadlines and are 

appreciated so much. The cooperation of Admission and Records 

offices, and particularly the faculty and students who participated 

in the study at Maricopa Technical College and Phoenix College was 

tremendous and definitely appreciated. 

Appreciation is also expressed for many friends who cheered 

me on. Last, but most important, heartfelt gratitude is expressed 

for my family who have believed in me and provided the real 

motivation. 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 

LIST OF TABLES x 

ABSTRACT xii 

I. INTRODUCTION 1 

Statement of the Problem 4 
Hypotheses 4 

Anxiety 5 
Grading System Preference 5 
Academic Achievement 5 

Assumptions 6 
Delimitations 6 
Limitations 7 
Importance of the Study 8 
Definitions II 

Junior College 11 
Community College or Community Junior 

College ...... 11 
Traditional Grading System 11 
Non-punitive Grading System 12 
Anxiety 12 
State Anxiety 12 
Trait Anxiety 13 
Grading System Preference 13 
Grade Point Average 13 
Student Attrition 13 

Summary of Dissertation Contents ..... 14 

II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 15 

Reports of Community Junior College 
Student Characteristics .... 15 
The Community Junior College 16 
Physical Characteristics of Community 

Junior College Students 21 
Enrollment Data 21 
Sex 22 
Age 23 
Minorities 24 
Socioeconomic Background .. 26 

vi 



vii 

TABLE OF CONTENTS--Continued 

Page 

Academic Characteristics of Community 
Junior College Students 31 

Reasons for Attending and Reactions 
to the Community Junior College 31 

Ability Level 34 
Transfer 36 
Attrition 40 

Personal Characteristics of Community 
Junior College Students 45 

Educational-vocational Aspirations 45 
Values 48 

Summary of Reports of Community Junior College 
Student Characteristics 50 

Reports of Student Evaluation in Higher 
Education 52 
Developments in Student Evaluation 53 

The Dilemma of Grading 53 
The Value of Grades Questioned 58 
Theoretical Grading Proposals 66 
Operational Modifications in Grading .... 70 

Studies of Student Evaluation 75 
Variations in Grading 75 
General Studies 76 
Studies of College Grades and Adult 

Achievement 80 
Studies of "Pass-fail" 84 
Studies of Community Junior College 

Grading 89 
Summary of Reports of Student Evaluation 

in Higher Education 94 
Reports of Studies Related to Anxiety and 

Academic Achievement 95 
Theoretical Implications 96 

Basic Theories of Anxiety 96 
Theories of the Effect of Anxiety on 

Learning 98 
Theory of State-trait Anxiety 102 

Anxiety and Academic Achievement 104 
Fear of Failure Anxiety 104 
Test Anxiety 108 
Anxiety and Achievement in College 112 

Summary of Reports of Studies Related to 
Anxiety and Academic Achievement 118 

Summary of the Review of the Literature 119 



viii 

TABLE OF CONTENTS—'Continued 

Page 

III. METHODS AND PROCEDURES 122 

The Design 122 
Quasi-experimental Design 122 
Treatment of the Data 123 

The Sample 125 
The Population 125 
The Sample Selection 127 

Instruments Used to Collect Data 131 
Grading System Survey 132 
State-Trait Anxiety Inventory . 133 

Procedures 135 
Summary 138 

IV. REPORT OF THE FINDINGS OF THE STUDY 139 

Characteristics of the Student Sample 139 
Sex, Age and Marital Status 139 
Academic Background 141 

Anxiety Measurement 143 
State Anxiety 145 
Trait Anxiety 147 
Results of Anxiety Measurement 150 

Grading System Preference 150 
Academic Achievement 153 

Semester Hours Enrolled and Earned 155 
Grade Point Averages (GPA) 155 
Attrition 157 
Continued Enrollment 160 
Follow-up 164 

Summary 164 

V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 167 

Summary 167 
The Problem 167 
The Sample 168 
The Procedure 168 
The Research Design 169 
Results 170 

Conclusions 171 
Different Grading Systems and Anxiety 171 



ix 

TABLE OF CONTENTS--Continued 

Page 

Different Grading Systems and Grading 
System Preference 172 

Different Grading Systems and 
Academic Achievement 174 

Discussion 175 
Recommendations 176 

APPENDIX A: STUDENT DATA SHEET, STUDENT 
APPROVAL LETTER 179 

APPENDIX B: GRADING SYSTEM STUDY INSTRUCTIONS, 
GRADING SYSTEM SURVEY, STATE-TRAIT 
ANXIETY INVENTORY (SELF-EVALUATION 
QUESTIONNAIRE) T 182 

APPENDIX C: COMPUTER PRINTOUTS, MANN-WHITNEY U 
AND CHI-SQUARE TESTS 189 

SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY 202 



LIST OF TABLES 

Table Page 

1. National Norms for All Freshmen, Fall 1971 28 

2. Enrollment Data, Fall 1971 128 

3. Sex and Age Characteristics of the Sample 140 

4. Marital Status of the Sample 140 

5. Academic Background of the Sample ...... 142 

6. Ranked Difference and Mann-Whitney U Statistic 
for Pretest and Posttest Measures of State 
Anxiety for Experimental and Control Groups 146 

7. Ranked Difference and Mann-Whitney U Statistic 
for Pretest and Posttest Measures of State 
Anxiety Between Experimental and Control Groups .... 146 

8. Ranked Difference and Mann-Whitney U Statistic 
for Pretest and Posttest Measures of Trait 
Anxiety for Experimental and Control Groups 148 

9. Ranked Difference and Mann-Whitney U Statistic 
for Pretest and Posttest Measures of Trait 
Anxiety Between Experimental and Control Groups .... 149 

10. Chi Square Statistic for the Grading System 
Preference of the Experimental and Control 
Groups at the Beginning of the Semester 152 

11. Binomial Statistic for Changes in Grading 
System Preferences Between Pretest and 
Posttest for Experimental and Control Groups 154 

12. Descriptive Data for Pretest and Posttest 
Grading System Preferences for Experimental 
and Control Groups 154 

13. Semester Hours Enrolled and Earned by Subjects ...... 156 

x 



xi 
t. 

LIST OF TABLES—Continued 

Table Page 

14. Descriptive Data, Ranked Difference, and 
Mann-Whitney U Statistic for GPA Difference 
Between Experimental and Control Groups 158 

15. Distribution of Grades (Including Complete 
Withdrawals from College) 158 

16. Distribution of Grades (Excluding Complete 
Withdrawals from College) 159 

17. Semester Attrition and Continued Enrollment 
Differences Between Experimental and 
Control Groups ..... 161 

18. Chi Square Statistic for Student Attrition 
for Experimental and Control Groups 162 

19. Chi Square Statistic for Student Continued 
Enrollment for Experimental and Control 
Groups 163 

20. Follow-up Data on Subjects 165 



ABSTRACT 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effect 

of two different community college grading systems upon selected 

student characteristics. Student anxiety as it relates to student 

anticipation of semester grades and the grading system used by the 

college attended, student grading system preference, and acadt ic 

achievement were used to test for differences between a non-punitive 

A-B-C grading system and a traditional A-B-C-D-F grading system. 

It was hypothesized that there were no significant dif

ferences in student: (1) anxiety, (2) grading system preference 

at the beginning of the term, (3) grading system preference changes 

during the term, (4) GPAs, (5) attrition during the term, and 

(6) continued enrollment the following term between two groups 

of students. 

Procedures 

Two groups of 35 subjects were randomly selected from a 

selection pool of qualified students from two colleges, Maricopa 

Technical College and Phoenix College in the Maricopa Community 

College District, Phoenix, Arizona. To meet selection criteria, 

students.had to be (1) first semester freshmen, selected from 

general studies classes--Freshman English, General Psychology 

and Introduction to Sociology, (2) central Phoenix area residents, 

xii 
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(3) not more than 25 years old. Subjects in the experimental 

group were from a community college using an A-B-C grading system; 

subjects in the control group were from a community college using 

an A-B-C-D-F grading system. 

Subjects were administered a Grading System Survey designed 

by the author and the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory, copyrighted by 

Charles D. Spielberger, at the beginning and end of the semester 

during which the study was conducted. Specific instructions were 

given at pre and post tests to relate state anxiety conditions to 

subjects' reactions to the grading systems and their anticipated 

semester grades. Student transcripts provided GPAs, semester 

attrition, and re-enrollment data. 

Findings 

Two of the six null hypotheses in the study were rejected. 

Differences in pretest grading system preferences and continued 

enrollment were significant at the 0.10 level. Between and within 

group measures of state and trait anxiety were insignificant. 

Grading system preferences of subjects were significantly dif

ferent at the beginning of the semester with subjects from the 

college using the non-punitive grading system preferring that system 

two to one; subjects from the college using the traditional grading 

system were virtually split on their preferences. Grading system 

preference changes during the semester were not significant, however, 

at the end of the semester a majority of subjects in both groups 
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preferred the grading system used by the college they attended. 

GPAs and attrition for the two groups were not significantly different. 

However, figures for the distribution of grades showed a greater 

percentage of A-B-C grades for the control group and although numbers 

were small, twice as many subjects withdrew in the experimental group 

as opposed to the control group. A significantly greater number of 

students from the control group re-enrolled the following semester. 

Conclusions 

From this study which investigated the effect of non-punitive 

and traditional grading systems upon selected student characteristics, 

the following conclusions were made: 

1. Different community college grading systems, non-punitive 

and traditional, have no relation to student anxiety or 

vice versa. 

2. When given a choice, community college students do not 

necessarily prefer a non-punitive grading system over a 

traditional one or vice versa. Instead, they are more 

inclined to prefer the one most familiar to them, i.e., 

the grading system used by the college attended. 

3. The academic performance of community college students 

is not increased by the use of a non-punitive grading 

system. To some extent, the traditional grading system 

has a more favorable effect on academic performance. 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Student grading is rapidly becoming a major issue in educa

tion today. The Education Index indicates that the discussion of 

grading systems and student grades has been with us for some time. 

However, it is interesting to note the change of emphasis in the 

literature during the past two decades. 

During the 1950's and the early 1960's the emphasis was 

on ways to grade class work, grade distribution within certain 

courses, and the relationship of different variables and grades 

as predictors of academic success. The beginning of a definite 

change can be noted by the mid-1960's. Questions regarding the 

value of grades are raised. The value of grades in regard to 

learning is questioned by the articles "College Teaching Without 

Grades; Are Conventional Marking Practices a Deterrent to Learning" 

(Manello 1964), "Learning Theory and Grading" (DeVito 1967) and 

"How Important are College Grades?" (Cady 1966). Discussing adult 

achievement Hoyt (1966a) states: ". . . college grades have no more 

than a very modest correlation with adult success, no matter how 

defined (p. 72)." Collins (1965a, 1965b) raises questions regarding 

grading practices at the junior college level with his articles, 
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"Point of yiew on Grading Standards" and "Grading in the Community 

College: A Proposal; Rejecting the Sieve Function or a Retreat 

from Transfer Standards." 

During the late 1960's and the beginning of the 1970's 

the general tone of the literature is anti-grades. Titles such 

as "De-Escalate Grades" (Cummins 1970), "Down with Grades" (Simon 

1969), "Grades Must Go!" (Mannello 1969; Simon 1970 a, 1970b) and 

"No More Grades: A Letter to Parents" (West 1971) are commonly 

found. 

An avid spokesman against traditional grading practices 

at all levels of education is William Glasser, M.D., author of 

Reality Therapy (1965) and Schools Without Failure (1969). In 

the latter book, Glasser states: 

Probably the school practice that most produces 
failure in students is grading. If there is one sacred 
part of education, revered throughout almost the entire 
United States as utilitarian and necessary, it is A-B-
C-D-F grading (p. 59). 

Today, grades are the be-all and end-all of education. 
The only acceptable grades are good ones, and these good 
grades divide the school successes from the school 

failures (p. 60). 

Grades are the currency of education. The highest 
grades are worth the most in terms of honors and entrance 
into better schools at every level (p. 61). 

It may be that in our current educational system, 
especially in higher education, a student has two choices: 
concentrate on grades and give up thinking; or concentrate 
on thinking and give up grades (p. 62). 

I suggest that no student ever at any time be labeled 
a failure or led to believe he is a failure through the 
use of the grading system (p. 95). 
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Glasser recommends for secondary and college levels a pass-superior, 

no-failure grading system. 

In recent years many institutions of higher education have 

adopted modified grading systems. Some of the more liberal private 

colleges such as Antioch (Ohio), Brandeis (Massachusetts), Benning

ton (Vermont) and Prescott College (Arizona) have eliminated grades 

to a large degree. Many universities, Yale, certain University of 

California campuses, and in this state the University of Arizona 

and Arizona State University have gone to a pass-fail system at 

least on a limited basis. 

In 1966 and 1967 two newly established junior colleges, 

Santa Fe Junior College in Florida and College of the Mainland 

in Texas adopted an A-B-C (no D or F) grading system that appears 

to be a compromise between the elimination of grades altogether 

and the pass-fail system. Within the past couple of years an 

increasing number of junior colleges across the country have 

adopted an A-B-C grading system. In Arizona two community junior 

colleges, Maricopa Technical College in Phoenix and Pima College 

in Tucson are presently using an A-B-C grading system. 

Even though a trend seems to be underway to eliminate 

punitive grades, particularly in junior colleges, very little re

search has been undertaken to review the relative merits of a 

non-punitive grading system. This trend toward change in junior 
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college grading practices and the apparent lack of research in 

this area set the stage for this study. 

Statement of the Problem 

To investigage the relative merits of a non-punitive grad

ing system certain factors should be considered. Can a contrast 

between one grading system, the traditional method, and another, a 

modified, non-punitive method be made? Can an investigation of 

selected student characteristics as influenced by different grading 

systems provide some insights into the relative merits of these 

grading systems? 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the differences 

between two different grading systemsused in a community junior 

college district on measures of student anxiety, grading system 

preference, and academic achievement as determined by student GPAs, 

attrition, and continued enrollment. 

Hypotheses 

The major question to be tested was whether or not there 

were any significant differences between two different community 

college grading systems, a non-punitive A-B-C method and the 

traditional A-B-C-D-F method, on measures of selected student 

characteristics--anxiety, grading system preference, and academic 

achievement as determined by student GPAs, attrition, and continued 

enrollment. To determine whether any significant differences did 



exist the following hypotheses were tested. The hypotheses are 

first stated in question form and are then restated in null form. 

Anxiety 

Question 1: Will the anxiety level of the experimental 

group or the control group change during the semester? 

Ho 1: There is no significant difference between experi

mental and control groups on the pretest or posttest 

measures of anxiety. 

Grading System Preference 

Question 2: Will the grading system preference of the 

experimental group and the control group be the same 

at the beginning of the semester? 

Ho 2: There is no significant difference at pretest in 

grading system preference between experimental and 

control groups. 

Question 3: Will the grading system preference of the 

experimental or control group change during the semester? 

Ho 3: There is no significant difference between pretest 

and posttest grading system preferences of the experi

mental or the control group. 

Academic Achievement 

Question 4: Will academic achievement, as determined by 

student: (a) grade point average (GPA), (b) attrition 



during the semester, and (c) continued enrollment at 

the college the following semester, be different for the 

experimental group as opposed to the control group? 

Ho A: There is no significant difference in GPAs between 

experimental and control groups. 

Ho 5: There is no significant difference in attrition during 

the semester between experimental and control groups. 

Ho 6: There is no. significant difference in continued 

enrollment the following semester between experimental 

and control groups. 

Assumptions 

1. The anxiety level of students at the end of an academic 

semester will be influenced by the anticipation of semester 

marks in regard to the grading system used by the college. 

2. State and trait anxiety will be measured for purposes of 

this study by the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI) 

developed by C. D. Spielberger, R. L. Gorsuch, and 

R. Lushene; 

3. The student samples from two different community junior 

colleges in the same district will be similar enough to 

draw conclusions from the study. 

Delimitations 

1. The investigation, conducted in the Maricopa County Com

munity College District at Phoenix College and Maricopa 



Technical College in Phoenix, Arizona, involved 70 

randomly selected first semester freshmen students 

enrolled in general studies classes. 

The investigation was conducted during the first semester 

of the 1971-72 school year. 

Limitations 

The population marked for investigation consisted of 

selected first semester freshmen students enrolled in 

general studies classes at Maricopa Technical College 

and Phoenix College, and not an infinite population. 

This investigation was limited to the respective grading 

systems presently established and followed at Maricopa 

Technical College and Phoenix College. 

The Grading System Survey (Appendix B), an instrument 

designed by the author for the purposes of measuring 

grading system preference of the students was limited 

to items selected to elicit information essential to 

the study. 

The author had no control over the testing situation 

other than to construct and distribute all necessary 

materials and to select capable instructors to administer 

the instruments following specific instructions within 

the regular classroom setting at specified times at the 

beginning and the end of the semester. 
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Importance of the Study 

The community junior college exists to provide post-secondary 

educational opportunities for all members of the community. For many 

it fills a definite gap between high school and college. For many 

others it provides a convenient opportunity for continuing education 

throughout adulthood. 

The junior college student is as diversified as the community 

from which he comes. The vast age range in connection with all 

levels of intellectual ability presents an awesome challenge to 

junior college educators. A considerable majority of those students 

attending junior college could be identified by any one or more of 

the following characteristics: (1) moderate to low ability, 

(2) lacking social maturity, (3) unmotivated, (4) high school 

dropout, (5) culturally disadvantaged, or (6) four year college 

reject. The individual student's potential for academic failure 

would increase in proportion to the number of these characteristics 

he may have. It is little wonder that student attrition in junior 

colleges is alarmingly high. Thornton (1966) states that approxi

mately 50 percent of those enrolling in junior colleges withdraw 

or drop out. First and second semester freshmen comprise 70 percent 

of that figure. 

Patterns for failure are difficult to alter. And yet, the 

basic philosophy of the "open-door" community college, admitting 

anyone of minimum age who can profit from instructional programs, 
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seems to accept the responsibility of doing just that for many of 

its students. 

For years most junior colleges have followed the univer

sities' traditional method for grading students. Today some junior 

college educators are questioning whether following the traditional 

A-B-C-D-F grading system used by the more selective four year 

colleges and universities is really in harmony with the philosoph

ical objectives of the community junior college. 

Junior colleges have adopted almost in toto many of 
the rules and regulations pertaining to students that 
have been used for decades by four year colleges and 
universities. They have done this without giving thought 
to whether these are applicable to the purposes and 
functions of the junior college or to the needs and 
characteristics of junior college students (O'Bannion 
1969, p. 11). 

Some alternatives in student evaluation have been imple

mented in recent years at community colleges across the country. 

Most commonly seen are the liberalized "W" Option, the "pass-fail" 

grading system, and the A-B-C grading system. 

The "W" Option allows a student to withdraw without 

penalty from a course anytime up to the week of final 

examinations. In recent years many community college instructors 

not wanting to "brand" students with unsatisfactory marks follow 

the "W" Option in practice even though it may not be a stated 

policy of their community college. The "pass-fail" grading system 

is still being experimented with largely by universities and four 



year colleges. There are only few instances of its use in communi 

colleges. The most frequent deviation from the traditional A-B-C-

D-F grading system found in community colleges is the modified 

A-B-C (no D or F) grading system. This modification eliminates 

punitive marks and at the same time retains the upper portion of 

the traditional grading scale. A sizeable majority of community 

college students indicate they intend to eventually transfer to 

a four year college or university and their admission is usually 

determined by their GPA on a traditional scale. As such, the 

A-B-C grading system appears in practice to be a reasonable com

promise between the elimination of grades altogether, as some 

would advocate, and the retention of the positive and of the 

traditional grading scale while at the same time eliminating the 

punitive end of the scale. 

Today, an increasing number of community junior colleges 

across the country have adopted an A-B-C grading system. And yet, 

studies reviewing the relative merits of the A-B-C grading system 

are virtually nonexistent. 

This study investigates the effect of two different 

community college grading systems upon selected student charac

teristics. An A-B-C grading system used at one community college 

is contrasted with a traditional A-B-C-D-F grading system used 

at another community college within the same district. Measures 

for differences in student anxiety, in regard to grades; student 
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grading system preferences; and student achievement as determined 

by student GPAs, attrition, and continued enrollment are made. 

Definitions 

For the purpose of this study the following terms are 

defined: 

Junior College 

"In a technical sense, a public or private two-year college 

whose primary emphasis is upon college-transfer courses and programs 

(Blocker, Plummer, and Richardson 1965, p. 7)." The term is 

frequently referred to, however, as synonymous with "community 

junior college." 

Community College or Community 
Junior College 

"A comprehensive public two-year college which offers post 

high school education programs to meet the needs of the community 

(Blocker et al. 1965, p. 8)." A two-year "open door" college 

offering both general studies-transfer and vocational-technical 

instructional programs. 

Traditional Grading System 

Traditional grading system is the five level A-B-C-D-F 

grading system commonly found in most schools and colleges in the 

United States. 



Non-Punitive Grading System 

Non-punitive grading system is a method of student evalu

ation emphasizing passing scholastic marks and eliminating the 

"unsatisfactory," below average mark and the failing mark. The 

student receives a grade of A, B, or C upon completion of the 

course requirements and only then. If course requirements are 

not completed within a given amount of time no mark is recorded 

that detracts from the student's grade point average. The idea 

stems from the basic theory of learning regarding positive 

reinforcement of behavior; i.e., negative reinforcement stops 

rather than promotes behavior, and too often fails to indicate 

at the same time acceptable alternative behavior for the 

individual. 

Anxiety 

"A specific emotional state which consists of unpleasant, 

consciously-perceived feelings of nervousness, tension, and appre

hension, with associated activation or arousal of the autonomic 

nervous system (Spielberger, Lushene, and McAdoo 1971, p. 26)." 

State Anxiety 

"A transitory emotional state or condition of the human 

organism that varies in intensity and fluctuates over time. This 

condition is characterized by subjective, consciously perceived 
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feelings of tension and apprehension, and activation of the autonomic 

nervous system (Spielberger et al. 1971, pp. 19-20)." 

Trait Anxiety 

"Relatively stable individual differences in anxiety prone-

ness, that is, to differences in the disposition to perceive a wide 

range of stimulus situations as dangerous or threatening, and in 

the tendency to respond to such threats with State Anxiety reactions 

(Spielberger et al. 1971, p. 20)." 

Grading System Preference 

Grading system preference is an individual's stated pref

erence or choice of one grading system over another. 

Grade Point Average 

Grade point average is the average value of the student's 

scholastic marks on the basis of a five point scale: A—4 points, 

B--3 points, C--2 points, D--1 point, and F—0 points. 

Student Attrition 

The student did not complete a course in which he enrolled. 

Either he withdrew from the course or he withdrew from college 

altogether. 
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Summary of Dissertation Contents 

This chapter identified the problem, stated the hypotheses 

to be tested, cited the importance of the study, and defined the 

terminology used in the study. 

Chapter II presents a review of the literature pertinent 

to this study. There are three sections as follows: 

1. Reports of community junior college student character

istics. 

2. Reports of student evaluation in higher education, 

particularly community junior colleges. 

3. Reports of studies related to anxiety and academic 

achievement. 

Chapter III describes the research design and treatment of 

data, population sample, instruments used, and procedures followed 

in the study. 

Chapter IV reports the findings of the study. Statistical 

analyses of the data gathered for the hypotheses in Chapter I are 

presented. 

Chapter V contains a summary of the study, conclusions, and 

recommendations for further research. 

An appendix and selected bibliography follow the last 

chapter. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This chapter presents a review of the literature relative 

to this study. The chapter is divided into three sections. Each 

one of the three sections is devoted to a major area of the study. 

Section one reviews reports of community junior college student 

characteristics. Reports of student evaluation in higher education, 

developments and research studies, are reviewed in section two. 

Reports of studies related to anxiety and academic achievement 

are reviewed in section three. A summary is presented for each 

section and at the end of the chapter. 

Reports of Community Junior College 
Student Characteristics 

Community junior college publications frequently mention 

there is no definitive description of community junior college 

students (Cohen, Brawer and Lombardi 1971, Koos 1964, Matson 1971, 

O'Connell 1968). There is some evidence indicating that data re

garding community junior college students has been limited prior 

to the mid-1960's. The research description of the junior college 

student by Cross (1968) and the research of D'Amico and Martorana 

(1962) substantiate this. The latter study raises a question in con

clusion as to why the junior college so committed to instructional 

15 
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excellence and focusing on the student has so little research in 

these areas as compared to other topics. 

In recent years new publications and additional studies 

have focused on the community junior college student. Most notable 

are the definitive research description of the junior college student 

by Cross (1968), which synthesizes past research and identifies 

specific areas for further research, and the voluminous compre

hensive study of the community junior college student by Koos 

(1970). With more information now available, the data can be 

reviewed to present a reasonable summary of the characteristics 

of the community junior college student. 

This section of Chapter II reviewing reports of community 

junior college student characteristics begins with a brief comment 

on the community junior college, followed by sections discussing 

the physical, academic and personal characteristics of community 

junior college students. A summary concludes this section. 

The Community Junior College 

Within a little more than a century, American education 

has created three genuinely indigenous institutions: the land-

grant college, the public secondary school and the community junior 

college. All three were established upon the principles and 

traditions of public education: (1) universal opportunity for a 

free public education for all persons without regard to social, 

financial, ethnic, racial, or religious backgrounds, (2) local 

support and control of basically free educational systems, and 
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(3) a relevant curriculum designed to meet the needs of the 

individual and the nation. 

Historically, the development of the community junior 

college has been influenced by both the land-grant colleges and 

universities and the public secondary schools. The two-year college 

emerged during the early years of this century. For years, junior 

colleges were considered either two year extensions of secondary 

schools, often on the same campus, or lower division liberal studies 

extensions of the universities. However, as early as 197.1, the 

California legislature authorized the establishment of independent 

junior college districts (Thornton 1966, p. 50). In 1922, the 

newly founded American Association of Junior Colleges defined the 

junior college as . . an institution offering two years of 

instruction of strictly collegiate grade (Thornton 1966, p. 51)." 

Today, the community junior college is a large and vital 

segment of higher education in the United States. In terms of 

recent growth and legislative recognition, it shows signs of becoming 

the largest, and in some aspects the most important. Fall 1969 

enrollment figures showed that for the first time more students 

enrolled as freshmen in two-year colleges than in four-year colleges 

and universities (Jennings 1970, pw 15). In addition to the action 

taken by many state legislatures, Congress has supported the 

development of community junior colleges. Within the past couple 

years, following President Nixon's recommendations, the first 
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comprehensive Community College Act was introduced in Congress and 

a Director of Community College Education appointed to the United 

States Office of Education (Cohen and Brawer 1971-72, p. 55). 

The spectacular growth of junior colleges has occurred 

during the past twenty years, especially during the 1960's. The 

1970 Junior College Directory published by the American Association 

of Junior Colleges shows that the number of junior colleges increased 

from 678 in 1961 to 1,038 in 1970—a 53.1 percent increase. During 

this same period, student enrollment increased 192.1 percent—from 

748,619 to 2,186,272 (Harper 1970, p. 7). 

The 1961-1970 decade of rapid growth is a reflection of 

the emergence of the comprehensive college concept. This is the 

result of a nationwide quest for an educational system that will 

meet the task of high quality, diversified, post high school mass 

education needed in our highly technical nation. Newly established 

junior colleges in the past two decades have been almost exclusively 

comprehensive--providing broad offerings in lower division transfer 

programs, technical-occupational programs, student services, and 

community services for both full time and part time students. 

One of the most significant commentaries on the importance 

and potential of the community junior college in the United States 

is the Carnegie Commission of Higher Education report, The Open-

Door Colleges; Policies for Community Colleges. The following 

selected quotations summarize some of the major points made by 
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this blue-ribbon commission in their thorough analysis of the 

community college: 

The community college has proved its great worth to 
American society. Community colleges should be available, 
within commuting distance, to all persons throughout their 
lives, except in sparsely populated areas which should be served 
by residential colleges. This will require 230 to 280 new 
colleges by 1980. 

The Carnegie Commission favors the comprehensive community 
college with academic, occupational and general education 
programs as against more specialized two-year colleges. 

Occupational programs should be given the fullest support 
and status within community colleges. These programs need to 
be flexibly geared to the changing requirements of society. 

The Carnegie Commission supports open access to the "open 
door" college for all high school graduates and otherwise 
qualified individuals. 

Guidance--occupational and personal--is a particularly 
important function for the community college which serves so 
many students who are in the process of choosing their lifetime 
occupations and their life styles. 

Financing should be increased and equitably shared by 
federal, state and local governments. In particular, the 
federal government should provide start-up grants for the 
additional community colleges needed to provide nationwide 
coverage (Priest and Holt 1970, p. 35). 

The Maricopa County Community College District (1971) in 

Arizona with the assistance of the Arizona Association of Junior 

Colleges and the Kellogg Foundation entered a series of conferences 

in 1969, 1970 and a final comprehensive study to project its future 

during the next decade. One of the publications of this work lists 

"Ten Basic Facts Underlying All Community Colleges in 1969." In 

regard to community junior college students, these ten items are 
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noteworthy in conjunction with the Carnegie Commission Report which 

was published a year later. 

1. Public community colleges are being opened in the 
United States at the rate of from 50 to 75 each year. There 
are about 1,000 community colleges in this country, 750 of 
them public institutions. 

2. Community colleges are enrolling the majority of students 
in the first two years of college. In several states 60 to 80 
percent of students starting college enroll at community colleges. 

3. Most community colleges profess a five-fold purpose: 

*to provide vocational-technical programs of varying 
length for those who need training beyond the high 
school but who will not attend a four-year college; 

*to provide a two-year transfer program for students 
who will go on to four-year colleges; 

*to provide adequate vocational and academic counseling 
services to enable students to help themselves to make 
choices for the future; 

*to provide continuing education opportunities for the 
citizens of the community; and 

*to provide community services programs of a variety 
of types for the general enrichment of the community. 

4. The counseling function of the community college is 
perhaps the least developed purpose of the five claimed by 
most community colleges. 

5. Since accessibility is important if a comprehensive 
community college is to serve its public, many are following 
a plan of taking the college where the people are, taking the 
campus out into the community rather than making the community 
come to the campus. 

6. In general, twice as many persons enroll for evening 
work at community colleges as enroll for day programs. Almost 
half of the students enrolled at community colleges are part-
time students. 

7. Most community colleges maintain an open door policy 
which allows any student who can benefit from their programs 
to enroll. 
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8. About one third of the students attending community 
colleges will transfer to four-year colleges. The remainder 
entering the labor market will fill jobs requiring training 
at less than the baccalaureate level. 

9. Cost to the student of attendance at community colleges 
is low, averaging $200 a year. 

10. The community services dimension of the community 
college is manifested in a variety of programs that focus on 
community involvement of the college with other agencies. 
In-plant programs for industry, in-service training for civic 
employees, cooperative programs with hospitals and service 
projects with poverty agencies fall in this category (Community 
College Charrette 1969, p. 15). 

Physical Characteristics of Community Junior 
College Students 

Enrollment Data. In 1921, the beginning of the American 

Association of Junior Colleges, there were 207 junior colleges, 

70 public and 137 private institutions with a total enrollment 

of 16,000 students. That year for the first time enrollment in 

public junior colleges 52 percent (8,349) surpassed that of the 

private junior colleges 48 percent (7,682) (Thornton 1966, pp. 50-51). 

By the mid-1960's more than one million students were enrolled 

in public and private two-year colleges. Enrollment figures for 

fall 1970 show that the number of two-year college students had 

exceeded two million (Junior College Journal November 1971, p. 70). 

The public junior colleges accounted for more than 80 percent of 

this enrollment, but fewer than half of the public junior college 

students are full time students (12 or more semester units) while 

three-fourths of the private junior colleges are enrolled as 



full time students. Two-thirds of the full time students in public 

and private junior colleges are freshmen, indicating a high rate of 

attrition (Collins 1967, p. 9). The public junior colleges are 

large; more than half have more than 800 students, and junior 

colleges are growing larger with 10 percent having student enroll

ments in excess of 5,000. Private junior colleges, in contrast, 

have a median enrollment of less than 300 (Collins 1967, p. 9). 

In 1967, there were 23,735 students enrolled in six junior 

colleges throughout the State of Arizona (Stokes et al. 1968, p. 2/20). 

Today enrollment in the Maricopa County Community College District 

(31,227) far exceeds that figure. With five new junior colleges 

added since that time for a total of eleven junior colleges in 

seven different countywide junior college districts, total junior 

college enrollment in Arizona exceeds 40,000 students. The Carnegie 

Commission (1970) report indicates 41 percent of the total under

graduate enrollment in Arizona is in community junior colleges. 

Sex. Nationwide, junior college males outnumber female 

students. At some colleges the proportion provides each female 

with two males. More typically, the ratio is usually three males 

for every two females (Collins 1967, Koos 1970, Medsker 1960, and 

Thornton 1966). In Arizona the ratio of men to women students is 

three to one, with the ratio of married students ranging from 11 per

cent in rural areas to 31 percent in urban areas, an average of 22 

percent (Stokes et al. 1968, p. 5/26). Recent statistical data for 
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the Maricopa County Community College District shows the ratio of 

men to women students to be closer to three to two. 

Age. Koos (1970) reports from extensive sampling that 

full time community junior college students predominately fall in 

the 17-20 years of age group. He also states "Women students 

appear to be somewhat, but not notably, younger than men students 

(p. 35)." Medsker (1960) reporting on 13,300 day students at ten 

junior colleges found 43 percent to be 19 years of age or younger, 

10 percent 20 to 22, and 47 percent over 23 with 16 percent of 

those over 30 years of age (p. 43). Collins (1967) states "About 

50 percent of the junior college students are under twenty. Another 

20 percent would still have trouble proving their majority; and 

14 percent who are young adults and this leaves 16 percent in the 

above thirty age bracket (p. 9)." Specific figures for Arizona are 

similar. Slightly more than one-half of the students are 16 to 

22, one-fifth in the older youth group 23 to 25, and one-sixth 

30 years or older (Stokes et al. 1968, p. 5/26). 

In discussing students in the two-year college, Blocker, 

Plunimer, and Richardson (1965) realistically differentiate between 

two distinct age groups. They refer to the 17 to 21 age group as 

the "college-age youth," which is typically the full time regular 

day student who is usually a recent high school graduate and 

comprises approximately 50 percent of the total community junior 

college student population. The other group is referred to as the 



"adult student group." These students range in age from the twenties 

to the sixties and seventies. These students are the other 50 

percent and although an increasing number of these are full time 

students, most are part time or unclassified students. A majority 

of the "adult students" are employed full time, have families and 

are involved in vocational and leisure activities having little 

or no relation to the college. These students are goal oriented, 

consequently are more highly motivated and on the average have higher 

GPAs than their younger counterparts. 

Minorities. Minority group students constitute a small 

fraction of the total college enrollment in this country. However, 

some signs of change are evident with the extensive growth of the 

community junior college across the nation. In some community 

junior colleges 40 to 50 percent of the students are minorities; 

Highland Park, San Antonio, East Los Angeles City College, and 

Compton College are examples (Moore 1971, p. 51). Almost half 

the black students in college in 1970 were enrolled in predominantly 

black colleges. However, in the future the majority of black students 

will be enrolled in community junior colleges (Medsker and Tillery 

1971, p. 78). 

Until recent years there has been little concern or 

commitment to racial minorities. To illustrate that point, Moore 

(1970) states: "Black students in large four-year colleges are 

primarily middle-class youth who have not encountered the poverty 



cycle, cultural deprivation and academic failure that the student 

from the black ghettoes knows (p. 47)." For too many years minorities 

have been denied admission to college because of white middle-class 

standardization measures, high school rank and GPA and college 

entrance examinations. The "open door" admission policies, low 

costs, geographical convenience, and community outreach programs 

of the community junior colleges have provided new opportunities 

for minorities, particularly disadvantaged minorities. As Knoell 

(1970) in her study of black students enrolled in five metropolitan 

community junior colleges found, the community junior colleges were 

a salvation for black students. "Were it not for these colleges, 

the college attendance rates would be shockingly low (p. 77)." 

She also indicates that although smaller percentages of black high 

school graduates attend college than white students, more than 

one-third of the black high school graduates were in college and 

a majority of those enrolled in community junior colleges (p. 24). 

Medsker and Tillery (1971) state that minority-group 

enrollments in college on a national average are 8 percent black 

and another 8 percent Chicano, Oriental and other minority students 

(pp. 76-77). Percentages for minority group enrollments in the 

Maricopa County Community College District, fall 1971, show 1 

percent American Indian, 7 percent Chicano, 3 percent Negro, and 

less than 1 percent Oriental. Neither local nor national college 

enrollment figures given for minority groups are proportionate to 



the percentages of the total population represented by minorities. 

It is evident that in view of this fact and the increasing growth 

of community junior colleges the numbers of minority group students 

enrolling in community junior colleges will increase during the 

1970's. 

Socioeconomic Background. The research is quite conclusive 

that community junior college students come from lower socioeconomic 

backgrounds than their four-year college counterparts. Clark (1960a) 

completed a comprehensive study of the socioeconomic backgrounds of 

college students by comparing the father's occupations of students 

at Stanford University, University of California at Berkeley, San 

Jose State College, and San Jose Junior College. He found that 

students at the two universities were from predominantly upper-

white-collar families, more evenly balanced between white-collar 

and blue-collar families at the state college, and approximately 

one-third from white-collar families and nearly two-thirds from 

families lower on the social scale at the junior college. The 

findings indicated that the student body of the junior college was 

an almost exact representation of the socioeconomic strata of the 

city. 

In analyzing Project Talent data, Cooley and Becker (1966) 

found that community junior college students fell between the non-

college group and the four-year college group on every one of seven 

indices of socioeconomic status, including mother's and father's 



education, father's occupation, books in the home, whether or not 

the student had his own room, desk, or typewriter, etc. However, 

community junior college students were found to be more similar to 

four-year students than they were to the non-college group. 

In Arizona, the community junior colleges being primarily 

local and inexpensive to attend, draw heavily from the lower one-

half of the socioeconomic population. The annual estimated gross 

family income for community junior college students was under 

$7,500 for 1966-67 (Stokes et al. 1968, p. 5/28). 

A summary of the general physical characteristics of junior 

college freshmen as they compare to their peers in four-year college 

and universities is presented in Table 1. Data are provided from 

the American Council on Education in American Freshmen: National 

Norms for Fall 1971 (1971, pp. 39-41). Distinct differences can be 

noted between junior college freshmen and four-year college freshmen 

and junior college freshmen and university freshmen in fifteen 

different categories. Four-year college freshmen and university 

freshmen are more similar to each other than either are to junior 

college freshmen. 



Table 1 

National Norms for All Freshmen, Fall 1971 

All All A11 . 

2-Year 4-Year "J 
Colleges Colleges vers es 

Age by December 31, 1971 
16 or Younger 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22-25 
26 or Older 

Racial Background (1) 
White/Caucasian 
Black/Negro/Afro-American 
American Indian 
Oriental 
Mexican-American/Chicano 
Puerto Rican-American 
Other 

Marital Status 
Presently Married 
Not Married 

Veteran 
No 
Yes, Served in Southeast Asia 
Yes, Did Not Serve in S.E. Asia 

Father's Education 
Grammar School or Less 
Some High School 
High School Graduate 
Some College 
College Degree 
Postgraduate Degree 

Mother's Education 
Grammar School or Less 
Some High School 
High School Graduate 
Some College 
College Degree 
Postgraduate Degree 

.07. .1% .17. 
2.0 3.9 4.8 

65.9 78.5 81.0 
20.4 13.9 11.7 
3.6 1.3 .7 
1.3 .4 .3 
4.1 1.3 .9 
2.7 .7 .4 

91.8 89.0 94.5 
4.7 9.4 3.8 
1.0 .9 1.0 
.3 .4 .8 
2.2 .3 .4 
.1 .3 .2 
1.3 1.0 1.1 

4.7 1.8 1.2 
95.3 98.2 98.8 

95.1 98.2 99.0 
2.6 .8 .5 
2.2 1.0 .5 

11.5 8.0 5.5 
20.1 14.7 10.4 
35.1 29.5 25.9 
15.9 7.0 18.3 
13.4 19.6 25.1 
4.1 11.2 14.8 

7.4 4.5 3.3 
17.2 12.5 8.6 
48.7 43.4 41.2 
14.7 18.8 22.1 
10.5 16.9 20.6 
1.5 4.0 4.3 
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Table 1 (Continued) 

All 
2-Year 

Colleges 

All 
4-Year 

Colleges 

All Uni
versities 

Estimated Parental Income 
Less than $4,000 7.07. 5.1% 2.9% 
$4,000 - $5,999 7.9 6.9 4.4 
$6,000 - $7,999 11.9 9.3 6.9 
$8,000 - $9,999 14.5 11.8 10.5 

$10,000 - $12,499 19.7 17.0 17.2 
$12,500 - $14,999 13.8 14.1 14.8 
$15,000 - $19,999 12.5 14.6 16.8 
$20,000 - $24,999 6.1 8.5 10.8 
$25,000 - $29,999 2.5 4.2 5.5 
$30,000 - $34,999 1.6 2.8 3.3 
$35,000 - $39,999 .7 1.6 1.8 
$40,000 or more 1.7 4.0 5.1 

Father's Occupation (2) 
Artist (Incl. Performer) .7 .8 .9 
Businessman 26.7 30.7 33.3 
Clergyman .6 1.3 .6 
College Teacher .4 .9 1.2 
Doctor (M.D. or D.D.S.) .7 2.2 3.2 
Educator (Secondary) 1.7 2.8 2.2 
Elementary Teacher .3 .4 .3 
Engineer 6.5 7.0 10.1 
Farmer or Forester 8.6 5.3 6.0 
Health Professional (Non-M.D.) 1.1 1.2 1.5 
Lawyer .5 1.4 2.0 
Military Career 1.5 2.5 1.9 
Research Scientist .2 .6 1.2 
Skilled Worker 14.9 11.3 9.8 
Semi-Skilled Worker 9.3 7.1 5.6 
Unskilled Worker 4.6 3.8 2.6 
Unemployed 1.7 1.3 1.0 
Other 20.0 19.5 16.6 

Distance From Home to College 
5 Miles or Less 18.3 7.1 6.5 
6-10 Miles 18.1 6.4 9.8 
11-50 Miles 36.4 21.1 19.7 
51-100 Miles 12.0 16.7 15.8 
101-500 13.3 35.2 40.2 
More Than 500 Miles 2.1 13.5 8.1 
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Table 1 (Continued) 

All 
2-Year 

Colleges 

All 
4-Year 

Colleges 

All Uni
versities 

Year Finish Secondary School 
Graduated in 1971 84.47. 93.67, 95.57. 
Did not Graduate in 1971 15.6 6.4 4.5 

Rank in High School Class 
Top Quarter 21.2 49.1 64.3 
Second Quarter 33.7 32.0 26.0 
Third Quarter 37.8 16.5 8.6 
Fourth Quarter 7.2 2.4 1.2 

Average Grade in High School 
A or A+ 1.9 6.1 11.6 
A- 4.2 10.6 15.7 
B+ 11.1 20.4 23.4 
B 24.4 26.3 24.0 

B- 19.0 15.7 13.2 
C+ 22.2 12.7 8.4 
C 16.1 7.7 3.6 
D 1.1 .4 .1 

Highest Degree Planned 
None 10.9 4.2 3.0 
Associate (or Equivalent) 23.6 1.8 1.2 
Bachelor's (B.A., B.S.) 33.3 40.7 39.2 
Master's (M.A., M.S.) 17.7 32.4 29.2 
Ph.D. or Ed.D. 3.6 9.6 11.3 
M«D*| D.O.) D.D.S.y or D.V.M. 2.7 4.7 9.0 

LL.B. or J.D. (Law) 1.8 4.3 5.4 
B.D. (Divinity) .2 .4 .1 
Other 6.1 2.0 1.5 

Concern about Financing College 
No Concern 37.0 32.5 31.1 
Some Concern 54.2 55.8 57.7 
Major Concern 8.7 11.7 11.2 

Need for Special Help in (1) 
English 18.7 15.4 13.9 
Reading 11.3 9.6 11.0 
Mathematics 38.1 37.7 29.3 
Social Studies 4.3 3.8 2.8 
Science 18.9 23.9 20.0 
Foreign Language 17.3 24.9 20.2 
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Academic Characteristics of Community 
Junior College Students 

Reasons for Attending and Reactions to the Community Junior 

College. Research indicates that students enrolling in community 

junior colleges are influenced more by practical considerations 

and less by intellectual pursuits than their peers in four-year 

colleges. Academic reputation is most frequently given in selecting 

a university; low cost and close location are the most commonly 

listed reasons for attending a community junior college (Cross 1968, 

p. 34). 

D'Amico and Prahl (1959) surveyed entering freshmen at 

Flint Junior College in Michigan during 1951-54. The reasons 

given for attending Flint Junior College and the percentage of 

student responses are listed (pp. 474-477): 

„ Student 
Reasons „ 

Responses 

Cheaper than going away 707. 
The only way I could go to college 437. 
Wanted to live at home 327. 
Wanted to continue work in home town 207. 
Other reasons (not specified) 197. 
Wanted to see if 1 could do college 
work 167. 

Wanted a two-year college course 127. 
Wanted to be with friends 127. 
Could not get into school of first 

choice 27. 

Even though financial reasons were the most frequently mentioned, 

it should be noted that 39 percent wanted to live at home, 20 

percent wanted to continue working in their home town, and 12 percent 
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wanted to stay with their friends. This would indicate that many 

students wanted to remain in their own community and continue 

with the pattern of life to which they are accustomed. 

In the statistical reports for freshmen students at three 

different campuses in the Maricopa County Community College District 

(Spector and Garneski 1967a, Spector and Frost 1967a, Spector and 

Landrum 1967) reasons for attending college and major factors con

sidered in selecting a college are given. The data come from the 

Student Profile Section of the American College Test. Percentages 

for student responses are given for Phoenix College (N=l,943, 

p. 17), Glendale Community College (N=682, p. 18) and Mesa Community 

College (N=846, p. 18). 

Reasons for attending college* Percent of Students 
PC GCC MCC 

To secure vocational or professional training 51 57 53 
To develop intellectual abilities 33 28 32 
To earn higher income 10 8 9 

*Ten items were listed in this category, only the three principal 
reasons were listed. 

Major Factors in selecting a college* Percent of Students 
PC GCC MCC 

Location—near home 61 62 65 
Low cost 56 56 59 
Good faculty 57 54 51 
High scholastic standing 46 46 40 
Special curriculum 51 47 40 

•Seventeen items were listed in this category, only the five principal 
reasons were listed. 

The data indicate that economic factors are of singular importance 

to the freshmen students at these three colleges. These students 
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view higher education as a primary means to gain vocational or 

professional training and economic security, and the community 

junior college in which they enrolled offered them a higher education 

near home at a low cost. From the second set of figures it is 

interesting to note the interest in good teaching and academic 

offerings. The reputation of Phoenix College differs slightly 

from the other two probably because it is larger and much older 

than its sister institutions. 

In discussing student reactions to junior college, Cross 

(1968) notes an almost total lack of research in this area. She 

cites the lone exception, the work of Knoell and Medsker (1964) 

who found that students who had transferred from a junior college 

to a four-year college had favorable reactions to their junior college 

experience. When asked if they would start over again in college 

42 percent responded "definitely yes" and 29 percent responded 

"probably yes (p. 37)." Student reaction to instruction and 

counseling are noteworthy: 

The transfer students, as a group, rated specific aspects 
of their junior college program quite highly; more than three-
fourths of them gave high ratings to faculty knowledge of subject 
matter (77 percent), quality of teaching (87 percent), and 
adequacy of the range of courses offered (79 percent). In 
addition to expressing considerable satisfaction with the 
instructional aspects of the program, junior college transfers 
said they were more likely to take advantage of counseling and 
faculty advising services in the junior college than after 
transfer, and they gave these services a better rating than 
similar counseling services offered by the four-year colleges 
to which they transferred (Cross 1968, p. 37). 
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In a follow-up survey of 1967 Phoenix College graduate?, 

Spector and Garneski (1967c) found that almost the entire class, 

both day and evening college graduates, had plans to continue their 

education at a university. Graduates rated faculty and quality of 

instruction, administration, and counseling between "average" and 

"above average" on a five level scale. Evening student ratings 

were noticably higher than day student ratings. 

Ability Level. From the widespread use of standardized 

academic ability tests, the academic level of students is one of 

the best researched areas of higher education. Cross (1968) states 

that the mean score for junior college students is less than that 

of four-year students and exceeds that for high school graduates 

who do not go on to college. In terms of ability there is a tendency 

for junior college students to be more like non-college youth than 

four-year college students (p. 11). In one study involving 400,000 

students, the junior college group fell between the non-college group 

and the four-year college group on every one of 14 measures of 

ability, including reading comprehension, mathematics, abstract 

reasoning, biology, vocabulary, and creativity (Cross 1968, p. 11). 

Thornton (1966) citing the work of Seashore (1958) points 

out the wide variability in the academic ability of junior college 

students. In comparing junior college freshmen with senior college 

freshmen, Thornton quotes the following conclusions: 
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The median score for junior college freshmen is near the 
2?h percentile for senior college freshmen. 

About 24 percent of junior college men and 20 percent 
junior college women are above the respective medians for 
freshmen in four-year colleges. 

There are many junior college students whose scores would 
be considered superior in senior colleges, and many low scoring 
senior college freshmen would also rate low in junior colleges. 

The difference in favor of the four-year student is slightly 
greater for women than men. 

Scores are generally higher for transfer students than 
terminal students ... a large proportion of junior college 
transfer aspirants is at least as able as the upper three-fourths 
of senior college freshmen (Thornton 1966, p. 148). 

On the basis of considerable ACT data, Hoyt and Munday 

(1969) confirm the findings of others in stating that while two-

year college students are found to be less able academically than 

their four-year college peers, there is considerable variation 

with junior college student populations. In their interpretation 

of the data, they noted the spread of achievement was wider at the 

two-year college than the four-year college. College grades for 

junior college students were also more variable than those at four-

year colleges. However, GPAs at both types of colleges were quite 

similar, approximately a "C." It was noted that ACT data were about 

equally predictive at both two-year and four-year colleges for 

specific courses and overall grades (pp. 104-108). "Approximately 

the same dimensions and level of talent appear to be necessary for 

academic success at both two-year and four-year colleges (p. 104)." 
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In summary, Cross (1968, p. 13) states that students entering 

four-year colleges tend to cluster in the top third, non-college 

youth most likely to score in the lowest third. However, the 

junior college group has a substantial number of students at all 

three levels. 

On the basis of ACT data, the academic level of Arizona 

community junior college students is comparable to national norms. 

More specifically, Arizona junior college student scores are lower 

than national norms for all students entering higher education; 

they are particularly low in English and mathematics. Females 

score higher on the English subtest than males, and for mathematics 

males exceed females. An analysis of high school grades reported 

indicates approximately one-third of the students had less than a 

"C" grade in the four achievement areas used by ACT. About 30 

percent of junior college students have educational aspirations that 

are inconsistent with their past record of achievement (Stokes et al. 

1968, pp. 5/27-28). 

Transfer. The Knoell and Medsker (1965) study of the trans

fer student is cited by Koos (1970) and Cohen et al. (1961) as being 

the most significant research in recent years on the transfer 

student. In their study Knoell and Medsker (1965) briefly summarize 

findings from earlier studies (Bird 1956, Medsker 1960, and Selection 

and Retention of Students 1961) as follows: 
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1. Junior college students usually experience some drop 
in grade point average in their first term after transfer, 
below the cumulative average they earned in junior college. 
The grades of the students who persist in the four-year colleges 
generally improve in successive terms after transfer. 

2. Junior college students often do less well than native 
students in their first term in the upper division, but the 
differential between the two groups decreases in successive 
terms. 

3. Attrition tends to be higher for junior college transfer 
students in the upper division than for native students who 
persist to the junior year. 

4. Junior college transfer students often require more 
time than native students to complete their baccalaureate 
degree programs (pp. 6-7). 

Koos (1970) in his comprehensive volume on the community 

college student summarizes the major findings of the Knoell and 

Medsker (1965) studyj 

1. Excepting only in the teachers college, native students 
tended to have higher scores on tests of aptitude than transfer 
students. 

2. The social status of transfer students, as indicated 
by the level of occupations of fathers, tended to be somewhat 
lower than of native students. An exception here again was 
the teachers colleges. 

3. The education of parents of native students tended to 
be higher than that of transfer students. 

4. Transfer students tended to be somewhat older than 
native students. 

5. While average grade-point ratios earned by transfers 
in junior colleges were higher than those of native students 
earned in lower college years, the order of superiority of 
these ratios was reversed for the upper college years. 
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6. The attrition among transfers is somewhat greater 
than among natives and more of them are delayed beyond two years 
in meeting requirements for bachelors' degrees (Koos 1970, 
pp. 341-342). 

The findings of the Knoell and Medsker (1965) study do 

not differ from the basic findings of earlier studies, however, 

additional information is available from the latter extensive study. 

From the concluding chapter of the Knoell and Medsker (1965) study 

several significant items for the consideration of community junior 

colleges and their students are cited: 

Junior colleges are making it possible for increasing 
numbers of high school graduates to begin work for baccalau
reate degrees—students who would not otherwise be able to do 
so for reasons of academic or economic deficiency or for lack 
of family encouragement. The large number of successful 
teachers, engineers, businessmen, government workers, and 
other useful citizens who began their degree program in two-
year colleges is impressive. ... In the interests of both 
society and the individual, a higher proportion of college-
age youth—perhaps most--should be enrolling in the two-year 
community colleges in the years immediately ahead (p. 87). 

The general public (including the parents of high school 
students) still tends to undervalue the contribution of the 
junior college to higher education and to view it as a kind 
of refuge for the "cannots," academically, and the "have nots," 
financially. . . . The fact that a very large percentage of 
state university graduates began their work in a two-year 
college is not sufficiently publicized . . . (p. 87). 

The door should be kept open to allow capable junior college 
students who are attracted into terminal occupational programs 
to transfer . . . Techniques for classifying students as 
"terminal" and "transfer" and for counseling them into appro
priate programs are no better than existing techniques for 
m a t c h i n g  s t u d e n t  a n d  c o l l e g e  a t  t h e  f r e s h m a n  l e v e l  . . . .  
It might be preferably to cease referring to programs as 
"terminal" and "transfer" and, instead, to recognize the 
student's right to be either terminal or transfer in either 
type of program, depending upon his achievement, abilities, 
and changing interests (p. 89). 
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All or most junior college students could be successful 
in achieving their degree goals after transfer if they would 
select four-year institutions and major fields which are appro
priate to their ability and prior achievement. In every state 
there is probably at least one four-year college in which each 
transfer student with a C average in junior college could 
succeed if he is properly financed and motivated (p. 89). 

Junior colleges are doing a more effective job in educating 
their good students, i.e., those who have aptitude for college 
work and good high school grades, than in preparing students 
with serious high school deficiencies for transfer to four-
year institutions. Students with poor high school records who 
attend junior college with no intervening experience and earn 
only C grades while making up high school deficiencies, probably 
while working at least part-time, have less than an even chance 
of success after transfer to most four-year colleges (pp. 92-93). 

There is so much overlap in the distribution of academic 
aptitude of the transfer students who graduate and those who 
drop out that test scores do not distinguish very efficiently 
among the successes and failures. . . . Thest results should 
probably not be used to deny admission to transfer students 
if their junior college grades are good and if their occupa
tional goals are reasonable ones (p. 93). 

A study by Schultz and Garrett (1967) identified many 

junior college students who became university honor students. 

Many of these honor students came from large families and from 

lower socioeconomic levels. 

There is reasonable evidence that although nationwide 

75 percent of community junior college students label themselves 

as transfer students, a majority of that number do not transfer 

(Collins 1967, pp. 10-11). Medsker (1960) reports that two-thirds 

to three-fourths of those students entering community junior colleges 

expect to transfer. However, from a study of 17,627 students in 

63 two-year colleges he found that only 33 percent did transfer. 



It was pointed out though that in some community junior colleges 

only 10 percent transfer and at others as many as 67 percent transfer 

(Thornton 1966, p. 152). Collins (1967) cites a Florida study where 

80 percent of entering community junior college students indicated 

they expected to finish at least four years of college. Follow-up 

indicated only 21 percent had transferred after graduation and 

9 percent transferred before graduating from the community junior 

college (p. 11). 

The overall data for Arizona students transferring from 

the community junior college to one of the universities are similar 

to national figures. One notable addition from two follow-up 

studies from the Maricopa County Community College District was 

the finding that the more semesters (up to two years) the student 

completed at the community junior college the more successful he 

was at the university (Spector and Frost 1967b, p. 9, and Spector 

and Garneski 1967b, p. 11). 

Attrition. Whether it is called attrition, withdrawal, 

dropout, student mortality or academic failure, there are widespread 

ramifications, educational and social, for dropping out of college. 

In junior colleges the dropout rate has been alarmingly high for 

some time. As early as 1940, Eells (1941) reported that 75 percent 

of all students entering junior colleges did not continue beyond 

their junior college experience (Thornton 1966, p. 152). Data 

from the Junior College Directory indicate that differences between 
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freshmen and sophomore enrollments fall 1961 and fall 1962, fall 

1962 and fall 1963 show a drop-out rate of 51.5 percent and 50.6 

percent respectively. Some of these students transfer to other 

colleges at the end of one or two semesters, yet as many as 10 

percent drop out between fall registration and Christmas vacation 

(Thornton 1966, p. 155). Summerskill (1964) states that the drop

out rates in college have remained much the same for over forty 

years, ranging from 12 to 82 percent and averaging approximately 

50 percent (Cohen and Brawer 1970, p. 51). 

From a longitudinal study of withdrawals at Orange Coast 

College based on records since its opening in 1948, Thornton (1966) 

cites conclusions that have pertinence for many community junior 

colleges: 

Age seems to be a significant factor in this analysis. 
While 14 per cent of the school population were over 25 years 
o f  a g e ,  2 7  p e r  c e n t  o f  t h e  d r o p o u t s  w e r e  a b o v e  t h a t  a g e  . . . .  

75 per cent of the total number of dropouts were made up 
of first- and second-semester students. 

For every 100 full-time students who enter Orange Coast 
College for the first time in September, the best estimate will 
be that 39 will drop out before the school year ends, 15 will 
not return for the third semester, 11 will drop out during the 
second year, and 35 will graduate. 

One-third of the dropouts seem to be due to some extent 
to a failure of the college, while the balance seem to be 
justifiable .... The largest group of withdrawals here 
classified as "unjustified" includes those who are dropped 
because they no longer attend classes. The college may not 
have failed with all of these. Follow-ups might determine 
that these dropouts occur for "justifiable" reasons—financial 
n e e d ,  p e r m a n e n t  j o b s ,  o r  t h e  l i k e  . . .  
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Academic ability scores seem to be of no value in pre
dicting drop-outs . . . 

The counseling service does not have the time nor oppor
tunity to act with one-third of the dropouts, which occur in the 
first ten weeks of the Fall semester (Thornton 1966, p. 156). 

Cohen et al. (1971) adds a note from follow-up studies at Orange 

Coast Junior College District (1969b, 1970): . . students who 

left junior college at the end of spring semester were more likely 

to matriculate in a four-year college than those who left after 

the fall semester (Cohen et al. 1971, p. 65)." 

In a study comparing "dropouts" and "persisters" Cohen 

and Brawer (1970) report: 

1. Dropouts showed a tendency to be enrolled for fewer 
than 12 units whereas persisters tended to be enrolled for 
12 units or more. 

2. Dropouts tended to be employed more time outside 
school than persisters. 

3. Dropouts tended to have attended more schools prior 
to the 10Ph grade than did persisters. 

4. The mothers of dropouts tended to have less education 
than those of the persisters; specifically, more mothers of 
dropouts did not complete high school. 

The reasons students give for withdrawing indicate many 

influences competing with their academic program and simply not 

enough time for everything. Medsker (I960, p. 48) reports on the 

reasons for withdrawal given by nearly 10,000 students enrolled in 

20 two-year colleges between 1949 and 1957. 
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Reasons Stated for withdrawal No. of Students Percent 

Full-time employment 2,734 28 
Personal and health 1,554 16 
Moved or transferred 1,084 11 
Nonattendance 1,013 10 
Academic or faculty action 860 9 
To enter armed forces 832 8 
Not interested in school or 

dissatisfied 763 8 
Financial 549 6 
Marriage 264 3 
Educational goals completed 55 _1 

Total 9,898 100 

Primary reasons for withdrawal from junior college given by 

502 students from two Arizona community junior college districts 

were: "Military, 20 percent} Personal, 19 percent; Other (married, 

moved, etc.), 16 percent; Financial, 14 percent; Health, 8 percent; 

Completed Objective, 7 percent; Employment, 6 percent; Academic, 

6 percent; Transferred to Another School, 4.5 percent (Stokes et al. 

1968, p. 5/22)." Secondary reasons indicated by 90 students at 

Arizona Western College have more of an academic implication (Stokes 

et al. 1968, p. 5/23): 

Insufficient interest in my studies 30 
My grades are too low 21 
Dissatisfied with some of my teachers 13 
No one to talk over my problems with 8 
Social activities were too limited 11 
Had no clear educational goals 20 
Desired courses were not available 7 
Poor study habits 3 
Lacked basic academic skills 6 

Matson (1955) comparing junior college students who withdrew 

to those who did not withdraw, but had similar characteristics, 
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reported no significant differences between dropout and continuing 

students. She concluded: "The student who withdraws from junior 

college may lack a sense of belonging or identification with the 

college environment (Medsker 1960, p. 47)." 

Many factors attribute to dropout rates, but researchers 

agree that probably the most significant factors are academic 

ability, degree of motivation, and financial ability. Summerskill 

(1964) concluded from a study of 35 reports on college grades and 

attrition that one out of three dropouts can be attributed to 

academic failure. "Poor or failing grades at the beginning of a 

college career are highly predictive of dropouts (Sanford 1967a, 

p. 636)." An Illinois study (Illinois Board of Education 1969) 

reported that approximately one-fourth of the students listed 

financial problems as an important reason for withdrawal. Iffert 

(1958) in a study of dropouts indicated that financial problems 

ranked third in importance. 

Discussed in most dropout studies is the implication that 

persistence in school has its own value. From the extensive study 

of Trent and Medsker (1968) the positive aspects of persistence 

in college are cited as an appropriate conclusion: 

The persisters entered college with considerably more intent 
than the withdrawals to attend and graduate. They were more 
selective in choosing their colleges and saw more reasons for 
attending. They studied harder and were less prone to allow 
social life to interfere with their studies. They tended to 
be more intellectual, self-reliant, and open minded before 
entering college, and even more intellectually oriented and 
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autonomous after four years. None of these findings could be 
attributed to differences in ability or socioeconomic status 
to any major extent. Therefore, a tenable interpretation of 
the findings is that the persisters entered college with the 
necessary predisposition, or what Sanford has termed the state 
of readiness to persist and develop in college ... The indi
cations are strong that the academic orientation necessary 
for successful completion of college is extensively derived 
from very early family environment and beginning school 
experiences (pp. 126-127). 

Personal Characteristics of Community Junior 
College Students 

Educational-vocational Aspirations. Community junior college 

students in general have lower educational and occupational aspirations 

than their peers who begin their education in four-year colleges. The 

motivation of many community junior college students is that of 

exploration. They want to find out what the community junior college 

can offer them, take time to reassess their interests and capabilities 

and learn how they might make their entrance into the adult world 

of work and responsibility. 

Cross (1968) points out that although the educational 

aspirations of both junior and senior college freshmen are unrealis-

tically high, junior college freshmen have more modest educational 

aspirations than do four-year college freshmen. However, 70-75 

percent of junior college students as freshmen indicate they intend 

to attain a bachelor's degree or more (p. 42). 

Collins (1967) adds that aside from differences in academic 

aptitude, the most distinguishable difference between community 

junior college students and their counterparts at four-year colleges 
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is the community junior college students' lesser degree of academic 

concern or academic commitment. 

They (community junior college students) are more likely 
to have postponed major decisions about college and career, 
to have received less encouragement from parents and teachers 
to attend college, to be less inclined than the university 
student to rate college as extremely important, and to have 
preferred (40 per cent) to have entered another type of 
college if finance or improper educational planning had not 
limited their choice (p. 11). 

The differences between two-year and four-year college 

students in educational planning is noted by Cross (1968). From 

the longitudinal SCOPE (School to College: Opportunities for 

Postsecondary Education) study, sponsored by the College Entrance 

Examination Board, more than two-thirds of the four-year college 

students said they had decided before their senior year in high 

school what to do after graduation. Only half (49 percent) of 

the junior college students had made a decision that early, 33 

percent made their decision during their senior year, 13 percent 

did not know by spring prior to graduation (p. 44). 

Also from CEEB data, Cross (1968) mentions areas in which 

junior college students indicated a need for special assistance 

after enrollment in college. Sixty-eight percent expressed a need 

for assistance in developing good study habits; 64 percent wanted 

assistance with educational and vocational planning, 54 percent 

wanted assistance to increase reading speed and comprehension. 

Only 34 percent wanted financial aid information, and only 23 
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percent expressed a need for assistance with personal problems 

(p. 45). 

Occupationally, college youth aspire to the American desire 

for upward mobility hoping to attain a higher occupational level 

than their father. But many community junior college students are 

unrealistic in their expectations. "About one-third of the junior 

college students come from managerial and professional homes, but 

about two-thirds of them aspire to these occupational levels 

(Cross 1968, p. 45)." Collins (1967) reports a higher figure, 

stating that approximately 80 percent of junior college students 

aspire to occupations classified as semi-professional or higher. 

Even among lower ability students, one-half planned for semi-

professional or higher positions. High ability students are more 

likely to have made occupational decisions while enrolled in junior 

college. However, 20 percent of junior college students admitted 

to complete occupational indecision, 50 percent remain somewhat 

uncertain, and a third of those students who changed from transfer 

status admitted they changed their minds at least once while in 

junior college (p. 11). 

Clark (1960a) refers to the "cooling-out" function of 

colleges. He notes that the four-year colleges are more likely 

to do this with the "hard" response; while the junior college 

is more likely to use the "soft" response. The "soft" response 

used by most junior colleges is offering students alternative 

paths rather than dropping them. 
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Values. In general, the researchers agree that junior 

college students are more conventional, less independent, less 

attracted to reflective thought and more authoritarian or less 

tolerant than their four-year college peers (Cohen et al. 1971, 

Collins 1967, Cross 1968, Koos 1970, Medsker 1964). In studying 

high ability students, Tillery (1963) found the greatest dif

ferences between junior college and university freshmen as 

measured by the Omnibus Personality Inventory were on the scales 

measuring autonomy and authoritarianism. In a somewhat limited 

study involving only three colleges, a community junior college, 

a private four-year college and a four-year state college, Warren 

(1966) found junior college students to be the most cautious, 

prudent, and controlled and most apprehensive and rigid in their 

concerns over grades and academic standing. 

Cross (1968) notes that four-year college students seem 

more likely to express interests in humanitarian concerns, where 

junior college students seem to be more concerned about business 

and financial matters. Interestingly all groups, four-year college, 

junior college and non-college, considered marriage and family 

relationships the greatest source of life satisfaction (p. 32). 

To a large degree, the business and financial interests of 

junior college students is reflected in vocational majors. Collins 

(1967) and Cross (1968) both report that business administration 



is the most common with junior college males, with engineering second. 

For junior college females, education (equal pay for women) is the 

most common with secretarial science and sales next. 

Many junior college students are employed at least part time 

while enrolled. However, it is difficult to say whether this pro

vides them a means to stay enrolled or a means to extracurricular 

pursuits. D'Amico and Raines (1957) found that 57 percent of the 

750 junior college students in their study had part time jobs. 

Sixty-three percent of the males and 47 percent of females worked 

an average of 22 hours and 17 hours per week, respectively. Ten 

years later, Collins (1967) supports the findings of D'Amico and 

Raines (1957) by stating that more than half the students attending 

junior college work at least part time and approximately one-fourth 

are working twenty or more hours per week (p. 11). According to 

both sources (D'Amico and Raines 1957, and Collins 1967), the type 

of employment junior college students are engaged in is rarely related 

to their studies. Approximately half of those students with outside 

employment indicated they did not need to work to stay enrolled, 

and more than half advised against outside employment while enrolled 

full time. Perhaps junior college students remain in the mainstream 

of community life through part time employment as Blocker, Plummer, 

and Richardson (1965) suggest: 

It is apparent that junior college students do not, in 
general, withdraw from the larger community during the years 
they are pursuing college work. They are, for the most part, 
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intimately related to the vocational activities of the community 
and they continue to absorb its conventional attitudes toward 
occupations and its concepts of the value of a college education 
(p. 108). 

In terms of self-concept, junior college students in general 

are less confident than their counterparts enrolled in four-year 

colleges. Cross (1968) notes that junior college students do not 

feel as well prepared for college as four-year college students. 

Junior college students are less confident of their academic abilities, 

and they are more critical of their secondary school teachers and 

course work than four-year college students. Far fewer junior college 

students than four-year college students think their high school 

teachers would rate them as good or excellent students. "The junior 

college student emerges looking unsure of himself and definitely 

lacking self-confidence ... we need to know more about the areas 

in which the junior college student feels himself especially 

competent (pp. 51-52)." 

Summary of Reports of Community Junior College 
Student Characteristics 

This section reviewed the literature related to community 

junior college student characteristics. Comments regarding the 

rapid growth of the community junior college and its impact on 

higher education in America introduce the section. Reports of 

community junior college student characteristics in terms of physical, 

academic, and personal characteristics were reviewed. The following 

conclusions were derived: 



Community junior colleges are now enrolling more freshmen 

students than four-year colleges and universities. In 

some states, 60 to 80 percent of the students initially 

enroll at community junior colleges. 

There are more than two million students enrolled in 

community junior colleges in the United States with more 

than 40,000 enrolled in community junior colleges in Arizona. 

Community junior college students are as diversified as 

the community from which they come. Approximately 50 

percent are enrolled full time, 50 percent part time. 

Males outnumber females three to two, and ages range from 

late teens to 60's and 70's with about half in the 17-21 

age range. 

Community junior college students come predominantly from 

lower socioeconomic backgrounds than four-year college 

students. In the future, the majority of minority students 

enrolling in college will enroll in community junior colleges. 

Low cost and location attract most students to community 

junior colleges, and although data are limited, most students 

attending community junior colleges have favorable reactions 

to instruction and counseling programs. 

Community junior college students in general are academically 

less able, but academically more variable than four-year 

college students. 
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7. Approximately three-fourths of community junior college 

students plan to transfer to a four-year college or 

university, but on the average, only one-third do trans

fer. Students who do transfer show some decrease in GPA 

at first, but for those who persist, their GPA improves 

in successive terms. 

8. Attrition is a major problem for community junior colleges 

with more than 50 percent of those students enrolling as 

freshmen not returning a second year. One-third drop out 

for academic reasons. 

9. Community junior college students have lower educational 

and vocational aspirations than four-year college students, 

and in general are more conventional, less independent, 

more authoritarian, and less self-confident. 

Reports of Student Evaluation 
in Higher Education 

Colleges perennially reconsider curriculum offerings, 

academic standards and admission policies. However, the one 

aspect of higher education that for years has been perennially 

neglected is the whole concept of grading. For years educators 

have discussed grades in terms of grade requirements and the 

meaning of certain grades, but until recently little has been 

said as to the function and effects of grades in the instruc

tional process. 



More recent developments in higher education have brought 

considerable attention to student grading procedures. During the 

past few years student evaluation in higher education has become 

a major issue, and a controversial one at that. 

The review of the literature for this section on student 

evaluation in higher education will, for purposes of this study, 

focus on recent publications and be limited to material written 

during the past two decades, specifically 1950 to the present. 

This section of Chapter II is divided into two parts. The first 

part discusses the development of student evaluation during the 

past two decades. The second part reviews research studies of 

student evaluation in higher education. In addition to other 

material, particular emphasis is given to recent developments in 

student evaluation in community junior colleges. 

Developments in Student Evaluation 

The Dilemma of Grading. Any consideration of student grades 

and grading systems should first begin with the individual doing the 

grading, his memory and conscience in full force. Pertinent ques

tions are in order: As a student were there ever any instances of 

what was felt to be an undeserved grade? As a teacher was there 

ever a grading period when there were no second thoughts about 

grades recorded for students in a class? As a student or a teacher 

were there ever any thoughts as to what alternatives in grading 

there might be? 
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Grades are referred to as the currency of education (Becker, 

Greer, and Hughes 1968, and Glasser 1969). "Grades are the major 

institutionalized valuable of the campus .... Like money in the 

larger society, one must have adequate grades if one is to acquire 

many of the good things of the campus community (Becker et al. 

1968, p. 55)." College life is such that the student can neither 

remain enrolled nor graduate without receiving reasonable grades. 

Furthermore a number of other desirable items a student may want 

are not obtainable without reasonable grades. Academically, good 

grades are necessary for honors at the college, the Dean's List, 

admission to the Honors Program, selection to scholastic honoraries. 

Participating in many extracurricular campus activities such as 

student government, student publications, fraternities and sororities, 

inter-collegiate athletics, and performing organizations is determined 

by the student at least maintaining a minimum GPA. Many future 

rewards for the student are also dependent upon good grades—admission 

to graduate school, fellowships, recommendations, and career. As 

Becker et al. (1968) point out, like money, grades become the 

means to the ends on the campus. Even though grades may not be the 

only thing considered of academic value by college students, they 

are the major institutionalized valuable. Although some students 

may place more value on scholarship and personal intellectual growth, 

all students recognize the importance of grades. 
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In discussing the problems of grading, Trow (1968) reviews 

the "four chief functions (of marks)—selection, motivation, 

guidance, and instruction (p. 86)." Grades have the virtue of 

simplicity that facilitates the selection of students for promotion, 

awards, scholarships, admission to graduate school and job offerings. 

As a guidance function, grades are used as a diagnostic device to 

assist students in the selection of courses, a major and minor, and 

even career choices. The manner in which an individual instructor 

grades may direct students towards his classes or just the reverse. 

As an instructional function, grades are evidence of educational 

achievement, although the author questions the extent of this 

function. Grades undoubtly motivate students, but there are different 

aspects of motivation. Extrinsic motivation from the receiving of 

external rewards and intrinsic motivation derived from the satis

faction induced by the mastery of an activity are contrasted. 

Additional comments about extrinsic and intrinsic motivation 

are made by Ericksen (1970) who states that a grade for a course is 

one of the most powerful incentives for a student. Earning a good 

grade serves strong and varied motives. Pleasing the teacher, 

staying eligible, earning awards, or getting a better job by virtue 

of a good GPA are all motives that are extrinsic to the subject 

matter of a course. In contrast, a student's strong curiousity 

for new concepts and principles can be exciting and rewarding in 

itself. "Intellectual curiousity is the best single example of 

intrinsic motivation in education (p. 8)." 



Faculty, more often as not, see grading as a necessary 

evil and having certain advantages that students may not acknowledge. 

Meyerson (1967) notes that college professors regard students as 

highly competitive and despite their complaints, wanting to be rated. 

Grades are teaching instruments that encourage students to attend 

class, study, and even prod them into not putting off what they 

should be doing. "Grades serve as both a carrot and a stick in 

the educational process, and many professors feel both are necessary 

(p. 23)." 

Snyder (1971) adds that although most college professors 

want their students to explore ideas, generate new questions and 

engage in intellectual risk-taking, they often find themselves 

doing otherwise. Large classes, rigid testing methods, time for 

committees, pressures of research and writing, negate good intentions. 

The college system is such that the professor can work out his own 

philosophy or his frustrations and aggressions on students. 

In discussing the student's individual ability, Becker 

et al. (1968) state that faculty and students view the relation 

between academic achievement and the ability of the student dif

ferently. From a common faculty point of view, the student does 

as well academically as his ability and motivation allow him to do. 

If the student does poorly, it is because he cannot or will not do 

better. Students do not necessarily agree. They feel the student 

controls his own achievement by the amount of effort he puts forth. 
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Any student can do as well academically as he wants to. Students 

would thus attribute variations in student performance to an 

unwillingness to give enough time and effort to the task or to a 

deliberate decision to do something else. 

In expressing the concerns of students in regard to grading, 

Meyerson (1967) lists some specific charges. Students object to 

the inequalities of grading found in the various attitudes toward 

grading held by individual teachers--"some easy, some hard; some 

with an absolute standard, others marking on a curve; some 

capricious, others too rigid (p. 22)." Students object to a grading 

system that equates an "A" in quantum physics with an "A" in a less 

complex subject. Students, courses, teachers, colleges, none of 

these are uniform, but grades are uniform to the extent of being 

a rigid, quantitative, standardized set of measures. Students 

claim that grades discourage intellectualism and encourage mediocrity, 

and perhaps grading should be abolished. Students also feel the 

grading of teachers is a bid for better teaching: 

. . .  s t u d e n t s  f e e l  t h a t  n o  o n e  k n o w s  b e t t e r  t h a n  t h e y  
who is a good teacher and who is not, and that nobody else 
much cares. They point to the failures of faculties to weed 
out poor teachers, to encourage good teaching, and even to 
check on teaching abilities. The students resent the fact that 
publication is the prime guide to hiring and retention 
practices (Meyerson 1967, p. 23). f 

In conclusion, Haagen (1964, p. 91) states: "There is no 

solution of the grading problem satisfactory to all concerned. 



Students would like all A's, administrators would like few F's, 

and the teachers would like to be left alone." The author adds 

that in both popular and professional literature, there is evidence 

of a growing dissatisfaction with many facets of grading. Sanford 

(1967a) in his major volume raises some important questions to the 

dilemma of grading: 

Considering the importance of grading for both students 
and instructors, it is regrettable that there is so little 
empirical research. How do students learn to evaluate them
selves? How do they learn to set goals for themselves? Do 
differing grading procedures facilitate or block such learning? 
Can more educational substitutes for grades be devised? To 
these questions, we have no answers (p. 336). 

The Value of Grades Questioned. Throughout the post-World 

War II years, student grading practices have been discussed in 

the literature. Most of the articles in the journals concern them

selves with grades as predictors of success, methods of grading 

class work, and the distribution of grades in particular classes. 

During the 1960's educators and laymen both began to seriously 

question the emphasis on grades in the public schools and higher 

education. 

College students also began to openly question grading 

practices during the 1960's. Sanford (1967a, 1967b) states that 

today's undergraduates are more sophisticated than their counter

parts ten years ago. This is a credit to improved education in 

the high schools and the result of more mobility and experience 

in the world. Many college students have traveled or studied 



abroad or have been in extraordinary experiences of social action 

such as VISTA or the Peace Corps. Such students were more vocal 

about the higher education system of this country meeting some 

of their needs and expectations. Sanford (1967b) points out that 

educators on many campuses have promoted innovation and experi

mentation, but not much happened until after the 1964 revolt at 

Berkeley. ". . . 1965—known by some as 'The Year of the Student' 

(p. 36)." 

Meyerson (1967) states that students at Berkeley not only 

complained about the abuses and indignities of students being 

graded, but also pushed for ways in which teachers would be graded 

by students. Cotlove (1970) reports that the Urban Research 

Corporation in a study of 292 campus protests which occurred the 

first half of 1969, found that student demands tended to relate 

to five basic issues: black recognition, student power, quality 

of student life, the Vietnam War, and the university and the 

community. Within the "quality of student life" category the 

revision of grading systems and courses was the most frequent 

demand. This issue occurred more than twice as often as the next 

in that category, lower tuition. 

Even before Berkeley, 1964, there is evidence that college 

educators themselves were not satisfied with traditional grading 

practices in higher education. From considerable interest shown 

by participants in a 1962 Danforth Workshop on Liberal Arts Education, 
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a conference on college grading systems, sponsored by the Danforth 

Foundation, was held at Buck Hill Falls, Pennsylvania, May 17-19, 

1963. Fifty-two institutions were represented, most of them liberal 

arts colleges, but several university colleges of arts and sciences 

and three United States service academies were also represented. 

The conference reflected one primary concensus: "There 

is room for improvement in grading systems and in the whole concept 

of grading (Teaf 1964b, p. 100)." In brief summary, discussions 

at the conference centered on: (1) there should be less emphasis 

on GPAs and fewer grade distinctions than evidenced at most colleges 

(one mid-western state university had 22 different grading symbols), 

(2) grades and GPA are not necessarily evil, the evil comes from 

the importance that administrators, faculty and students attach to 

them, (3) what are the effects of grades on students, psychological 

pressures and tension? (4) there was widespread, though not unanimous, 

hope that grades might be eliminated, (5) there might be an evalu

ation system that does not make use of grades; this would not be 

a time-saver, but perhaps at least more equitable. In conclusion, 

the author states: 

Though no answers were developed in the Conference on 
College Grading Systems, this open discussion may be only the 
beginning. Conversations are still going on; inquiries are 
still being received. Much detailed discussion is in order; 
research is sorely needed. Some colleges, it is hoped, will 
experiment. Grades will not soon be abandoned—but their 
dominion is challenged (Teaf 1964b, p. 88). 
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Literature during the latter part of the 1960's and 1970 

indicates that the dominion of grades is being challenged. Many 

articles question the value of grades, many propose modified 

approaches to grading, some demand the abolishment of grades, and 

others support traditional grading as a necessity to maintain academic 

standards. The issue has evolved into controversy. A review of the 

issue pro and con, including some of the theoretical grading pro

posals suggested by various individuals follows. 

One of the more outspoken critics of grades is William 

Glasser (1965, 1969), a California psychiatrist noted for his 

approach to therapy outlined in his book Reality Therapy (1965). 

Dr. Glasser makes frequent public speaking appearances across the 

country, and one of his favorite topics is the issue of grades. 

In his book Schools Without Failure (1969), Glasser argues that 

grades more than anything else in our educational system produce 

failure, grades have become ends in themselves, grades are limiting 

and damaging to the individual, and most teachers hate grades 

because they are harmful to education. The author recommends the 

abolishment of the traditional A-B-C-D-F grading system and would 

institute a pass-superior, no-failure grading system for secondary 

and college levels. Hawkinshire (1970) critically reviews Glasser's 

(1969) book with the title of his review, "The Impossible Dream— 

Schools Without Failure" setting the tone of his comments. 
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An adamant critic of grades, Sidney B. Simon (1969, 1970a, 

1970b) became the center of controversy at Temple University 1968-69, 

where he was at first denied tenure because he refused to issue 

grades on the basis of his convictions that grades are basically 

immoral. When the administration insisted on grades, Simon gave 

everyone in his classes an "A." 

Simon's argument against grades appears in two separate 

but nearly identical articles (1970a and 1970b). He begins his 

article with a macabre analogy (1970b, p. 397): 

In Shirley Jackson's eerie short story, "The Lottery," 
a village holds a drawing each year to decide whom they will 
stone to death. In our colleges and universities, we do it 
twice a year. 

One character in Miss Jackson's story raises a question 
about why the villagers continue to perform this inhuman ritual, 
but an elder quiets him with, "We have always had a lottery." 

Simon reiterates, "Grades must go!" and gives five reasons why: 

Grades separate students and professors into two warring 
camps, both armed with dangerous weapons, none of which has 
anything to do with a notion of a community of scholars. 

Grades overreward the wrong people and often punish 
students who need to be punished the least. 

Grades tend to destroy what learning should be all about. 

Grades reinforce an archaic notion of "competition" 
which may well turn out to be deadly in the 1970s. 

Of all the destructive things grades do, probably the 
ugliest is that they contribute to debasing a student's 
estimation of his own worth (1970b, pp. 397-400). 
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After several years of research and practical experience, 

Mannello (1964, 1969) also concludes that grades should be abolished. 

"One of the greatest obstacles to effective education in the United 

States today is the traditional marking system (1969, p. 305)." 

He states that abolishing the practice of sorting students into 

fixed grade categories would eliminate a variety of educational 

handicaps--extrinsic motivation, cheating, poor student-teacher 

relations, test crisis, and failures. The author makes a proposal 

to award credit (CR) when course requirements are met and no course 

credit (NCR) for those not meeting course requirements, but students 

could continue to try and satisfy course requirements without penalty. 

Written evaluations at the end of the term would also be submitted 

by the instructor for each student. 

On the secondary level, Cummins (1970) suggests a de-emphasis 

of grades and instead increase individual conferences between 

students and teachers via reduced student-teacher ratios. A first 

year English teacher, Priestley (1970) states: "Schools should be 

the place where we teach people how to succeed in life without 

penalizing them for failure ... Grades must go (p. 17)." 

Chalk (1970) sees grades, particularly high school GPAs 

used for college admissions and scholarship awards as a barrier 

to college for disadvantaged students. The author makes a strong 

case for a system of college admissions and financial aid that is 

built on human potential, not on an obsolete grading system. 



Becker et al. (1968), Ericksen (1970), and Trow (1968) 

discuss grades in terms of the values of intrinsic vs. extrinsic 

motivation. General concensus is that intrinsic motivation, 

learning for the sake of learning is advantageous to extrinsic 

motivation, learning to get good grades from fear of failure. 

Some writers (Becker et al. 1968, Glasser 1969, Simon, 

Kirschenbaum, and Napier 1970) contend that competition for good 

grades and pressures to make passing grades in higher education 

cause students to resort to cheating. Becker et al. (1968) citing 

a national study (Bowers 1964) indicate that although students and 

faculty do not completely agree on what constitutes cheating, 50 

percent of all students admitted to cheating at some time in their 

college careers (p. 101). 

There are strong arguments that traditional grading 

practices are obsolete and change is in order. However there are 

others who disagree with that to at least varying degrees. 

In making a case for academic standards and tradition, 

Glazer (1970) points out that drastic reform is not the answer, 

rewards are desirable by all students, and grades although the 

symbol of academic achievement, are soon forgotten after one goes 

on. 

The traditional rules of the game are easily enough laid 
out. Educational institutions now grade students on the basis 
of their achievement. Grading constitutes the basis of their 
eligibility for admission to other academic institutions and 
special programs .... Grades by themselves do not seem to 
play a crucial role in determining one's future, except insofar 



as they are necessary for graduation from a university or 
college or for judging one's eligibility for further 
education. . . . For most people, the critical issue is 
getting in and getting out (p. 38). 

Schagrin (1971) gives a reply to Glazer's (1970) article by 

categorically rebutting several different points made by the 

author on academic ability and academic achievement. 

In a strong criticism of liberal grading attitudes, Jones 

(1971) states that the Phi Beta Kappa honorary society had announced 

it would consider other criteria besides grades in selecting 

candidates. Grading standards have lessened, overall grade averages 

on major university campuses have gone up while scores on standard 

entrance exams have gone down. The author implies that young 

liberal professors are giving easy grades and the result is a 

shoddy product after graduation. ". . . Here is a strange contra

diction. Ralph Nader is widely hailed by students and faculty alike 

for demanding that industry answer strictly for the quality of its 

output. Should there be recalls of poorly turned-out graduates, 

too (p. 2)?" 

Bramer (1970) states that grades are important, and maybe 

even too important, but suggests that professors not relax their 

standards. The author suggests that students and faculty not be 

at odds with each other over grading, but instead try to under

stand the responsibilities of the other: 

The student, also, should try to be reasonable. He must 
realize that grading is inevitably, in part, a subjective 
matter. There is no perfectly objective test, and certainly 
no purely objective evaluation of an "essay" examination. 
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The teacher is hired (and we hope has been trained) to make 
judgments; he is, in a sense, playing God, because it appears 
that someone must and he is the best qualified person avail
able to do it (p. 63). 

Frequent examinations and grades seem not necessary, but 
salutary evils. After they are over, student and instructor 
alike should turn away from the horror of them, with relief 
but with thanksgiving for them, to the much more palatable 
business of learning and living (p. 65). 

The reluctance of faculty to evaluate students is discussed 

by Dykstra (1970). He notes that faculty do not enjoy evaluating 

students. "Playing God" endangers the rapport between student and 

instructor when the instructor has to resort to the periodic 

necessity of shifting from "fellow seeker of knowledge to evaluator 

of students (p. 61)." It is also noted that grading objectively 

in terms of the acquisition of designated attitudes and insights 

as course objectives in the social sciences is virtually impossible. 

The author contends though, that the faculty have the responsibility 

to make professional appraisals of students, and to do otherwise 

would indicate incompetence. He states in conclusion that faculty 

should strive for improvements in evaluation rather than attempting 

to avoid "this admittedly difficult and sometimes unpleasant 

responsibility (p. 62)." 

Theoretical Grading Proposals. Amidst the controversy on 

grading are various proposals for new and different ways to grade 

students. Some of these are, for the most part, theoretical. 

An ad hoc committee of the Executive Committee of the 

National Council for Teachers of English prepared a proposal on 
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grading in 1970. The principal points of the proposal are that 

there will be no grades during a childs early years in school, no 

failing grades should be recorded on any permanent records, students 

should be allowed to withdraw from a course at any time without 

penalty, and for courses offered on a pass basis there should not 

be a second set of books recording additional marks ("A Statement 

on Grading," NCTE Newsletter September 1970). 

Trow (1968) contends that the basic weakness of the tradi

tional grading scale is that it does not provide adequate data. 

He suggests the use of a subjective check sheet on general, academic, 

and vocational interests for the student to complete, in addition 

to a modification of the interpretation of the traditional five 

point grading scale. The suggestion is that students can satisfy 

course requirements by their performance on two part quizzes and 

examinations. Part I, the mastery part, consists of the essential 

objectives of the course, students may retake forms of the mastery 

part; Part II, the sampling part, is similar to usual classroom 

tests, except the student will not be given any added credit for 

getting more than half the answers correct. Students are 

encouraged to complete a creative project as well, for top 

honors. On the basis of two part tests and a project, the 

grading scale would be interpreted thus (p. 91): 

A - mastery, sampling, and project 
B - mastery and sampling 
C - mastery 
D - sampling 
E - failure 



A simple grading proposal preceding most of the others 

is suggested by Marshall (1954). Along with his rationale, he simply 

states that the answer to grading is a blank sheet of paper. Rather 

than teachers arbitrarily using grades, with individual interpretations 

for each letter, let the teacher use the terms in which he can best 

express himself in evaluating students. In this way the teacher has 

the privilege of saying a few pertinent words about a student. 

Salomon (1970) makes what he calls, "a very modest proposal 

(p. 478)" to alleviate the sensitive area of grades. He suggests 

that in addition to the grade the teacher submits for the student's 

permanent record, the student also submits his own self-assigned 

grade to be paired with the other on his permanent record. The 

author feels that discrepancies between the two marks could be 

compared with other marks of the student to interpret student-

teacher differences. He also notes that in this manner students 

would be responsibly involved in rating themselves on such qualities 

as "capacity for self criticism," "ability to recognize his own 

strengths and weaknesses," and "ability to judge his own performance." 

Cameron (1961) suggests limiting grades to recording all 

of the necessary information by classifying students in three categories 

"(1) those who have been exposed to courses—attended, ATT, (2) those 

who have become competent in them—complete or competent, COMP, and 

(3) those who have mastered them—excelled, SUMMA (p. 154)." 



In expressing a note of caution to any suggested or 

currently used grading systems, Hoyt (1970) questions the 

rationality of grades. He states that the rationality of any 

grading scale can be examined from three major points: . . the 

first defines rational as logical, the second as understandable, 

and the third as defensible (p. 305)." In effect, do grades 

represent a reasonably satisfactory measure of those dimensions 

of student growth and development relevant to higher education? 

On the basis of research, Hoyt (1970) states: ". . . Grading 

practices are logical within narrow confines but quite illogical 

in broader contexts . . . grading practices are extremely rational 

if by rational we mean understandable or predictable ... an 

impressive array of research suggests grades are not defensible 

(pp. 306-307)." 

The author suggests separating the teaching function from 

the evaluative function. The idea, borrowed from the British, has 

regional curricular experts for various academic areas detailing 

instructional objectives, teachers identifying objectives they wish 

to emphasize, measurement experts providing standardized scales to 

assess major objectives, and grades awarded in consideration of 

achievement based on national norms and individual student ability. 

Under such a system, students and teachers would become allies 

and teachers would like to see all students make A's. 
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Operational Modifications in Grading. In addition to theoret

ical modifications to grading, there are some variations in grading 

currently in widespread operation in colleges and universities in 

this country. The three most frequently found breaks from the 

traditional five point grading scale are the liberal variation of 

not using grades for the most part, the pass-fail grading system 

and the non-punitive A-B-C grading system. 

A few liberal private colleges, Antioch (Ohio), Bennington 

(Vermont), Prescott College (Arizona), and Sara Lawrence (New York) 

have eliminated grades to a large degree. However, since a majority 

of the students graduating from these colleges go on to graduate 

schools, these colleges have to resort to recording grades on 

transcripts so that their students may be evaluated by graduate 

schools. At Reed College (Oregon) grades are recorded but not 

released to students until graduation (except for unsatisfactory 

grades). 

According to Quann (1971b) isolated instances of pass-fail 

or satisfactory-unsatisfactory have appeared in grading systems 

for over a century, but widespread use has followed its recent 

adoption by Cornell, California Institute of Technology, Knox College, 

Michigan, Minnesota, Oberlin, Ohio State, Pomona College, Princeton, 

Stanford, Washington State and Yale. The emphasis on pass-fail 

received initial stimulus when it was recommended by the faculty 

senate of the University of California at Berkeley following the 



1964 revolt. Semas (1971) reports that today at least two-thirds 

of all four-year colleges and universities have adopted some form 

of pass-fail grading. However, Quann (1970) states that although 

pass-fail is the prominent trend in new grading practices, the 

credit-no credit option with the complete elimination of the concept 

of failure is the emerging pattern. 

The predominent modification in grading practices in 

community junior colleges is the non-punitive A-B-C grading system. 

The large unrestricted enrollments of the "open-door" community 

junior college with many students transferring or at least planning 

to transfer to a four-year college or university have prevented 

the two-year colleges from abolishing grades. The pass-fail grading 

system eliminates the competitive aspect of grades, but retains 

the punitive "failure" aspect. Many community junior colleges are 

presently avoiding the use of punitive marks. 

In the mid-1960's Collins (1965a, 1965b) wrote about grading 

standards and suggested a different approach to grading in community 

junior colleges. However, it was Fols (1966) who initially intro

duced the A-B-C grading system at the junior college level. In 

brief the main aspects of Fol's grading proposal was as follows: 

The proposal is that we refuse to grade a student's paper 
when this paper fails to live up to the quality of work expected 
from an average student. Saying the same thing another way, 
let us draw a halt to our willingness to accept work that is 
less than satisfactory. It is with great hesitation that the 
same idea be expressed in yet a third way; because it is this 
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third way that the proposal so easily lends itself to mis
understanding. Let us simply refuse to give any grades that 
are not either A or B or C. Let us completely divorce the 
D and F not only from our grading system, but from our 
thinking as well. 

Notice that the proposal requires that we refuse to grade 
papers that are not at least of average quality. It was not 
suggested that we refuse to correct, nor that we assign average 
grades to below average work. Every student has a right to 
have his papers promptly corrected and returned; but we too 
have a right to expect not less than average performance on 
his part. 

Our willingness to assign grades of D or F to students 
indicates our willingness to accept work that demonstrates 
less than average proficiency. ... A student's perception 
of his own grade ability has more to do with the grades he 
gets than any other single factor. Consequently, the more we 
can do to encourage a student to perceive himself as a better 
student, the more likely he will become a better student. 
The more we believe in a student's ability to earn high grades, 
the more likely the student will perceive himself in this 
matter (p. 2). 

. . . The student who does not demonstrate at least average 
proficiency will receive no credit, sufficient penalty to 
satisfy all but the most spiteful of faculty needs. The student 
who may misuse his new-found freedom will sooner or later realize 
that he alone is responsible for his lack of progress. Fortunately, 
however, when he does realize the error of his ways he won't find 
the cards stacked against him if he desires to settle down to the 
business of becoming all that he is capable of being. He won't 
have those foolishly begotten D's and F's indelibly stamped on 
his transcript and his personality. Rather, he will have his 
new found wisdom and an even chance to begin anew (p. 3). 

The original administration at Santa Fe Junior College in 

Florida supported Fols' proposal (Mullis, 1966) and inaugurated 

the A-B-C grading system in 1966-67, when Santa Fe opened its doors 

to students for the first time. In September 1967, the Committee 

on Instruction at College of the Mainland in Texas adopted an A-B-C 

grading system for its first semester of operation (Taylor 1969). 
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In Arizona, a few faculty and administrators in the Maricopa 

County Community College District have during the past three years 

indicated an interest in a modified grading system for students 

in the district. During Maricopa Technical College's second year, 

a faculty committee, chaired by the author of this study, was 

instrumental in the faculty's unanimous vote for the adoption of 

an A-B-C grading system for 1969-70. To date, the other four 

campuses in the district have retained the traditional five-point 

grading system. Pima College in Tucson from its first year 1970-71, 

has used an A-B-C grading system. 

An increasing number of community junior colleges across 

the country have adopted the non-punitive A-B-C grading system. 

O'Bannion (1971) notes this as an indication of community junior 

colleges becoming truly student centered and humanizing the 

learning process by abandoning the "Scarlet Letter," the "F" grade, 

and lessening the whole area of academic probation and suspension. 

As Collins (1965b) states, "The philosophy (of the community junior 

college) promises the healing fruits of education to every man but 

probation policy carries the hooker that every man has to be above 

average in the digestion of this fruit or be in jeopardy of being 

driven from the garden (p. 33)." 

Clark (1960a) in discussing the "cooling-out" function 

in higher education states that the community junior college should 

offer alternatives to failure and dismissal for its students. 



The implication from the literature is that in the future faculty 

and administration in community junior colleges are going to be 

held more responsible for student failure and attrition. In a 

special issue of the Junior College Journal on accountability, 

Harlacher and Roberts (1971) list an educational credo for 

community junior colleges. Heading the list of nine items is: 

"1. We believe that both administrators and teachers ought to 

be accountable for student failures (p. 30)." O'Bannion (1969) 

makes a similar point in citing the concluding statement from a 

report by a special commission of the Council of Student Personnel 

Association in Higher Education: 

We would do well if we were prepared to function with 
as few restraints as possible and to insist on the revocation 
of any orders or regulations that are not really essential to 
the mission of the institution. Student, faculty and—in some 
instances—institutional pressure to modify grading procedures; 
opposition to ranking students on the basis of grade point 
average; increasingly serious life-time consequences for students 
if dismissed from their institutions; increasing assurance that 
what one learns bears little relationship to the grade that 
is assigned—relatively persuasive evidence on all these matters 
suggests that students have ground for objecting to a great 
deal of the faculty-administration relationships affecting 
their tenure as undergraduates (O'Bannion 1969, p. 15). 

A trend is evident that community junior colleges are 

moving away from punitive marks in grading. Thus, in at least 

this sense, community junior colleges are becoming humanistic 

models of higher education. 



Studies of Student Evaluation 

Variations in Grading. There is considerable variation 

in grading systems used in colleges and universities. From the 

participating institutions at the Danforth Conference on College 

Grading Systems, Downing (1964) tallied the grading practices of 

54 colleges and universities (p. 99): 

Grading Practices instiwtiL 

Letter-grades (grade-levels varying 
from 13 to 5) 46 

Letter-grades converted to quality 
points 43 
Pluses and Minuses 11 
Letter-grades converted to numeri

c a l  g r a d e s  . . . . .  3  
Numerical grades 5 
Special grade symbols 3 
No grades (except for transcripts 

and college use in retention and 
probation) 2 

No grades reported to students until 
after graduation (except in cases 
of probation and warning) 1 

The author adds that there is also considerable variation in the 

reporting of grades, and notes that only one college requires 

midterm grades for students who are showing exceptional ability. 

In an effort to investigate new trends in grading, Quann 

(1970) surveyed 150 colleges and universities, including major 

universities in each state and institutions experimenting with 

pass-fail or other grading options. Variations in grading from 

his findings are as follows (p. 79): 



Nomenclature Number Percent 

Pass/Fail 56 54.9 
Pass/No Pass 15 14.7 
Satisfactory/Unsatisfactory 10 9.8 
Credit/No Credit 6 5.9 
Honors, Pass/Fail 2 1.9 
Pass, D or F 2 1.9 
Other 11 10.8 

The author notes that at some colleges it is common practice to 

combine the D and F marks under the fail category on a pass-fail 

system, however, his survey indicates that 85 percent of the 

institutions use a standard approach with "pass" equivalent to 

A-B-C-D, and F equivalent to failure, no credit, or no pass. He 

also reports that the pass-fail option is limited with 63 percent 

of the institutions allowing students to enroll in only one course 

per term under this option. Only ten institutions indicated no 

limit and seven allowed two courses per term. Maximum credit 

allowed under pass-fail at the institutions reporting was either 

four or eight courses. Twenty-nine percent indicated students 

must be in good standing to enroll for pass-fail credit, and 25 

percent limited the option to elective courses. 

General Studies. In a booklet for college administrators 

(Quiz for College Presidents 1970) the American College Testing 

Program presents a short quiz on grading. The statements ask the 

respondent what relationship is there between student grades and 

student reaction to various parts of their college experience 

(p. 4): 



1. A student's grade-point average seldom 
predicts how much he participates in 
intellectual activities outside the 
classroom T F 

2. A student's grade-point average has 
little relationship with how much pro
gress he feels he is making toward 
reaching his major educational goals. T F 

3. The way a student feels about his 
instructors is not significantly 
related to his grade-point average. T F 

4. The way students evaluate college 
services has no relationship to their 
grade-point averages. T F 

5. The way students evaluate college 
policies, practices, and facilities 
is not related to their grade average. T F 

Based on ACT research from data provided by large numbers of students 

nationwide, ACT states that a student's GPA is related closely only 

to his GPA. All five of the statements are true, there is no 

significant relationship between grades and any of the items 

mentioned. 

In a study of the reliability of GPAs, Clark (1964) inves

tigates the extent to which a student GPA is free of error. Using 

both an eight step grading system and a five step grading system 

over an extended period of time, the author's findings indicate a 

definite reliability of individual GPAs. He adds a point of 

caution for faculties which decide to reduce a grading system to 

a few steps as this may decrease the reliability of student GPAs. 



In studying faculty grading practices, Thompson (1955) 

found that differences do exist in grading practices in a multi

section freshmen English course. . . The common practice of 

estimating a student's worth upon the assumption that a grade has 

a fixed value is an administrative expedient without experimental 

foundation (p. 68)." Two different studies by Aiken (1963, 1964) 

support Thompson's (1955) findings. In the first study of faculty 

grading behavior, Aiken (1963) concludes that a faculty member's 

notation of an average "C" student is that of a person average in 

his group; a "C" means different things at a different college 

and within a college. In the second study Aiken (1964) examines 

the interdepartmental variability of grades and students' 

expectations of grades. The findings from 22 departments in a 

southeastern college are that departmental grade ranks are rather 

consistent, but there were negligible relationships between 

departmental rank and students' estimates of how difficult a 

subject is for them or for the average student, or what grades 

the average student will make in the subject. 

Stone (1969) assessed the subjective scale of grades based 

on student impressions and compared the judgments of students to 

those of faculty reported in a study by Stone and Sinnett (1968). 

Using a Thurstone Case III subjective grade scale and relating it 

to the typical GPA scale, the findings showed that the Thurstonian 

scales were curvilinear related to the GPA scale and were perhaps 
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a better scale to quantify academic achievement instead of the 

traditional GPA scale which is more familiar to faculty and 

students. 

There are limited studies of student reactions to grades 

or the absence of grades. Husband and Postlethwait (1969) inves

tigated the effect of threat of a grade on performance. Using 

programmed instructional materials in Purdue University's audio-

tutorial system in freshman botany courses, the authors found that 

the threat of a grade does not necessarily motivate a student to 

learn subject material better. Performance improved in the relaxed 

atmosphere of non-graded oral quiz sessions which removed the 

students' fear of asking questions or making uncertain statements. 

Students indicated a more favorable attitude toward non-graded oral 

quiz sessions than graded sessions. In a study where a student's 

work was returned if unacceptable, but grades were not used, Mannello 

(1964) found that student performance did not decrease under a no-

grade system. A majority of students reported they did more work 

and learned more in a course with no grades than in other courses 

where grades were used. In terms of success-failure attitudes, 

Distefano, Pryer, and Rice (1970) found that among normal 

adolescents, attitudes toward achieving success became relatively 

stronger with increasing age than attitudes toward avoiding 

failure. 
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Studies of College Grades and Adult Achievement. Hoyt 

(1965) has completed an extensive review of the literature regarding 

the relationship between college grades and adult achievement. The 

categories reviewed and the implications for grading and further 

research are such that the entire review is summarized for this 

study. 

Forty-six studies were examined and divided into eight 

categories: business, teaching, engineering, medicine, scientific 

research, miscellaneous occupations, non-vocational accomplishments, 

and studies of eminence. While many of the studies show evidence 

of criterion problems, (i.e., "salary" often used as a limited 

criterion, difficulties in criterion measure, or contaminated 

criterion) interesting data are presented and there is significant 

evidence that college grades have little or no relationship to any 

measures of adult accomplishment. As the author's introduction 

states: 

What do college grades predict? The question is important 
because grades are the chief, and often the only, evaluation 
of the student's college performance. The ultimate consequences 
of low or high grades are important to the student (who must 
judge, "Is it worth it?"), to college officials (who must make 
numerous decisions affecting the student's educational experi
ence), and to employers (who must estimate the professional 
Contribution which the graduate will make). A review of the 
research on this question raises a number of serious concerns 
about the relationship between personal characteristics and 
performance measures and suggests a number of improvements for 
future research (Hoyt 1965, p. 1). 

Seven different studies in business, 1917-1965, were reviewed. 

It is noted that while the two American Telephone and Telegraph 
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Company studies (Bridgeman 1930, Walters and Bray 1963) using large 

samples and salary as a limited criterion, statistically suggest 

that-A. T. & T. select future employees on the basis of their 

college grades, the weight of the evidence shows no relationship 

between college grades and success in business. 

Twelve studies in teaching, 1917-1961, were made. The 

first, Kunkel (1917) concludes that there is a direct relation

ship between academic success and success in teaching. However, 

Hoyt notes that although several studies suggest that students 

majoring in education are awarded higher grades than those in 

other academic areas, only isolated examples from past research 

indicate a correlation between grades and a measure of teaching 

success. Positive relationships when found were generally of a 

low magnitude. 

Five studies in engineering were reviewed, 1913-1962. 

Hoyt (1965) concludes, "Four of the five studies used salary as 

a criterion; the weight of the data suggests that it is unrelated 

to college grades (p. 23)." 

Eight studies in medicine, 1917-1965, were reviewed. All 

but the first three of these were made in the 1960's. After one 

of the studies it is stated: "The findings suggest that the quality 

of medical school performance is significantly related to early 

professional performance; they also suggest that, as time goes by, 



medical school rank fails to distinguish among effective and less 

effective physicians (Hoyt 1965, p. 26)." 

From a rather thorough series of studies on the subject 

(Price et al. 1964, Taylor et al. 1964, Richards et al. 1965, and 

Taylor et al. 1965) it is also noted: "Of the most importance to 

the present review was the emergence of academic achievement as 

a unique factor in each group; that is, academic performance was 

unrelated to any other dimension of physician performance (Hoyt 

1965, p. 30)." 

Hoyt (1965) concludes his summary on studies in medicine: 

At this time, medical school grades seem to bear a positive 
relationship to the early success of physicians. These grades 
are apparently not predictive of physician performance after 
the first few years of practice. The evidence suggests that 
undergraduate grades are unrelated to success in medical 
practice (p. 30). 

Five studies of Scientific Research Contribution were 

reviewed. All five studies were made in the 1960's. Hoyt's (1965) 

summary on this section states: 

In relation to the studies on other areas, this group of 
five is sophisticated and well performed. A good deal of 
progress has been made in defining and measuring criteria. 
While all findings are not perfectly consistent, college grades 
seem to have no more than very modest relationships to measures 
of research performance. There is some consistency in the 
finding that grades and measure of creativity have low positive 
relationships (p. 36). 

Under "Miscellaneous Occupations," six studies were 

reviewed. These include combined professional groups, lawyers, 
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and ministers; doctors, lawyers, and engineers; journalism graduates; 

business, high professional (doctor, lawyer, dentist, and scientist), 

low professional (teacher, clergy, artist), and government groups. 

Hoyt (1965) in his summary concludes: 

These studies, while less complete and less carefully 
designed than many of those reviewed earlier, produced 
findings consistent with the bulk of research in this area. 
They agree that, if there is any relationship at all 
between college grades and salary, this relationship is 
very slight (p. 38). 

Two studies in adult accomplishments in non-vocational 

areas are reviewed. The first of these Plasse (1951) is based 

on the data collected by Time magazine in 1947, from a large 

sample, 9,046 college graduates from 1,000 colleges. Subjects 

reported on their academic achievement in college, answered questions 

regarding economic status, civic participation, social activity, 

information regarding current events and satisfaction with home life. 

Correlations between academic achievement and these non-vocational 

accomplishments ranged from .01 to .07. The second study, Mann 

(1958) is a follow-up study eight years later of 290 University 

of Wisconsin graduates of 1949. Only one of eight correlations 

was significantly greater than zero, .39 between total GPA and 

the amount of additional higher education. In conclusion, "The 

two studies in this difficult area provide little reason to 

believe that college grades bear an important relationship to 

adult accomplishments in non-vocational areas (Hoyt 1965, p. 40)." 



Several studies of eminence, 1902-1965, are reviewed. All 

but one of these deals with college graduates from the early part 

of the century. These early studies are not necessarily contra

dicted by the more recent study (Phi Delta Kappan 1965) which 

emphasized the point: "High grades are not a prerequisite to 

eminence (Hoyt 1965, p. 42)." 

Hoyt (1965) makes several major points in the discussion 

at the end of his review. Most noteworthy are: 

1 .  . . .  s t u d i e s  r e l a t i n g  c o l l e g e  s u c c e s s  t o  p o s t -
college accomplishment need to be strengthened and expanded 
(p. 45). 

2 .  . . .  t h r e e  m a j o r  i m p l i c a t i o n s :  
a. First, the meaning of grades needs to be 

empirically determined. 
b. Second, evaluation procedures in higher 

education need to be drastically altered. 
c. Third, these changes need to be reflected 

in policies of selection or acceptance for 
professional training (p. 45). 

3. There is good reason for believing that academic 
achievement (knowledge) and other types of student growth 
and development are relatively independent of each other. 

In view of this and the multiple purposes which characterize 
goals of higher education, how can educational progress best 
be assessed? We suggest these alternatives: (1) encourage 
instructors to grade on the basis of multiple considerations, 
not knowledge alone; (2) encourage the assessment of various 
characteristics and the subsequent substitution of a "profile 
of student growth and development" for the present transcript 
of grades (p. 48). 

Studies of "Pass-fail." Undoubtedly the most frequently 

found break from traditional grading in higher education is the 

pass-fail grading system. Since its widespread adoption by colleges 
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and universities in the late 1960's, "pass-fail" has been hailed 

by some educators as the answer to the grading dilemma in higher 

education. In recent years, studies investigating the relative 

merits of the pass-fail system have begun to appear. 

Quann (1970) states the reasons most institutions give 

for adopting the pass-fail option are "to encourage students to 

explore subjects outside their major without fear of jeopardizing 

their GPA, to minimize the fear of failing, to facilitate intellec

tual exploration, and to counteract some of the undesireable effects 

of the current grading system (p. 78)." Both Quann (1970) and 

Johnson (1970) note that the pass-fail option is usually used by 

most colleges and universities in a limited fashion; i.e., courses 

outside the major, one pass-fail course per term, limited to upper 

classmen or at least students in good standing. Johnson (1970) 

also notes that there does not appear to be a stampede of students 

anxious to exercise the pass-fail option when it exists, students 

tend to remain in their particular discipline and usually do not 

take courses far afield, and students taking a pass-fail course 

aim for the minimum necessary in order to have time for other 

courses in their major and thus improve their GPA. 

Investigations of student attitudes toward pass-fail show 

that in general students indicate a favorable reaction to this 

grading reform (Karlins and Stuart 1968, Priest 1971, Stallings 

and Leslie 1970). Favorable reaction to pass-fail is associated 



with the students' belief that competition is too prevalent and it 

is not enjoyable to study for tests or even study at all (Priest 

1971, Karlins and Stuart 1968). Priest (1971) also found that 

student attitudes toward grading reform were not related to their 

kind and degree of interaction with their peers, nor to any of 

physical variables studied—sex, year in college, college vs. 

university, or college major. 

Bender (1969) surveyed the attitudes to grading reforms 

of deans and students at 85 medical schools. With high selection 

procedures and emphasis on knowledge of subject matter as opposed 

to "grade chasing" at medical colleges, it is not surprising that 

65 percent of the deans and 61 percent of the students surveyed 

preferred the pass-fail system. It is also interesting to note 

that the majority of deans from schools where the traditional 

letter/number grades were used preferred pass-fail. 

Following the first year (1966-67) of pass-fail at 

Brandeis University, Sgan (1969) surveyed both faculty and 

students. Results indicated a "moderate" to "strong" favorable 

reaction from both faculty and students with more variation among 

faculty. The author concluded that more students would use the 

pass-fail option as they become accustomed to it. However, it 

was also stated ". . . it (pass-fail) should remain a supplementary 

part of the evaluative system rather than be the major part of 

it (p. 144)." 
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In spite of generally favorable reactions to the limited 

use of the pass-fail system, there are criticisms and an indication 

that pass-fail may not be a panacea to cure the ills of traditional 

grading. Rossman (1970) surveyed 43 graduate and 19 professional 

schools to determine the effect satisfactory-unsatisfactory (pass-

fail) marks had on admission practices. Graduate and professional 

school administrators and department chairmen surveyed indicated 

little or no enthusiasm for trends in satisfactory-unsatisfactory 

or pass-fail grading. Indication was that the higher the proportion 

of satisfactory-unsatisfactory or pass-fail grades from the under

graduate college, the more likely the applicants' admission to 

graduate or professional school would be in jeopardy. It was also 

indicated that even more emphasis would be placed on entrance 

examinations, letters of recommendation and interviews as the use 

of satisfactory-unsatisfactory, pass-fail marks increased. 

Following a 1967 survey of grading practices at 63 colleges 

and universities, most of them using the pass-fail system at the 

time, Gold, Reilly, Silberman, and Lehr (1971) conducted an experi

mental investigation of the effects of both one-course and complete 

pass-fail grading on academic performance. Using 293 entering 

freshmen and 218 juniors, the data showed that experimental subjects 

taking either one-course or all courses on a pass-fail basis had 

lower GPAs than controlled subjects who wanted, but were denied 

pass-fail. Freshmen taking all courses on pass-fail showed a 



1.67 (C-) for the experimental group and 2.26 (C+) for the con

trolled group; juniors taking one-course on pass-fail showed 2.07 

for the experimental group, 2.40 for the controlled group. Even 

after returning to conventional grading the former pass-fail 

students from both groups continued to get significantly lower 

grades than controls. In conclusion, the researchers state ". . . 

the data suggest that what appears to be a trend toward pass-fail 

grading may be unwarranted. Students have learned how to work for 

grades and appear to learn a little in the process. It is as yet 

doubtful whether many have discovered how to learn without grades 

(p. 21)." 

In a presentation to the National Association of College 

Admissions Counselors, Quann (1971b) states that based on self 

reports from colleges and universities using pass-fail and the 

research to date, the pass-fail grading system is not the success 

and answer to grading some would hope it to be. Citing the 

empirical work of Melville and Stamm (1967), Feldmesser (1969), 

Karlins, Kaplan, and Stuart (1969), and Quann (1971a), the author 

points out that the pass-fail option is not utilized by nearly 

as many students as those who could use it, up to three-fourths 

of the students using it indicated they would have taken the course 

without the option, students received better grades, comparably, 

and believed they do better work under a competitive grading system. 

It was also noted that the pass-fail premise of reducing anxiety 
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that steins from the pressures of competitive grading has proved 

to be somewhat successful for students using the option. 

Studies of Community Junior College Grading. Much of the 

literature on grading in the community junior college is of a 

philosophical nature. Studies of community junior college grading 

practices are somewhat limited to studies concerned with the transfer 

student, student attrition, and probation and suspension practices. 

Studies of grading modifications in community junior colleges are 

nearly nonexistent. 

In their national study of the transfer student, Knoell 

and Medsker (1965) express a concern over the "C" grade. They 

state that the "C" grade and the "C" GPA earned in junior college 

are relatively meaningless as indicators of a student's probable 

success in a four-year college. They also add that grades of "A" 

and "B" from a two-year college are more likely to be valid indicators 

of achievement, but a "C" grade can be a minimal reward for com

pliance with course requirements for a potential transfer student, 

or it can mean average work for terminal or transfer students. 

Is a "C" from a two-year college equivalent to a "C" in a lower 

division course at a university? . . it would be a mistake to 

interpret "C" grades out of context (p. 92)." 

Clark (1960b) citing from his San Jose study states that 

grade distributions at San Jose Junior College were on the high 

side of a normal distribution, more A's and B's than D's and F's. 



The author explains why: "The college does not grade with special 

severity. The dilemma is either to grade hard and fail large 

numbers in order to allow only those of ability to pass through 

the transfer courses, or to grade normal-to-easy, in which case 

lower-ability students may squeeze through (p. 82)." From their 

study, Cohen and Brawer (1970) give another possible explanation: 

"The higher the grades given by an instructor, the lower the number 

of students who drop his classes (p. 32)." Clark (1960b) also 

notes, however, that 30 percent of the students continuing as 

sophomores were on probation, having less than a C average. This 

indicated that grading was a problem for many students. In 

subjects such as mathematics, physics, and biology low grades 

were abundant. 

In citing a California study (California Junior College 

Association 1960), Collins (1965b) supports Clark's (1960b) findings 

in terms of grade distributions in community junior colleges. 

Grade distributions for California students who completed courses 

are given for 1956 and 1960 to note not only the skewedness toward 

the upper end, but also a general raising of standards (Collins 

1965b, p. 22): 



Fall Fall 
1956 1960 
Percent 

Completions 84.6 79.8 
15.2 13.5 
28.3 26.9 
37.7 38.8 
12.5 13.4 
6.3 7.4 

100.0 100.0 

A grades 
B grades 
C grades 
D grades 
F grades 
Total grades 

In a study of grades and attrition from 1961 to 1965 at 

Grossmont College, Collins (1965b) states that 38 percent of day 

and 39 percent of evening students either withdrew or earned non

qualifying grades. When non-penalty withdrawals were subtracted, 

25 percent of day and 18 percent of evening students sustained 

grades of "D," "F," or "WF," all of which would contribute toward 

probation or even suspension. 

Capper (1969) reports on six studies (Hartman 1968, Bissiri 

1966, Kintzer 1966, Muck and Undem 1965, Brooks 1968, Dessent 1964) 

of junior college students on academic probation at six different 

community junior colleges. It was pointed out that an estimated 

40 percent of all junior college students are on academic probation 

at some time in their college career (Capper 1969, p. 1). However, 

it was also noted that some probationary students return to achieve 

at even higher levels than other students. In conclusion Capper 

(1969) states: 

Changes in penalty grading and probation practices are 
reported to have favorable results. Not only do such changes 
reduce the number of students on academic probation, but they 
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also switch the college's emphasis from punishing inappropriate 
behavior to rewarding appropriate behavior. Fears that less 
punitive grading practices would lead to student irrespons
ibility have not been warranted thus far, and research on limited 
loads, required periods of nonattendance, and other common 
restrictive sanctions of probation has not shown them to be 
effective in increasing success among probationary students 
(p. 3). 

Dula (1961) studying probation and suspension policies at 149 public 

junior colleges came to a similar conclusion. 

An increasing number of two-year colleges are experimenting 

with the "W" option, allowing students to withdraw from a course 

without penalty anytime up to the final examination. Studies at 

Shasta College in California (Brooks 1968) and Jamestown Community 

College in New York ("W" Option 1969) report that concerns regarding 

the abuse of the withdrawal policy were unwarranted; withdrawal 

marks did not exceed a corresponding decrease in penalty grades. 

At Jamestown (1969) a faculty committee reporting on the results 

of the "W" option over a six semester period, 1964-67, stated 

". . . the "W" Option has had a positive influence on academic 

achievement as evidenced by no increase in non-productive grades 

(F and W), a decrease in D and F grades, and an increase in A and 

B grades (p. 1)." 

In evaluating its newly adopted non-punitive A-B-C grading 

system, Maricopa Technical College after the first year surveyed a 

stratified random sample of 234 students, 21 part time faculty and 

all full time faculty and administration. Responses to the two 



primary inquiries were (Maricopa Technical College NCA Study 1970, 

p. 16): 

Are you in favor of a non-punitive (no failing marks) 
grading system? 

Yes No Undecided 
Students 707. 16% 147. 
Full-time Faculty 867. 47. 107. 
Part-time Faculty 727. 147. 147. 
Administration 1007. 

Are you in favor of not awarding credit for a course 
until a level of competency ("C" or above) is reached 
by the students? 

Yes No Undecided 
Students 867. 57. 97. 
Full-time Faculty 867. 47. 107. 
Part-time Faculty 967. 47. -

Administration 807. 207. -

A year later a follow-up item on the new grading system was included 

on a student questionnaire (Maricopa Technical College NCA Study 

Addendum 1971a, p. 4): 

Reaction to grading system Day Evening Total 

Favor present grading system 827. 827. 827. 
Include grade of D 107. 67. 77. 
Include grades of D and F 67. 87. 77. 
Other 27. 47. 37. 

Student response dispelled the notion that perhaps the "D" grade 

should be reinstated in the grading system at Maricopa Technical 

College. 

A similar response came from a faculty-student ad hoc 

committee charged with evaluating the A-B-C grading system at 

College of the Mainland after the college's first year of operation. 

Among eight recommendations endorsing the continuance of the 
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non-punitive A-B-C grading system was . . the "D" should 

continue to be excluded from the grading system (Taylor 1969, 

p. 2)." 

Summary of Reports of Student 
Evaluation in Higher Education 

This section reviewed the literature related to student 

evaluation in colleges and universities. The section is divided 

into two parts. The first reported on developments in student 

evaluation during the past couple decades, including discussions 

on the dilemma of grading, the value of grades questioned, 

theoretical proposals, and operational modifications in grading. 

The second part reported on studies of student evaluation, including 

variations in grading, college grades and adult achievement, pass-

fail grading, and grading in community junior colleges. The 

following conclusions were derived: 

1. In both popular and professional literature, there is 

evidence of a growing dissatisfaction with many aspects 

of grading. 

2. In recent years, the discussion of grading has evolved 

into a controversial issue. Some demand the abolishment 

of grades, some support traditional grading as a necessity 

to maintain academic standards, and others propose various 

modifications in grading practices. 
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3. The three most frequently found breaks from the traditional 

five point grading scale ares (a) not using grades for the 

most -part, (b) the pass-fail grading system, and (c) the 

non-punitive A-B-C grading system. 

4. There is empirical evidence that college grades have little 

or no relationship to any measures of adult achievement. 

5. In spite of generally favorable reactions to the limited 

use of pass-fail grading at many institutions and the use 

of pass-fail reducing anxiety from the pressures of com

petitive grading, research to date indicates pass-fail is 

not the answer to the problem of grading. 

6. Studies of grading in community junior colleges are limited, 

and studies of the non-punitive A-B-C grading system, so 

widely adopted by community junior colleges in recent years, 

are virtually nonexistent. 

Reports of Studies Related to Anxiety and 
Academic Achievement 

This section of the review of the literature reports on 

studies related to anxiety and academic achievement. The section 

is divided into two parts. The first part discusses theoretical 

implications: basic theories of anxiety, theories of the effect 

of anxiety on learning, and the theory of state-trait anxiety. 

The second part discusses anxiety and academic achievement: fear 

of failure anxiety, test anxiety, and anxiety and college achievement. 
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Theoretical Implications 

One of the basic positions underlying this study comes 

from psychological theory and research related to anxiety and 

performance. An increasing number of studies dealing with anxiety 

and/or anxiety and performance have appeared since the early 1950's. 

As Spielberger (1966) points out, Prior to 1950, there was rela

tively little experimental work done on human anxiety . . . however, 

since 1950 more than 1,500 studies have been indexed under the 

heading 'anxiety' in Psychological Abstracts (pp. 5-6)." According 

to Spielberger (1966) this can be attributed to three factors; 

(1) the development of instruments and techniques to measure anxiety, 

(2) popular manifestation of the Zeitgeist described by May (1950) 

in his book The Meaning of Anxiety and, (3) new theories on the 

relative effects of anxiety upon learning. 

Basic Theories of Anxiety. The contemporary interest in 

anxiety has historical roots in the seventeenth century philosophical 

views of Pascal and Spinoza and many current theories of anxiety 

were anticipated by Kierkegaard over a century ago (May 1950). 

However, it was Freud who first elaborated on the meaning of anxiety 

within the context of psychological theory. Freud first regarded 

anxiety as a purely physiological reaction to the chronic inability 

to reach orgasm in sexual relations—blocked libidinal energy 

(Levitt 1966). Freud later modified his viewpoint with his book 

The Problem of Anxiety (1936). His little book presents a more 



general concept of anxiety in which its functional utility to the 

ego is emphasized. Anxiety is conceived as a signal indicating 

the presence of a danger situation. Freud differentiates between 

objective anxiety and neurotic anxiety on the basis of whether the 

source of danger was from external sources or from internal 

impulses. 

Freud believed anxiety occurs originally in the newborn 

as the result of the drastic change in environments, from the 

warm calm of the mother's womb to the new unfamiliar world. This 

presents a new sense of danger, the possibility of a deprivation 

of physiological needs—"primary anxiety." Garre in his book Basic 

Anxiety (1962) takes a Freudian viewpoint in postulating that 

"basic anxiety" is present in all human infants. He states that 

an infant is pervaded by the feeling that its very existence is 

threatened. This feeling is derived from the child's relationship 

with "a significant person," usually the mother. Basic anxiety 

exists from the degree to which the significant person experiences 

the infant as an encumbrance, unavoidably pervaded by resentment 

and even a wish to be rid of the child, a wish she may or may not 

be aware. Freud states, ". . . primary anxiety, arising from a 

circumstance which is a basic threat to the survival of the organism, 

sets the pattern for all subsequent anxiety reactions (Levitt 1966, 

p. 21)." Garre states much the same in regard to his view on 

basic anxiety. 



The Neo-Freudians, Harry Stack Sullivan, Karen Homey, 

and Erich Fromm while acknowledging Freud disregard the notion 

of primary anxiety occurring early in life. They believe anxiety 

originates in the social process and therefore it cannot arise 

before the child develops an awareness of its status relative to 

its environment: "The growth of anxiety is a consequence of 

restriction, threat and punishment which is used to control the 

behavior of the young child. The threat is not one of physio

logical deprivation, but of frustration of dependency needs, the 

need for protection and support (Levitt 1966, p. 33)." 

Learning theorists Dollard and Miller (1950) and experi

mental psychology in general regard anxiety as a learned drive 

based on an innate tendency to avoid pain. They see anxiety as 

a strong secondary drive associated with objects or events through 

reinforcement and stimulus generalization. They also regard 

anxiety as a function of conflict, which occurs when an individual 

is simultaneously motivated by two or more competing drives in 

various approach-avoidance combinations. 

Theories on the Effect of Anxiety on Learning. Spence 

(1958, 1960) regards anxiety as an acquired drive having the 

capacity to energize the organism. Therefore, anxiety ought to 

facilitate performance and increase the speed of learning. Like 

Dollard and Miller (1950), Spence is influenced by the theories 

of Hull (1943): "The theory takes its start from Hull's basic 
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assumption that the excitatory potential, E, determining the strength 

of a response is a multiplicative function of a learning factor, 

Ĥ , and a generalized drive factor, D, i.e., E = H x D (Spence 1958, 

p. 132)." 

Spence's theory is applied to learning situations involving 

a single response, as the conditioning of a reflex. Spence (1964) 

found that in 21 out of 25 investigations, subjects who scored 

high on the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale (MAS) were conditioned 

more rapidly to the eyelid reflex than those who scored low. This 

gave Spence further support for his theory that anxiety functions 

as an energizing drive. 

The Spence position deals with simple learning tasks, 

i.e., one where the correct response would rank high on the 

heirarchy of most individuals, and is thus facilitated by anxiety. 

However, on complex tasks where there are a number of competing 

incorrect responses, high anxiety increases the number of responses, 

many of which are incorrect. Studies concerned with measuring the 

effect of anxiety on performance relative to task difficulty have 

been rather consistent (Taylor and Spence 1952, Lucas 1952, Farber 

and Spence 1953, Montague 1953). High anxiety facilitates perfor

mance on simple tasks, but decreases performance on complex tasks. 

Another theoretical approach to anxiety is that offered 

by Mandler and Sarason from Yale University (Mandler and Sarason 

1952, Sarason et al. 1960, and Sarason 1960). The essence of 

their position is summarized by Levitt: 
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1. Anxiety is a strong learned drive which is situationally 
evoked. A particular circumstance or class of circumstances may 
be stressful for a person though he is not made anxious by other 
situations. Individuals may react differently to the same 
circumstances. 

2. The individual has learned or developed characteristic 
responses to anxiety which he brings with him to the current 
situation. These reactions may be task-irrelevant--that is, 
tending to disrupt performance. Examples are feelings of 
inadequacy, fear of failure, desire to quit the situation. 
Or they may be task-relevant—facilitative of performance, 
because they move the person to reduce anxiety by completing 
the task successfully. 

3. The effect of anxiety is also a function of such aspects 
of the situation as the attitude of the experimenter or teacher 
and the meaning of the task as perceived by the individual. 
These factors are of greater significance than the complexity 
or difficulty of the task per se. 

A. There may be a general trait of anxiety, but behavioral 
science is not yet prepared to investigate it. It is first 
necessary to thoroughly study important situational anxieties 
(1966, p. 115). 

Mandler and Sarason emphasize we are living in an achieve

ment oriented society with great importance placed on successful 

performance from an early age. They contend that the study of 

anxiety should begin with the indepth investigation of particular 

stressful situations. The Test Anxiety Scale (TAS) was developed 

by Mandler and Sarason (1952) to test the hypothesis that anxiety 

can be measured more appropriately by a specific rather than a 

generalized anxiety scale. 

The curvilinear relationship between anxiety and performance 

was first described by Yerkes and Dobson (1908). They hypothesized 

that the relationship between fear, conceptualized as a drive, and 
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learning is curvilinear. Both high and low levels of fear (anxiety) 

do not improve performance; optimal effect is obtained in the 

middle range. They also hypothesized that the optimal anxiety 

level will be inversely related to the complexity of the learning 

task. Experiments with mice escaping through doors of different 

brightness after experiencing shock substantiated their hypotheses. 

The use of cues was impaired when drive was increased. 

Stennett (1957) applied Yerkes and Dobson's principle to 

human behavior. In his experiment he presented a small group of 

human subjects with three different conditions while they performed 

on a tracking apparatus. Conditions were presumed to reflect no 

motivation, optimal motivation, and excessively high motivation 

situation. Results were similar with no motivation and high moti

vation conditions yielding a greater average number of errors than 

the optimal motivation condition. 

Malmo (1959) suggests that the interaction of drive level 

and performance can be described as an inverted U curve. Drive 

increases performance up to an optimal level, but beyond this high 

point, additional increases in drive level bring corresponding 

decreases in performance. For each task there is an optimal level 

for drive. 

Spence (1958) suggests that anxiety is a function of drive, 

and as such would operate according to the inverted U hypothesis. 

The more complex the learning task the greater the level of anxiety, 



with high anxiety decreasing performance. The Mandler and Sarason 

position suggests that on complex tasks more intervening responses 

such as fear of failure or a subject's desire to quit the situation 

are increased by anxiety, and consequently, performance decreases. 

The inverted U hypothesis lends support to both theories of the 

effect of anxiety on learning tasks. 

Theory of State-trait Anxiety. Mandler and Sarason (1952) 

see anxiety as a learned drive which is a function of the nature 

of a task, test materials, and instructions, i.e., a test situation 

Their view suggests that anxiety is relative to the subject in a 

particular situation and factors, such as the importance of the 

task, as determined by the subject may have a greater impact than 

the difficulty of the task. An individual may be made anxious by 

a specific stressful situation, and yet, he may be relatively 

unaffected in situations which seem stressful to others. 

According to Spielberger, "Anxiety is perhaps most commonly 

used in an empirical sense to denote a complex reaction or response 

a transitory state or condition of the organism that varies in 

intensity and fluctuates over time (1966, p. 12)." He also points 

out that the term anxiety is used in referring to a personality 

trait, individual differences which characterize individuals as 

being anxious or having prominent defenses against being anxious. 

For instance, one could say "Mr. Jones is anxious." This could 

be interpreted to mean Mr. Jones is anxious now, a transitory, 
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situational condition; or Mr. Jones is an anxious person, signifying 

an anxiety-proneness. 

Empirical evidence of different types of anxiety emerged 

from the factor analytic studies of Cattell and Scheier (1958, 

1961). They identified two distinct anxiety factors which they 

labeled trait anxiety and state anxiety on the basis of the pro

cedures by which these factors were isolated and the variables 

which loaded on them: 

The loading pattern of anxiety as a source trait, thus 
discovered by R-technique factoring (individual differences), 
resembles but can be distinguished from the pattern of anxiety 
as a state, established by P- and d-R-techniques. Proper 
distinction of anxiety as a state rests upon recognition of 
other discovered state dimensions, noteably P.U.I. 4, effort-
stress, P.U.I. 1, exictement or arousal, and P.U.I. 5, adrenergic 
response, with which it is often been confused (Cattell 1971, 
pp. 58-59). 

Experimental work with trait anxiety has been primarily 

concerned with investigating differences between groups of subjects 

who are presumed to differ in anxiety level. Presumed differences 

in anxiety level are determined by extreme scores on a personality 

inventory, typically the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale (MAS). The 

performance of high anxious and low anxious subjects are compared 

on a variety of learning tasks (Malmo 1950, 1957, Spence 1958, 

Taylor 1956). 

Influenced by Cattell and Scheier (1958, 1960, 1961), 

Spielberger emphasizes by repeating in three separate works: 
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An adequate theory of anxiety must distinguish conceptually 
and operationally between anxiety as a transitory state and a 
relatively stable personality trait. It is also apparent that 
a comprehensive theory of anxiety must differentiate between 
anxiety states, the stimulus conditions that evoke these states, 
and the defenses that serve to avoid or ameliorate them (1966, 
p. 16, 1971, p. 16, and Spielberger et al. 1971, p. 19). 

From the standpoint of the state-trait theory of anxiety 

it becomes important to identify stimuli that produce change in 

state anxiety in individuals who differ in trait anxiety. Most 

experimental investigations of anxiety have been concerned with 

either trait anxiety or state anxiety, but rarely with both. 

Anxiety and Academic Achievement 

We live in a competitive society which places considerable 

emphasis on achievement whether it be economic or academic achieve

ment. Academic achievement receives high value since for so many 

in a predominately middle-class society it is the means to economic 

achievement, status and recognition. It is little wonder that the 

academic setting is a stressful environment for many individuals. 

Fear of Failure Anxiety. Izard and Tomkins (1966) discussing 

affect and behavior present anxiety as a negative affect. They state 

that anxiety is a negative affect, but anxiety and negative affect 

are not interchangeable items. They posit five negative affects: 

(1) fear-terror, (2) distress-anguish, (3) shame-humiliation, 

(4) anger-rage, and (5) contempt-disgust. The authors conclude: 

"Fear and anxiety are terms we shall use interchangeably on the 



105 

conviction that there are no theoretically useful distinctions between 

them (p. 99)." 

Different fears as influenced by peer interaction are 

noted from the extensive investigations of soldiers in paratroop 

training by Basowitz, Persky, Korchin, and Grinker (1955). They 

reported two different types of anxiety which they identified as 

shame anxiety and harm anxiety. They based the distinction on 

their observations that higher levels of anxiety were evoked by 

the anticipation of failure than by fear of injury or death. 

It became clear that the anxiety generated in this situation 
was not a simple unitary phenomena. Despite our prior con
ception that the primary source of anxiety would be related 
to the real or phantasied dangers of jumping, we found that 

feelings related to shame were often of greater importance. 
Trainees were often apprehensive not so much about the severe 
threat of bodily injury or death, but about the possibility 
of not measuring up to the task undertaken. This anxiety was 
expressed in a fear of failure; should one not "win his wings" 
he would be humbled before his peers and in the eyes of idealized 
older figures whom he was seeking to emulate (p. 93). 

A different setting gives another example of social context 

and interaction of peer influence as a factor of anxiety. Hodges 

and Felling (1970) used a questionnaire to determine the source of 

trait anxiety in college students. Essentially in agreement with 

Basowitz, et al. (1955), they concluded that trait anxiety primarily 

involves fear of failure in the eyes of others and the loss of self 

esteem rather than fear of physical pain. The authors also noted 

from their work that social situations such as dating and classroom 
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participation in addition to fear of academic failure induce con

siderable anxiety with college populations. 

Spence and Spence (1966) note that differences in task 

I 
performance of high and low trait anxiety individuals are most 

often found under conditions of ego-involvement or failure. The 

studies of Nicholson (1958), Sarason (1956a), and Sarason (1957a) 

are cited. All three employing serial or paired associate lists 

found that the introduction of ego-involving instructions impaired 

performance in a high anxiety group. Low anxiety groups tended 

to improve in performance with ego involvement. The authors also 

reviewed studies investigating effects of failure instructions on 

performance (Sarason 1956a, 1957b, Taylor 1958). The performance 

of groups where one group was either given no evaluation feedback 

or led to believe their performance had been above average was 

compared to another group who had been informed their performance 

was substandard. In general, failure subjects performed poorer 

than nonfailure subjects with different studies showing variations 

between high and low anxiety and failure-nonfailure variables. 

The authors concluded, "The performance decrement resulting from 

failure instructions . . . adds additional confirmation to the 

suggestion that stress may arouse interfering task-irrelevant 

responses rather than merely raising drive level (Spence and 

Spence 1966, p. 313)." 
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Additional studies illustrate the effect of failure in verbal 

learning tasks on anxiety. Investigating the influence of anxiety 

in a testing situation, performance on typical intelligence test 

items, Mandler and Sarason (1952) comment on differences between 

high and low anxiety groups. They reported that as the learning 

process proceeded, the anxiety drive of the high anxiety group 

tended to improve performance scores and an intervening report of 

success or failure improved performance for the low anxiety group 

but depressed scores for high anxiety group. Pointing out a 

positive aspect of failure for low anxious subjects they summarize 

by stating "It appears that the optimal conditions for a high 

anxiety group are those in which no further reference is made to 

the testing situation, and that the optimal conditions for a low 

anxiety group are those in which the subjects are given a failure 

report (p. 173)." In a similar study about the same tinui Lucas (1952) 

states, "Experimentally induced failure seems to affect performance 

in verbal tasks adversely, as does anxiety (p. 60)." In addition 

to his own work, the author cites Sears (1937) and Russell and 

Farber (1948) who found that subjects made more errors in serial 

learning of nonsense syllables immediately after being told that 

they had failed than did those who were not told. 

On the basis of a review of various research findings 

obtained from the use of various anxiety scales, Sarason (1960) 
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emphasizes the special significance of high anxious individuals 

in experimental situations that arouse self depreciating tendencies: 

. . . The bulk of the available find ngs suggest that 
high anxious Ss are affected more detrimentally by motivating 
conditions or failure reports than are £s lower in the anxiety 
score distribution ... it is interesting to note that high 
anxious Ss have been found to be more self-deprecatory, more 
self-preoccupied and generally less content with themselves 
than £s lower in the distribution of anxiety ... it may well 
be that highly motivating or ego-involving instructions serve 
the function of arousing these self-oriented tendencies 
(pp. 404-405). 

In summarizing the characteristics of high anxious persons, 

Spielberger et al. (1971) states, "Persons who are high in 

trait anxiety tend to perceive a larger number of situations as 

dangerous or threatening than persons who are low in trait 

anxiety, and tend to respond to threatening situations with state 

anxiety elevations of greater intensity (p. 20)." These findings 

lend support to Atkinson's (1964) contention that a "fear of failure" 

motive is reflected in measures of trait anxiety. 

Test Anxiety. In recent years a number of studies have 

dealt with the problem of test anxiety. A major portion of these 

investigations were designed to establish relationships between 

such factors as intelligence, grade point average, sex and test 

instruction. 

According to Mandler and Sarason (1952) and Sarason et 

al. (I960), the study of anxiety can best be approached by concen

trating on specific stress situations rather than on the vaguely 
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defined trait of general anxiety. Levitt (1966) in his text on 

anxiety supports Sarason's viewpoint as he states: 

If one accepts the assumption that the most fruitful 
approach to the analysis of anxiety should begin with the 
study of specific stressful situations, test anxiety appears 
to be an ideal area of investigation. Even if the assumption 
is rejected, the study of test anxiety is potentially profitable 
in its own right (p. 116). 

Influenced by the strong trend to base the selection of 

many college students on objective tests of intelligence and 

aptitude, Sarason (1961) investigated the relationship of test 

anxiety and the intellectual performance of college students. 

A sample of 326 male and 412 female students enrolled in intro

ductory psychology and sociology courses at the University of 

Washington was involved. The Autobiographical Survey containing 

personality measures, test anxiety and give other true-false scales, 

plus thirteen intellectual measures was used to gather data. 

Correlations between six personality and thirteen intellectual 

variables were given for both males and females. The findings 

indicated that of the six personality scales only the Test Anxiety 

Scale (TAS) related consistently to the thirteen intellectual 

measures. For both males and females there was a significant 

negative correlation between test anxiety and eleven of the 

thirteen intellectual measures. Negative correlations with test 

anxiety were stronger for aptitude test scores than grade point 

averages. This supports a major hypothesis of the author that 
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test anxiety scores reflect the proneness of subjects to emit 

interfering anxiety responses under threat conditions in a testing 

situation. Other studies by Mandler and Sarason (1952) and 

Sarason (1960, 1963) also emphasize the significant negative 

relationship between test anxiety and academic performance. 

Sarason (1958) conducted an earlier study to investigate 

the effect of the fear of failure on performance. On the basis 

of scores from the TAS, subjects were divided into high and low 

anxiety groups. Each of these groups were divided into standard 

and reassurance groups. The reassurance group received special 

instructions, not to worry about initial mistakes, the other group 

received only standard instructions. Among high anxious subjects, 

the reassurance group performed better than their counterparts. 

Among low anxious subjects, reassurance lowered performance. 

Lowering the test anxiety level of high anxious subjects facilitated 

performance; lowering the test anxiety level of low anxious subjects 

reduced performance. 

An experiment by McKeachie, Pollie, and Speisman (1955) 

was attempted to influence student scores on classroom tests by 

structuring conditions which would permit anxiety to be reduced 

or dissipated. In a regular examination situation in general 

psychology classes, some students were given an answer sheet which 

allowed and encouraged them to write comments about individual 

multiple-choice test items. Other students were given conventional 
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answer sheets. Students who were "free to comment" made signif

icantly higher scores than their counterparts. The experiment was 

repeated three times. The authors concluded: 

It is suggested that classroom examinations help determine 
the students' perception of the manner in which the instructor's 
power to assign grades will be used. Individual anxiety in 
the situation is partially a function of achievement motivation. 
Anxiety inhibits performance. Giving students an opportunity 
to write comments aids not only in reducing the threat but 
also in channeling the release of anxiety (p. 98). 

Paul and Eriksen (1964) also investigated test anxiety as 

it relates to classroom examinations as opposed to standardized 

tests. The Mandler-Sarason Test Anxiety Scale (TAS) was used as 

a measure of anxiety; the School and College Ability Test (SCAT, 

Education Testing Service 1957) was used as a standardized ability 

index. Following a regular introductory psychology course examination 

subjects were seen in small informal groups. At that time they were 

given specific instructions to minimize anxiety and given the TAS 

in addition to an experimental examination over the same intro

ductory psychology material. Results showed significant negative 

correlations between the TAS and scores on the regular examination 

and also between the TAS and SCAT scores. The TAS did not correlate 

with performance on the experimental examination. For the entire 

sample the relationship between anxiety level and differential 

performance on anxious and nonanxious examinations was not 

significant. However, considering 70 percent of the sample which 

comprised the middle range of scholastic ability, significant 
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correlations were obtained between TAS measures of anxiety and 

differential examination performance. Comments in conclusion 

supported the inverted IJ hypothesis relating anxiety to performance 

and the effects of anxiety to be a function of task difficulty. 

Anxiety and Achievement in College. Although test anxiety 

presents a specific stress situation to study anxiety, there are 

additional aspects of academic achievement as influenced by anxiety 

to be considered. Additional studies cited in this section illus

trate the effect of anxiety on other measures of academic achieve

ment, most of which are directly or indirectly affected by test 

scores. 

Different measures of anxiety were administered to college 

students by Alpert and Haber (1960) in an effort to evaluate the 

effect of anxiety on academic achievement. They specifically inves

tigated: (a) the relationship between general anxiety scales and 

specific anxiety scales, (b) the relationship between anxiety and 

aptitude, and (c) the direction of the effect of anxiety on academic 

achievement. The authors found that the general anxiety scales, 

the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale (MAS 1952), the Welsh Anxiety 

Index (AI 1952), and the Freeman Anxiety Scale (AS 1953), measured 

something different than the specific anxiety scales, Mandler-

Sarason Test Anxiety Scale (TAS 1952) and the Alpert-Haber Achieve

ment Anxiety Scale (AAT 1960). The specific anxiety scales were 

found to be better predictors of academic performance than the 
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general anxiety scales. The specific scales were also better able 

to account for variance in academic performance other than that 

attributed to differences in aptitude. The refinement of the AAT 

led to the development of a facilitating (+) anxiety scale and a 

debilitating (-) anxiety scale. The use of facilitating and debili

tating scales was found to be more effective in determining the 

effects of anxiety than the TAS. The authors conclude, ". . . the 

incorporation of items designed to measure facilitating anxiety 

into a scale which already effectively measures debilitating anxiety 

can significantly increase the prediction of academic performance 

scores (p. 215)." 

In discussing sex differences and anxiety, Sarason (1963) 

suggests that the negative relationship between anxiety and 

intellectual performance is stronger for females than males. 

Other studies by Sinick (1956) and Vassiliou, Georgas, and Vassiliou 

(1967) support Sarason's suggestion to the extent that females 

generally do have higher anxiety scores or the male-female dif

ference is insignificant. Neumann (1970) reports the opposite, 

with males in his study having significantly higher anxiety scores. 

However, Neumann points out the importance of sociological variables 

on anxiety. He notes that at the time of his study, the male sub

jects, freshmen and sophomores in college, might have been quite 

concerned about the draft. Sarason (1963) offers an explanation 

of sex differences and anxiety in stating that the indication of 
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females obtaining higher anxiety scores than males might be because 

males may find it more difficult or more unacceptable to admit to 

anxiety than do females. Studying stressful situations in regard 

to trait anxiety and sex, Hodges and Felling (1970) report that 

sex differences in their study occurred primarily for physical 

danger and pain, but not for other types of anxiety situations. 

They note an absence of sex differences in situations involving 

speech, social, and academic failure, and dating. The authors 

conclude that these stressful situations, common to college life, 

are just as threatening for men as women. Sarason (1960) points 

out that sex variables, the sex of subjects and the sex of 

experimenter(s), are too often over looked in anxiety studies. 

Citing the work of Axelrod, Cowen, and Heilizer (1956) and 

Heilizer, Axelrod, and Cowen (1956), Sarason emphasizes that 

their work has shown consistently significant interactions between 

anxiety scores, sex of subjects, and experimenter characteristics. 

The latter two variables related more powerfully to the anxiety 

of subjects than did task complexity, which was the focus of their 

work. 

Using the Taylor MAS, Khan (1970) investigated relation

ships between anxiety, "emerged dimensions," and college achievement. 

Factors common to both sexes were "tension anxiety," "personal 

inadequacy," and "agitation." Other factors for males were "hysteria" 

and "psychosomatic fitness." The other two factors for females 
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were "inner tension" and "betrayal of inner self." Factor scores 

were correlated with GPAs for 123 males and 90 females. Only the 

correlation between "psychosomatic fitness" and grades for males 

was found to be significant. The author found patterns of 

correlations to be different between males and females and suggests 

a definite sex interaction. He supports the findings of Sarason 

(1960, 1963) and Vassiliou et al. (1967) that females indicated 

a stronger general anxiety factor than males. The investigator 

states: 

The response structure is certainly different for 
each sex, which shows that males and females tend to 
experience anxiety situations differently. These dif
ferences may be attributed to cultural influences such 
as role expectations, social norms, and other sex related 
personality characteristics (p. 227). 

The investigator questions the effectiveness of the Taylor MAS as 

a predictor of academic performance since it was not specifically 

designed to do so. However, he also raises the question that 

since general anxiety was found to be uncorrelated with achieve

ment in his study, does anxiety really affect performance in 

experimental situations. 

Hountras, Grady, and Vraa (1970) conducted a somewhat 

similar investigation. Also using the Taylor MAS, they attempted 

to determine whether any differences exist between anxiety and 

the academic achievement of American and Canadian college freshmen. 

Using a small sample of 23 American and 25 Canadian male freshmen 

enrolled at the University of North Dakota, they found that manifest 
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anxiety was not related to the achievement of American and Canadian 

college freshmen when aptitude is held constant. The authors 

support the findings of Alpert and Haber (1960) and Khan (1970) 

that general measures of anxiety are poor predictors of college 

achievement. 

In a frequently mentioned study, Spielberger and Katzenmeyer 

(1959) compare anxiety to intelligence and college grades. The 

Taylor MAS was used to obtain scores for 640 males at Duke University 

for six consecutive semesters. American Council of Education (ACE 

1949) scores and GPAs were obtained for comparison. On the basis 

of ACE scores, subjects were divided into groups, lower 20 percentile, 

middle 60 percentile, and upper 20 percentile. It was found that 

grades varied inversely with anxiety level for the average aptitude 

students, college work was too difficult for low aptitude students 

whose poor grades were unrelated to their anxiety scores, and high 

aptitude students tended to obtain good grades regardless of their 

anxiety level. Spielberger (1962) conducted a follow-up study of 

these same students three years later and reported that the percentage 

of academic failure was nearly four times as great for able students 

with high anxiety as it was for similar students with low anxiety. 

Paul and Eriksen's (1964) study mentioned earlier supports of 

Spielberger's findings regarding the effect of anxiety on various 

ability groups of college students. 
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Spielberger (1962) in his follow-up study subdivided subjects 

into five levels of scholastic ability on the basis of ACE scores, 

each level consisted of approximately 20 percent of the total sample. 

He differentiates between students who left college for personal 

reasons and those who left under the stigma of academic failure. 

The latter consists of those who were dropped by the university 

for poor academic performance and those having left the university 

with a GPA below 1.75; 1.90 required to graduate. The results of 

the follow-up study show that more than 20 percent of high-anxious 

students failed as compared to less than 6 percent of the low-

anxious students. When the lowest ability group were excluded, 

18 percent of the relatively able high-anxious students had left 

the university because of academic failure as compared to only 

4.5 percent of the relatively able low-anxious students. The 

findings provide evidence of the detrimental effects of anxiety 

on college grades and dropout rates resulting from academic failure. 

The author also states that the effects of anxiety on the academic 

performance of college freshmen might be more detrimental than 

for the students in the sample who were predominately sophomores 

and juniors. The author emphasizes, "It is apparent that the loss 

to society of the creative abilities of potentially able students 

through under-achievement and/or academic failure constitutes an 

important mental health problem in education (p. 424)." 
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Summary of Reports Related to Anxiety 
and Academic Achievement 

This section reviewed the literature related to anxiety 

and academic achievement. Theoretical implications were cited, 

including basic theories of anxiety, theories of anxiety, theories 

of the effect of anxiety on learning, and the theory of state-trait 

anxiety. Studies in regard to anxiety and academic achievement, 

including fear of failure anxiety, test anxiety, and anxiety and 

college achievement were reviewed. The following conclusions were 

derived: 

1. Since the early 1950's, an increasing amount of experi

mental research on human anxiety is evidenced. 

2. Researchers agree on a curvilinear relationship between 

anxiety and performance, the inverted U hypothesis. High 

anxiety facilitates performance on simple tasks, but decreases 

performance on complex tasks. Both high and low levels of 

anxiety do not improve performance; optimal effect is 

obtained in the middle range. 

3. Anxiety can be a transitory, situational state or a 

personality trait. 

4. High trait anxiety individuals react to stressful situations 

with greater levels of state anxiety. 

5. Fear of failure anxiety is greater for social, ego involving 

situations than for situations threatening physical pain. 
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6. A negative relationship between test anxiety and academic 

performance is apparent. 

7. Studies of sex differences for college age groups and 

anxiety are not conclusive. 

8. College grades vary inversely with anxiety for average 

aptitude students; grades are unrelated to anxiety for 

low aptitude students; and good grades are evidenced for 

high aptitude students regardless of anxiety. 

9. Research indicates that high anxiety students have nearly 

four times the rate of academic failure than that of low 

anxiety students. 

Summary of the Review of 
the Literature 

Chapter II reviewed the literature relevant to this study. 

Reports of community junior college student characteristics, 

student evaluation in higher education, and an anxiety and academic 

achievement were presented in three separate sections. The findings 

which were important to this study are: 

1. In terms of age, sex, race, socioeconomic backgrounds, 

educational and vocational aspirations, community junior 

college students are as diversified as the community from 

which they come. 

2. In general, community junior college students are academ

ically less able, but academically more variable than 

four-year college students. 
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3. Approximately three-fourths of community junior college 

students plan to transfer to a four-year institution, only 

one-third do transfer. 

4. Attrition rates for community junior colleges are high 

with more than 50 percent of those students enrolling as 

freshmen not returning the following year. One-third drop 

out for academic reasons. 

5. The value of grades is being seriously questioned and 

debated in both popular and professional literature. 

6. Research indicates that there is no significant relation

ship between college grades and adult achievement. 

7. Pass-fail grading is popular and does reduce grading anxiety, 

but research to date indicates it is not the answer to the 

dilemma of grading. 

8. In recent years there has been widespread adoption of the 

non-punitive A-B-C grading system by community junior 

colleges, but studies of its use are nearly nonexistent. 

9. Researchers agree on the inverted U hypothesis, the 

curvilinear relationship between anxiety and performance. 

10. Anxiety can be a transitory, situational state or a per

sonality trait with high trait anxiety individuals reacting 

to stressful situations with greater levels of state anxiety. 

11. Fear of failure anxiety is greater for ego involving 

situations than threat of physical pain situations. 
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12. There Is a negative relationship between test anxiety 

and performance. 

13. The relationship between college grades and anxiety is: 

(a) inverse for average aptitude students, (b) unrelated 

for low aptitude students, and (c) positive for high 

aptitude students. 

14. There is evidence that anxiety has a detrimental effect 

on college grades and dropout rates resulting from 

academic failure. 

15. Studies of anxiety in regard to a particular grading 

system are nonexistent. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

This chapter presents the methods and procedures used in 

this study. There are four sections which describe the research 

design and treatment of data, the population sample, the instru

ments used, and the procedures followed. 

The Design 

Quasi-experimental Design 

This study basically followed a quasi-experimental 

pretest-posttest design. It is best described in Campbell and 

Stanley (1963) as "The Non-equivalent Control Group Design": 

One of the most widespread experimental designs in 
educational research involves an experimental group and 
a control group both given a pretest and a posttest, 
but in which the control group and the experimental 
group do not have pre-experimental sampling equivalence. 
Rather the groups constitute naturally assembled collec
tives such as classrooms, as similar as availability 
permits but not so similar that one can dispense with 
the pretest ... it is not to be confused with the 
Pretest-Posttest Control Group Design in which experi
mental subjects are assigned randomly from a common 
population to the experimental and the control group 
(p. 47). 

The independent variable, the experimental treatment, was 

the non-punitive A-B-C grading system at one college to which 

subjects were exposed. More specifically, the experimental 
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treatment was the subject's knowledge that there was no threat of 

unsatisfactory or failing marks to those enrolled at that college. 

The dependent variables, student anxiety and student grading 

system preference were measured at the beginning and at the end of 

the semester. Other dependent variables, student GPAs, attrition 

during the semester, and continued enrollment the following semester 

were measured at the end of the semester. 

Treatment of the Data 

Data were collected from the administration of the State-

Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI) and the Grading System Survey 

opinionnaire (Appendix B) and from college records for student 

grade point averages, attrition, and continued enrollment. The 

data were used to analyze the six null hypotheses presented in 

Chapter 1. Nonparametric statistical treatments were used because 

the data were at the nominal and ordinal levels of measurement. 

The Mann-Whitney U test was used to analyze the data gathered 

from the administration of the STAI to experimental and control 

groups at pretest and posttest. The same test was used to analyze 

grade point averages (GPAs) between experimental and control groups 

at the end of the semester. The Mann-Whitney U test was used 

because both groups were independent samples and the measures of 

anxiety and GPA constitute ordinal measures. "This (Mann-Whitney 

U) is one of the most powerful of the nonparametric tests, and 

is a most useful alternative to the parametric t-test ... when 



124 

the measurement in the research is weaker than interval scaling 

(Siegel 1956, p. 116)." 

The Chi-square (X^) test for two independent samples 

corrected for continuity was used to analyze the grading system 

preference between experimental and control groups at pretest and 

posttest. The same test was used to analyze (1) differences in 

attrition during the semester between experimental and control 

groups and (2) differences in continued enrollment between 

experimental and control groups at the beginning of the following 

semester. 

The Chi-square test for independent samples corrected for 

continuity was used in each analysis because the two groups were 

independent and the "scores" under investigation were frequencies 

in discrete categories (non-punitive grading, traditional grading; 

remained, dropped; enrolled, not enrolled). The power of the Chi-

square test for two independent samples corrected for continuity 

is difficult to determine because there is seldom any clear alter

native to the Chi-square test (Siegel 1956). 

The McNemar test was to have been used to analyze pretest 

and posttest differences in grading system preferences for experi

mental and control groups. This test was originally chosen because 

two related samples were used, the study was of the before-and-

after type, and the data were of the nominal type. However, the 

number of grading system preference changes were small and the 

binomial test was used to analyze the data instead. Siegel (1956) 
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states, "If the expected frequency is very small (less than 5), 

the binomial test should be used rather than the McNemar test 

(pp. 66-67)." 

The stated purpose of this study was achieved by testing the 

six null hypotheses at the 0.10 level of significance. Since the 

null hypotheses were non-directional and the number of subjects used 

in the study was not large, the 0.10 level of significance was 

used instead of the 0.05 level. 

The Sample 

The Population 

The population considered for this study consisted of first 

semester freshmen students enrolled in the Maricopa County Community 

College District in metropolitan Phoenix, Arizona, during fall 

semester 1971-72. Two of the five campuses in this large multi-

campus community college district were selected, Phoenix College 

and Maricopa Technical College. 

The Arizona State Legislature passed legislation in 1960 

establishing county-wide community college districts in Arizona. 

In 1962, the citizens of Maricopa County voted to establish the 

Maricopa County Community College District which transferred 

Phoenix College, established in 1920, from the jurisdiction of 

the Phoenix Union High School District to the Maricopa County 

Community College District. In 1965, the District established 

a campus to serve the western area of metropolitan Phoenix, 
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Glendale Community College, and another campus, Mesa Community 

College, to serve the eastern area. In 1968, the District opened 

Maricopa Technical College in downtown Phoenix. In 1970, another 

suburban campus, Scottsdale Community College was established in 

Scottsdale on the northeastern edge of metropolitan Phoenix. From 

an original enrollment of 15 students at Phoenix College in 1920, 

the Maricopa County Community College District has grown to serve 

more than 30,000 students in credit programs in 1971-72. 

Phoenix College, established in 1920, has been accredited 

by the North Central Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools 

since 1928. The campus is located on fifty-two acres at 1202 West 

Thomas Road in central Phoenix. The college is adjacent to the 

new business and financial center of Phoenix, approximately three 

miles north of the older downtown area. Phoenix College is a 

comprehensive community college offering transfer-university 

parallel courses and 28 two-year occupational programs. 

Maricopa Technical College, established in 1968, is located 

in the former Korrick's Department Store building, 106 East 

Washington Street in downtown Phoenix. In addition to the main 

building, classes are also held in the Stauffer Annex building a 

few blocks west. Both the Korrick's and the Stauffer property 

were donated to the District to have a community college established 

in the Inner City. The college is a comprehensive community college, 

exclusive of an athletic program. Courses are offered in allied 

health, business, data processing, general studies, and industrial 
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technology. The college offers general studies-transfer courses 

in addition to 38 certificate and two-year degree occupational 

programs. Maricopa Technical College was fully accredited by the 

North Central Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools in 

1971. Opening its doors to 1260 students in September 1968, Maricopa 

Technical College has grown to more than 5600 students in 1971. 

Phoenix College and Maricopa Technical College were 

selected for this study since both colleges are in the same 

community college district and both are located in central-urban 

Phoenix. Both colleges are comprehensive with general studies-

transfer and occupational courses. 

Table 2 presents fall, 1971, enrollment data for the 

Maricopa County Community College District, Phoenix College and 

Maricopa Technical College. 

The Sample Selection 

A random sample of 70 first semester freshmen students 

were selected, 35 from Phoenix College and 35 from Maricopa 

Technical College. First semester freshmen (first enrollment 

in college) were considered to avoid contamination from students 

being enrolled in the same college before or being from another 

college and possibly accustomed to a particular college grading 

system. Students considered were enrolled in a general studies-

transfer curriculum. These students would be more like their 

freshmen counterparts at four-year colleges and universities, 



Table 2 

Enrollment Data, Fall 1971 

Students Registered 

Day 
Evening 
Total 

Full Time 
(12 or more 
Sem. Hrs.) 

Part Time 
Total 

Phoenix College 

HC FTSE 

5,473 
4,660 

10,133 

4,080 
5,053 

10,133 

4,196 

2,112 
6,308 

Maricopa Technical 
College 

HC FTSE 

*1,150 

4,533 

5,683 

1,150 

**4j_533 

1,123 
1,474 
2,597 

Maricopa County Community 
College District 

HC FTSE 

13,224 
6,309 

19,533 

16,695 

14,532 

31,227 

5,683 

13,525 
17,702 
31,227 

Freshman 
Sophomore 
Unclassified 

Total 

7,455 
2,142 

536 
10,133 

5,454 
171 
58 

5,683 

24,733 
5,211 * 
1,283 

31,227 

Sex and Marital Status (Day Enrollment Only) 

Phoenix College 
Single Married Total 

Mariocpa Technical College 
Single Married Total 

Maricopa County Community 
College District 

Single Married Total 

Male 
Female 
Total 

2,449 
lj_699 

773 
552 

4,148 1,325 

3,222 
2,251 
5,473 

379 
377 
756 

278 
116 
394 

657 
493 

7,339 2,250 9,589 
5^075 2^031 7j_106 

1,050 12,414 4,281 16,695 



Table 2 (continued) 

Racial Distribution (Day Enrollment Only) 

Maricopa County Community 
Phoenix College Maricopa Technical College College District 

American Indian 84 24 172 
Mexican American-Chicano 425 127 1,109 
Negro-Black 273 73 494 
Oriental 42 ~ 113 
Other 4,649 926 14,807 
Total 5,473 1,150 16,695 

*Maricopa Technical College does not have separate day and evening divisions. 
**Part time and total enrollment figures at Maricopa Technical College include apprenticeship students, 

all males. 
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and they would also be more typical of the vast majority of those 

students first enrolling in community colleges across the nation. 

Students enrolled in a technical-occupational curriculum were not 

considered for this study. 

A selection pool of students qualifying for the random sample 

was drawn from students enrolled in Freshman English, General 

Psychology and Introduction to Sociology classes at both colleges. 

To qualify for the selection pool the student had to: (1) reside 

in the central Phoenix area as determined by postal zip codes, 

(2) be a first semester freshman enrolled in a general studies-

transfer curriculum, and (3) not be more than 25 years of age. 

A simple questionnaire (Appendix A) was distributed the 

first day of class to all students enrolled in Freshman English, 

General Psychology and Introduction to Sociology day classes at 

Maricopa Technical College. This consisted of seven Freshman 

English, four General Psychology, and four Introduction to Sociology 

classes. The same questionnaire was also distributed to students 

enrolled in Freshman English, General Psychology, and Introduction 

to Sociology classes at Phoenix College. However, due to the 

large number of day class sections in these subjects at Phoenix 

College, only a reasonable number of respective classes were 

involved. The department chairmen and/or individual instructor's 

willingness to cooperate in the distribution of materials for the 

study determined which class sections were used. At Phoenix College 
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this consisted of six Freshman English, two General Psychology 

and three Introduction to Sociology classes. 

A total of 136 students at Phoenix College and 63 students 

at Maricopa Technical College were identified as meeting selection 

criteria for a selection pool for each respective college. Students 

on the selection pool lists were listed alphabetically and assigned 

a three-digit number beginning with 001, 002 for the next student, 

and so forth to the end of each respective list. A table of three-

digit random numbers was used to select the student sample. 

A sample size of 70, 35 at each college, was deemed statis

tically appropriate as a minimum number for this study. The somewhat 

limited number of students in the selection pool from Maricopa 

Technical College, the researcher's desire to work with an equal 

number of subjects, and the more general considerations of time 

and finances were limiting factors. 

Instruments Used to Collect Data 

Two basic kinds of data were collected for this study: 

"Hard" data consisting of student GPAs, attrition during the semester, 

and continued enrollment the following semester were obtained from 

the Admissions and Records Offices of Phoenix College and Maricopa 

Technical College. "Soft" data consisting of students' grading 

system preference (choice between two different grading systems) 

and student anxiety in relation to the student's anticipation of 
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his final semester grades were obtained from pre and post measures 

using a Grading System Survey opinionnaire and the State-Trait 

Anxiety Inventory (STAI). 

Grading System Survey 

The Grading System Survey was designed by the author for 

the purposes of this study (Appendix B). This opinionnaire consists 

of introductory remarks, an outline of two different grading systems 

used in the Maricopa County Community College District, and eight 

items regarding the two grading systems plus an additional space 

indicated for "comments." The items were paired, providing an 

internal consistency check. Item pairings are numbers 1 and 2, 

3 and 8, 4 and 5, 6 and 7. Items 3 and 8 were the primary source 

of information as the student's responses to these two items gave 

his preference of grading systems. Items 1 and 2 literally asked 

the student if he understood both grading systems. Items 4 and 5, 

and 6 and 7 gave some indication as to whether the student actually 

did understand both grading systems, and also provided a two-way 

consistency check. Items 4 and 5, and 6 and 7 were paired to 

check for consistency between the two pair respectively, and all 

four items also gave some indication of consistency for the 

student's response to items 3 and 8, his stated grading system 

preference. 
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State-Trait Anxiety Inventory 

The State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI) "Self-Evaluation 

Questionnaire" (Appendix B) was designed by Spielberger, Gorsuch, 

and Lushene (1970). The inventory differentiated between situational 

or state anxiety (A-State, Form X-l) and generalized or trait 

anxiety (A-Trait, Form X-2). The A-State scale asked individuals 

to respond in terms of how they feel at a specific moment in time, 

while the A-Trait scale asked individuals how they generally feel. 

The A-State scale is designed to be sensitive to specific stress 

or anxiety situations. Both scales consist of 20 self-descriptive 

items to which the respondent answers in terns of the intensity 

of his present feelings for the A-State scale and his general 

feelings for the A-Trait scale, both on the basis of a four-point 

scale. 

Normative data for the STAI are based on a total of more 

than 3,300 high school and college students (a majority of that 

number were college students), more than 600 neuropsychiatric and 

medical patients and approximately 200 young male prisoners. For 

each sample, normalized T-scores (mean 50; SD 10) are available. 

Reliability data for college undergraduates show test-

retest correlations for the A-Trait scale are reasonably high, 

ranging from .73 to .86 while those for the A-State scale are 

relatively low, .16 to .54, with a median £ of .32 for six subgroups. 

Low r's for the A-State scale are expected because a valid measure 
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of A-State should reflect the influence of situational factors at 

the time of testing. 

Reliability data for internal consistency (alpha) under 

normal or nonstress situations range from .80 to .85 for both 

A-State and A-Trait. However, when A-State scale is given under 

conditions of psychological stress, the alpha reliability is 

somewhat higher ranging from .90 to .95. 

Concurrent validity of the A-State scale is reported to be 

.56 for males and .72 for females on the Affect Adjective Check 

List (AACL), Today Form. The Today Form of the AACL was designed 

to measure state anxiety rather than a predisposition. Concurrent 

validity of the A-Trait scale is presented in correlations with 

other anxiety scales. Using college male and female groups, the 

concurrent validity of the A-Trait scale is presented. The IPAT 

Anxiety Scale (Cattell and Scheier 1963) are .75 and .76; Taylor 

Manifest Anxiety Scale, TMAS (1953), .79 and .80; and Zucherman 

Affect Adjective Checklist (AACL), General Form (1960), .58 and .52. 

Two studies using the A-State scale of the STA1 with under

graduate college students in academic performance-failure stress 

situations are cited. The STAI A-State scale was used by Hodges 

(1967) in a study of undergraduate students at Vanderbilt University. 

A-State scores increased from a rest period to a stress period for 

subjects exposed to two different stress conditions, failure-threat 

and shock-threat. In the failure-threat condition, in which each 
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subject was told he was not performing as well as most others, 

Hodges found that the magnitude of change in STAI A-State scores 

was greater for subjects with high levels of A-Trait (as measured 

by the TMAS) than for low A-Trait subjects. In contrast, for 

subjects in the shock-threat condition who were told they had done 

well but would receive several "strong but safe" electric shocks 

(no shock was given), increases in A-State were reported as unrelated 

to A-Trait. In another study Lamb (1969) investigated the effects 

of stress on measures of state and trait anxiety for undergraduate 

college students in a public speaking class at Florida State University. 

He found that STAI A-State scores and heart rate increased markedly 

from a pre-speech rest period to a period in which subjects gave a 

two-minute speech (ego threat) which was videotaped by the experi

menter. Both of the A-State measures returned to pre-speech levels 

immediately after the speech, and subsequently increased to an even 

higher level when the subjects were required to blow up a balloon 

until it burst (physical threat). 

Procedures 

To investigate the effect of two community college grading 

systems upon student anxiety, grading system preference, and achieve

ment, the following procedures were implemented: 

1. Approval from the appropriate authorities-administration, 

department chairmen and/or instructors at Phoenix College 
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and Maricopa Technical College was obtained to conduct the 

study. 

2. During the last week of the first five-week summer session 

1971, the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory and the Grading 

System Survey were given to a General Psychology class at 

Phoenix College and an Introduction to Sociology class at 

Maricopa Technical College. This was a "trial-run" for 

using the instruments to observe student and instructor 

reactions. Afterwards a minor modification to the Grading 

System Survey was made (a short parenthetical statement for 

clarification was added to items 3 and 8). 

3. The first day of classes, fall semester, 1971, the Student 

Data Sheet (Appendix A) was given to all students in selected 

classes at Phoenix College and Maricopa Technical College. 

Information regarding residence, age, class and enrollment 

status, and curriculum from the Student Data Sheets was used 

to determine qualified students for a selection pool at 

both colleges. 

4. During the second week of the semester, students randomly 

selected from a selection pool for the student sample at 

Phoenix College and Maricopa Technical College were given 

an introductory letter (Appendix A) explaining the nature 

of the study and requesting their signature of approval for 

participating in the study. Only two students in one class 
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at Maricopa Technical College chose not to participate. 

Alternate subjects were selected from a continuation of 

the random selection. Those students choosing to partic

ipate were then given the Grading System Survey and the 

State-Trait Anxiety Inventory "Self-Evaluation Quesionnaire," 

Forms X-l and X-2. 

5. Pretest—The Grading System Survey was given to subjects 

first, with the two grading systems on the first page of 

the opinionnaire read and explained as necessary by the 

class instructor (Appendix B). Immediately following the 

completion of the Grading System Survey, subjects were 

given the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory, called the "Self-

Evaluation Questionnaire" for administrative purposes. 

Specific instructions (Appendix B) were read by the class 

instructor to relate State Anxiety conditions to subjects' 

reactions to grading systems and their anticipated semester 

grades. The administration of both instruments took approx

imately 12-15 minutes. 

6. Posttest—At the end of the semester, after final exams, 

but before semester grades were announced, the Grading 

System Survey and the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory were 

administered to subjects in exactly the same manner as at 

the beginning of the semester. Again specific instructions 

were read to the subjects to relate State Anxiety conditions 
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to subjects' reaction to grading systems and their anticipated 

semester grades. 

7. At the beginning of the following semester additional data 

regarding subjects' GPAs, attrition during fall semester, 

and re-enro1lment for spring semester were obtained from the 

Admissions and Records Offices at Phoenix College and 

Maricopa Technical College. The data were treated statis

tically to test the hypotheses stated in Chapter 1. 

Summary 

This chapter presented the methods and procedures used to 

test the six null hypotheses found in Chapter 1. A description 

of the research design, statistical methods, population sample, 

and instruments used was included. A pretest and posttest 

measure of subjects' grading system preference and anxiety as 

related to an anticipation of semester grades was made. Data 

regarding subjects' GPAs, attrition during the semester, and con

tinued enrollment the following semester were obtained. 



CHAPTER IV 

REPORT OF THE FINDINGS OF THE STUDY 

This chapter presents the analysis of the data and a report 

of the findings of the study. The chapter is divided into five 

sections: Characteristics of the Student Sample, Anxiety Measure

ment, Grading System Preference, and Academic Achievement. A 

summary of the findings concludes the chapter. 

Characteristics of the Student Sample 

The data presented in this section were derived from subjects 

randomly selected from a selection pool of qualified students from 

two different campuses in the Maricopa County Community College 

District, Maricopa Technical College and Phoenix College. Students 

qualifying for the random sample were: (1) first semester freshmen 

enrolled in a general studies-transfer curriculum, subjects were 

selected from students enrolled in Freshman English, General 

Psychology and Introduction to Sociology classes, (2) residents 

of the central Phoenix area, and (3) not more than 25 years of age. 

Sex, Age and Marital Status 

The male-female ratio for the two groups used in the study 

was virtually inverse. There were more females in the experimental 

group from Maricopa Technical College and more males in the control 

group from Phoenix College (Table 3). 

139 
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Table 3 

Sex and Age Characteristics of the Sample 

Age 
Number Mean Mode Standard 

Deviation 
Range Percent 

Experimental (MTC) 

Male 12 21.42 19 1.97 19-25 34.3 

Female 23 19.09 18 2.34 17-25 65.7 

Total 35 19.89 18,19 2.48 17-25 100.0 

Control (PC) 

Male 21 18.67 18 2.08 17-24 60.0 

Female 14 18.36 18 1.84 17-24 40.0 

Total 35 18.54 18 1.99 17-24 100.0 

Table 4 

Marital Status of the Sample 

Male Female Total Percent 

Experimental (MTC) 

Single 6 18 24 68.6 

Married 5 4 9 25.7 

Divorced 1 1 2 5.7 

Control (PC) 

Single 19 13 32 91.4 

Married 2 — 2 5.7 

Divorced — 1 1 2.9 
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The age distribution of the students used in the experimental 

group differs somewhat from those in the control group. Subjects in 

the control group were predominantly 17-18 years old; 76 percent of 

the males, 86 percent of the females, and 80 percent of the total 

number of the group were 17-18 years old. In the experimental group, 

subjects were older. The mean age for males was nearly three years 

older than the mean age of their counterparts in the control group; 

females were predominantly 17-19 years old with a slightly older 

mean age. The mean age for subjects in the experimental group was 

a year and a third greater than those in the control group (Table 3). 

Slightly more than two-thirds of the subjects in the experi

mental group were single with 25 percent of the group married. 

Ninety-one percent of the subjects in the control group were single 

with limited numbers being married or divorced (Table 4). 

Academic Background 

Subjects in both the experimental and control groups were 

predominantly high school graduates, most of them recent graduates. 

However, in the experimental group there was a greater number of 

subjects enrolled under the GED and maturity classifications 

(Table 5). Since the ACT (American College Test) was not a regis

tration requirement at Maricopa Technical College, nor for any 

student on either campus 21 years of age or older, comparable ACT 

data for both groups were not available. 



142 

Table 5 

Academic Background of the Sample 

Year of H.S. Graduation 
1971 1970 1969 1968 1967 1966 1965 1964 Total Percent 

Experimental (MTC) 

H.S. Graduate 15 4 1 1 1 3 1 3 29 82.9 

GED 2 5.7 

Maturity 4 11.4 

Control (PC) 

H.S. Graduate 26 2 1 1 2 2 - - 34 97.1 

GED 1 2.9 

Maturity 
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Anxiety Measurement 

One of the three major questions to be tested by this study 

was whether or not there were any significant differences in student 

anxiety as related to the kind of grading system used by the college 

attended: 

Ho 1: There is no significant difference between experi

mental and control groups on the pretest or posttest measures of 

anxiety. 

The State-Trait Anxiety Inventory, STAI (Spielberger et al. 

1970) was used to measure student anxiety. State, or situational, 

anxiety was of more importance to the study than trait anxiety 

since subjects were asked to respond to the STAI in terms of their 

reactions to different grading systems and their anticipation of 

semester marks following their completing the Grading System Survey. 

However, because of its brevity and the possible need to identify 

anxious-prone subjects, both sides, A-State and A-Trait, of the 

STAI were administered to the subjects. 

Since two independent samples were involved and STAI scores 

constitute ordinal measures, the non-parametric Mann-Whitney U test 

was used to test the first hypothesis, differences in anxiety. 

Eight separate tests were made from STAI data, four for State 

Anxiety and four for Trait Anxiety (Appendix C): 

Si A-State Experimental Group (MTC) Pretest -- Posttest 

(Table 6) 
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52 A-State Control Group (PC) Pretest — Posttest (Table 6) 

53 A-State Experimental Group (MTC) Pretest -- Control 

Group (PC) Pretest (Table 7) 

54 A-State Experimental Group (MTC) Posttest — Control 

Group (PC) Posttest (Table 7) 

Tl A-Trait Experimental Group (MTC) Pretest -- Posttest 

(Table 8) 

T2 A-Trait Control Group (PC) Pretest — Posttest (Table 8) 

T3 A-Trait Experimental Group (MTC) Pretest -- Control 

Group (PC) Pretest (Table 9) 

T4 A-Trait Experimental Group (MTC) Posttest — Control 

Group (PC) Posttest (Table 9) 

Some subjects in both groups failed to complete the second 

side (A-Trait) of the STAI during the posttest at the end of the 

semester. This included two subjects in the control group and five 

subjects in the experimental group. Two subjects in the experi

mental group failed to complete the A-Trait section at both pretest 

and posttest. There were incomplete STAI scores for subjects who 

withdrew during the semester, six in the experimental group and 

three in the control group. These uncontrollable factors gave an 

N of 29 and 32 or less for experimental and control groups, 

respectively, on anxiety measures. 
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A compatible computer program card deck for the Mann-Whitney 

U was obtained from Arizona Education Information Services, at the 

College of Education, Arizona State University. Data cards for 

STAI scores were keypunched and the program was run on the Maricopa 

County Community College District's Univac 1106 Time Sharing System 

from Scottsdale Community College's Univac 1004 Terminal. 

The Mann-Whitney U program intermingles the ranks of the 

scores from two different groups and produces a U score and a £ 

score. Appendix Table A in Siegel (1956) gives probability levels 

for Z for a one-tailed test for significance. Since the null 

hypothesis for significant differences in anxiety was non-directional, 

a two-tailed test for significance was used. The eight different 

anxiety measures were tested at the 0.10 level of significance. 

State Anxiety 

The A-State scale of the STAI was used to determine whether 

or not there were any differences in student anxiety as it relates 

to the grading system used by the college in which the subject was 

enrolled. Pretest and posttest measures of A-State within and between 

experimental and control groups were made. 

The pretest-posttest measure within the experimental group 

produced a U of 394.0 and a Z of -.41 with a probability level of 

.6818 (Table 6). The pretest-posttest measure within the control 

group produced a D of 505.0 and a Z of -.09 with a probability 

level of 9282 (Table 6). The pretest measure between experimental 
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Table 6 

Ranked Difference and Mann-Whitney U Statistic for Pretest 
and Posttest Measures of State Anxiety for 

Experimental and Control Groups 

Experimental Group 
(MTC) 

Control Group 
(PC) 

Pretest 

Number 29 32 

Total of the Ranks 876.0 1,024.0 

Posttest 

Number 29 32 

Total of the Ranks 822.0 1,038.0 

U 394.0 505.0 

Z -.41 -.09 

p < .10 .6818 .9282 

Table 7 

Ranked Difference and Mann-Whitney U Statistic for Pretest 
and Posttest Measures of State Anxiety Between 

Experimental and Control Groups 

Pretest Posttest 
Number Total of the Ranks Number Total of the Ranks 

Experimental 
(MTC) 29 941.0 29 901.0 

Control 
(PC) 32 935.0 32 977.0 

U 

Z 

.10 

412.5 

-.74 

.4592 

455.5 

-.12 

.9044 
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and control groups produced a U of 412.5 and a Z of -.74 with a 

probability level of .4592 (Table 7). The posttest measure between 

experimental and control groups produced a U of 455.5 and a Z of 

-.12 with a probability level of .9044 (Table 7). None of the four 

measures of A-State were significant at the 0.10 level. 

Trait Anxiety 

The A-Trait scale of the STAI was also administered to 

subjects to further substantiate whether or not there were any 

significant differences in student anxiety within and between 

experimental and control groups. The A-Trait scale was used to 

determine whether significant differences, if found, in A-State 

measures were influenced by A-Trait. 

The pretest-posttest measure within the experimental group 

produced a U of 239.0 and a Z of -1.42 with a probability level 

of .1556 (Table 8). The pretest-posttest measure within the control 

group produced a U of 455.5 and a Z of -.14 with a probability 

level of .8886 (Table 8). The pretest measure between experimental 

and control groups produced a U of 327.0 and a Z of -1.22 with a 

probability level of .2224 (Table 9). The posttest measure 

between experimental and control groups produced a U of 333.0 and 

a Z of -.47 with a probability level of .6384 (Table 9). None of 

the four measures of A-Trait were significant at the 0.10 level. 
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Table 8 

Ranked Difference and Mann-Whitney U Statistic for Pretest 
and Posttest Measures of Trait Anxiety for 

Experimental and Control Groups 

Experimental Group Control Group 
(MTC) (PC) 

Pretest 

Number 26 31 

Total of the Ranks 732.0 946.0 

Posttest 

Number 24 30 

Total of the Ranks 534.0 933.0 

U 239.0 455.5 

Z -1.42 -.14 

p<.10 .1556 .8886 
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Table 9 

Ranked Difference and Mann-Whitney U Statistic for Pretest 
and Posttest Measures of Trait Anxiety Between 

Experimental and Control Groups 

Pretest Posttest 

Number Total of the Ranks Number Total of the Ranks 

Experimental 
(MTC) 26 823.0 24 631.0 

Control 
(PC) 31 818.0 30 845.0 

U 327.0 333.0 

Z -1.22 -.47 

p< .10 .2224 .6384 
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Results of Anxiety Measurement 

None of the four measures of A-State nor any of the four 

measures of A-Tralt were found to be significant at the 0.10 level 

of significance. The first null hypothesis, differences between 

experimental and control groups on measures of anxiety, was not 

rejected. There is no evidence from this investigation that non-

punitive or traditional community college grading systems have any 

relation to student anxiety as it relates to the student's 

anticipation of semester grades. 

Grading System Preference 

Whether there were any significant differences or not in 

the grading system preferences of students when given the option 

to choose between a traditional A-B-C-D-F system and a non-punitive 

A-B-C system was a second major question to be tested by this study. 

Two hypotheses, the first concerned with possible similarities in 

student grading system preferences at the beginning of the academic 

term and the second concerned with changes in student grading system 

preferences at the end of the term were tested: 

Ho 2; There is no significant difference at pretest in 

grading system preference between experimental and control groups. 

Ho 3: There is no significant difference between pretest 

and posttest grading system preferences of the experimental or the 

control group. 

The Grading System Survey was used to measure the grading 

system preferences of subjects at the beginning and end of the 
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semester. Subjects were asked to respond by choosing between 

"Grading System A" (the traditional A-B-C-D-F system) and "Grading 

System B" (a non-punitive A-B-C system). In the control group 

three subjects varied from the primary choices and responded "Other," 

indicating a preference for a pass-fail system, at the beginning of 

the semester. At the end of the semester one of these three subjects 

stayed with his original choice of "Other," the other two changed, 

one to "Grading System A"; one to "Grading System B." 

The chi-square (x ) test was used to test the second null 

hypothesis, differences in grading system preferences at pretest. 

The data were analyzed by computer. The program used produced a 

chi-square of 6.363 (df=2) with a probability of .0812 for a two-

tailed test. The probability figure is significant at the 0.10 

level (Table 10) therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. The 

grading system preferences of subjects were significantly different 

at the beginning of the semester. Subjects from the college using 

the non-punitive grading system preferred that system two to one; 

subjects from the college using the traditional grading system 

were virtually split on their preferences. 

Since the number of grading system preference changes during 

the semester were small, the binomial test instead of the McNemar test 

(as suggested by Siegel 1956, pp. 66-67) was used to test the third 

null hypothesis, differences between pretest and posttest grading 

system preferences. The binomial test produced a probability of 
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Table 10 

Chi Square Statistic for the Grading System Preference 
of the Experimental and Control Groups at 

the Beginning of the Semester 

Grading System 

A-B-C 

Grading System 
A-B-C-D-F 

Grading System 
"Other" 

Observed Expected Observed Expected Observed Expected 

Experimental 
(MTC) N=35 24 19.5 11 14.0 0 1.5 

Control 
(PC) N=35 15 19.5 17 14.0 3 1.5 

Totals 39 39.0 28 28.0 3 3.0 

Chi Square (df=2) 6.363 

p< .10 *.0812 

*Signlfleant at .10 level. 
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.2344 for the experimental group and .2187 for the control group 

(Table 11). Neither was significant at the 0.10 level, therefore, 

the null hypothesis was not rejected. A significant number of 

subjects did not change their preferences for a non-punitive or 

traditional grading system during the semester. 

Table 12 presents descriptive data for pretest-posttest 

grading system preferences for both experimental and control groups. 

Figures show an increase between pretest and posttest grading system 

preferences for the grading system used by the college in which 

the subjects were enrolled. 

Academic Achievement 

The third major question to be tested by this study was 

whether or not there were any significant differences in the academic 

achievement of students enrolled in two colleges using different 

grading systems. Academic achievement as determined by student 

GPAs, attrition during the semester, and continued enrollment the 

following semester was tested by the following hypotheses: 

Ho 4: There is no significant difference in GPAs between 

experimental and control groups. 

Ho 5: There is no significant difference in attrition during 

the semester between experimental and control groups. 

Ho 6: There is no significant difference in continued 

enrollment the following semester between experimental and control 

groups. 
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Table 11 

Binomial Statistic for Changes in Grading System Preferences 
Between Pretest and Posttest for Experimental 

and Control Groups 

Experimental (MTC) 
N=29 

Control 
N=29 

(PC) 

Number Percent Number Percent 

Changes 

A-B-C to A-B -C-D-F 2 6.9 5 17.3 

A-B-C-D-F to A-B-C 4 13.8 3 10.3 

No change 

A-B-C to A-B' -C 17 58.6 8 27.6 

A-B-C-D-F to A-B-C-D-F 6 20.7 13 44.8 

Totals 29 100.0 29 100.0 

p < .10 .2344 .2187 

Table 12 

Descriptive Data for Pretest and Posttest Grading 
System Preferences for Experimental 

and Control Groups 

Experimental (MTC) Control (PC) 
N=29 N=29 

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

Pretest 

Number 10 19 16 13 

Percent 34.5 65.5 55.2 44.8 

Posttest 

Number 

Percent 

8 21 

27.6 72.4 

18 

62 .1  

11 

37.9 
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Semester Hours Enrolled and Earned 

For the semester In which the study was conducted, the means 

and course load ranges for both the experimental and control groups 

were similar at the beginning of the semester. However, standard 

deviations show slightly more variance for the experimental group 

(Table 13). 

At the end of the semester, the ranges for semester hours 

earned were somewhat similar for the two groups, but the mean for 

the experimental group was more than a full semester hour less than 

the control group. The standard deviation was greater for the 

experimental group, again showing more variance for that group 

(Table 13). There were only two subjects in the control group 

falling below 10 semester hours earned (one with 3 hours, the 

other with 7 hours). There were five subjects in the experimental 

group falling below 10 semester hours earned (one who completed 

the semester but earned 0 hours, one with 6 hours, two with 7 hours, 

one with 8 hours and one with 9 hours). 

Grade Point Averages (GPA) 

Since subjects in the experimental group could not have 

individual GPAs of less than 2.000 because of the non-punitive 

A-B-C grading system used at Maricopa Technical College, GPAs 

of less than 2.000 from the control group were not computed. 

There were only two subjects from the control group whose GPA 

was less than 2.000. 



Table 13 

Semester Hours Enrolled and Earned by Subjects 

„ , Semester Hours Enrolled . Semester Hours Earned 
Number ^—5 r-r Number 

Mean Mode S.D. Range Mean Mode S.D. Range 

Experimental 12 
(MTC) 35 14.57 16 2.17 10-19 29 12.34 13 3.83 0-19 

15 

Control 
(PC) 35 14.82 14 1.96 10-18 32 13.56 14 3.16 3-18 
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The GPA means and standard deviations for the two groups 

were similar. Difference between GPAs for the experimental and 

control groups was measured by a computer-run Mann-Whitney U test. 

Results of the test produced a U of 410.5 and a Z of -.15 with a 

probability level of .8808 for a two-tailed test (Table 14). The 

null hypothesis for difference in GPAs was not rejected. There 

was no difference in GPAs between those subjects who attended a 

college using the non-punitive grading system and those who 

attended a college using the traditional grading system. 

The distribution of grades for the experimental and control 

groups is presented in Tables 15 and 16. The first includes all 

"Ws" received by subjects, including complete withdrawals from 

college; the second excludes complete withdrawals. When complete 

withdrawals are included, A-B-C grades account for 55.5 percent 

of the total for the experimental group as opposed to 73.8 percent 

of the total for the control group (Table 15). When complete 

withdrawals are excluded, A-B-C grades account for 84.7 and 88.7 

percent of the total for experimental and control groups, 

respectively (Table 16). 

Attrition 

During the semester in which the study was conducted, six 

subjects (20.7 percent) of the experimental group and three subjects 
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Table 14 

Descriptive Data, Ranked Difference, and Mann-Whitney 
U Statistic for GPA Difference Between 

Experimental and Control Groups 

Experimental Group 
(MTC) 

Control Group 
(PC) 

Number 28 30 

Mean 2.961 2.919 

Standard Deviation .432 .570 

Total of the Ranks 830.0 872.0 

U 410.5 

Z -.15 

p<.10 .8808 

Table 15 

Distribution of Grades (Including Complete 
Withdrawals from College) 

Experimental (MTC) Control (PC) 
N=35 N=35 

Number Percentage Number Percentage 
of Grades of Total of Grades of Total 

A 35 15.3 49 22.9 

B 45 19.7 55 25.7 

C 47 20.5 54 25.2 

D — 4 1.9 

F — m m 1 0.5 

Incomplete — m «• — • --

Withdrew (from 
some classes) 6 2.6 15 7.0 

Withdrew (completely) 79 34.5 36 16.8 

No credit 17 7.4 m tm — 

Totals 229 100.0 214 100.0 
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Table 16 

Distribution of Grades (Excluding Complete 
Withdrawals from College) 

Experimental (MTC) Control (PC) 
N=29 N=35 

Number Percentage Number Percentage 
of Grades of Total of Grades of Total 

A 35 

B 45 

C 47 

D 

F 

Incomplete 

Withdrew (from 
some classes) 6 

No credit 17 

Totals 150 

23.3 49 27.5 

30.0 55 30.9 

31.4 54 30.3 

4 2.3 

1 .6 

4.0 15 8.4 

11.3 — — 

100.0 178 100.0 
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(9.4 percent) of the control group dropped out and did not complete 

the semester (Table 17). The chi-square (x ) test was used to 

test the fifth hypothesis, differences in attrition. Computer 

analyzed data produced a chi-square of .510 (df=l) with a prob

ability level of .9650 for a two-tailed test (Table 18). The 

null hypothesis was not rejected. Although the number of subjects 

in both groups not completing the semester was small and not 

statistically significant, twice as many subjects from the college 

using the non-punitive grading system dropped out during the semester 

as opposed to those from the college using the traditional grading 

system. 

Continued Enrollment 

The following semester, 22 subjects (75.9 percent) of the 

experimental group and 31 subjects (96.9 percent) of the control 

group re-enrolled at the same college they were enrolled the previous 

semester (Table 17). The chi-square (x^) test was used to test the 

sixth hypothesis, differences in continued enrollment. Computer 

analyzed data produced a chi-square of 4.972 (df=l) with a 

probability level of .0488 for a two-tailed test (Table 19). 

Since the probability figure was significant at the .05 level, 

the null hypothesis was rejected. A significantly greater number 

of subjects re-enrolled the following semester at the college 

using the traditional grading system as opposed to those at the 

college using the non-punitive grading system. 
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Table 17 

Semester Attrition and Continued Enrollment 
Differences Between Experimental and 

Control Groups 

Fall 1971 Spring 1972 
Completed 
Semester 

Withdrew Re-enrolled Completed 
Semester 

Withdrew 

Experimental 
(MTC) N=35 

Number 29 6 22 20 2 

Percent 100 20.7 75.9 *90.9 *9.1 

Control 
(PC) N=35 

Number 32 3 31 28 3 

Percent 100 9.4 96.9 *90.3 *9.7 

•Percentage of "Re-enrolled" total. 
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Table 18 

Chi Square Statistic for Student Attrition for 
Experimental and Control Groups 

Remained Withdrew 
Observed Expected Observed Expected 

Experimental 
(MTC) N=35 29 30.5 6 4.5 

Control 
(PC) N=35 32 30.5 3 4.5 

Totals 61 61.0 9 9.0 

Chi Square (df=l) .510 

P-< .10 .9650 
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Table 19 

Chi Square Statistic for Student Continued Enrollment 
for Experimental and Control Groups 

Continued Enrollment Did Not Re-enroll 
Observed Expected Observed Expected 

Experimental 
(MTC) N=35 22 1 26.5 13 8.5 

Control 
(PC) N=35 31 26.5 4 8.5 

Total 53 53.0 17 17.0 

Chi Square (df=l) 4.972 

p < .10 *.0488 

^Significant at .05 level. 
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A similar percentage of subjects from both groups completed 

the semester in which they re-enrolled. Of the 22 subjects from 

the experimental group and the 31 subjects from the control group 

who re-enrolled the following semester, 90.9 percent and 90.3 

percent, respectively, completed that semester (Table 17). 

Follow-up 

Follow-up data for both groups are presented in Table 20. 

At the end of four semesters only 20.0 percent of the experimental 

group as opposed to 45.7 percent of the control group remained. 

The greatest drop occurred the third semester for both groups: 

from 57.1 percent the second semester to 25.7 percent the third 

semester for the experimental group; from 80.0 percent to 57.1 

percent for the control group. 

Only one subject in both groups completed requirements for 

the Associate of Arts degree. A much greater number of subjects 

in the control group evidently transferred to a four-year college 

or university as opposed to the experimental group (Table 20). 

Summary 

This chapter of the study presented an analysis of the 

data and a report of the findings which dealt with the effect of 

two different grading systems upon student anxiety, grading 

system preference, and academic achievement. Characteristics 

of the student sample and follow-up data were also presented. 



Table 20 

Follow-up Data on Subjects 

Semesters Completed A.A. Degree transferred to 
Fall 1971 Spring 1972 Fall 1972 Spring 1973 Graduates 4 yr. College 

Experimental 
(MTC) N=35 

Number 29 20 9 7 1 1 

Percent 82.6 57.1 25.7 20.0 2.9 2.9 

Control 
(PC) N=35 

Number 32 28 20 16 1 13 

Percent 91.4 80.0 57.1 45.7 2.9 37.1 

*As estimated from transcript request information. 
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Two of the six null hypotheses of the study were rejected; 

four were not rejected. Significant differences were found in 

grading system preferences at the beginning of the semester. 

Subjects from the college using the non-punitive grading system 

preferred that method two to one; subjects from the college using 

the traditional grading system were virtually split on their 

preferences. Significant differences were also found in the 

continued enrollment of subjects the following semester. A 

significantly greater number of subjects re-enrolled at the 

college using the traditional grading system. There were no 

significant differences found in student anxiety as it relates to 

the student's anticipation of semester grades and the grading 

system used by the college attended. There were no significant 

differences found in student grading system preferences at the 

end of the semester, GPAs, nor attrition during the semester the 

study was conducted. 

There was some evidence at the end of the semester that 

subjects in both the experimental and control groups preferred the 

grading system used by the college they attended. Although GPAs 

and attrition were not significantly different, the distribution 

of grades indicated a greater percentage of A-B-C grades were 

found in the control group and even though numbers were small and 

statistically not significant, twice as many subjects in the 

experimental group did not complete the semester as opposed to 

the control group. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter presents a summary of the study. Conclusions 

from the investigation and recommendations for further research 

are also presented. 

Summary 

The Problem 

A survey of the literature indicated that studies of a 

non-punitive grading system in a community junior college setting 

were virtually nonexistent. It was also found that studies of 

anxiety in regard to a particular grading system were nonexistent. 

And yet, there was evidence from the literature that anxiety has 

a detrimental effect on college grades and dropout rates resulting 

from academic failure. 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effect of 

two different community college grading systems upon selected 

student characteristics. Student anxiety as it relates to student 

anticipation of semester grades and the grading system used by the 

college attended, student grading system preference, and academic 

achievement were used to test for differences between a non-punitive 

A-B-C grading system and a traditional A-B-C-D-F grading system. 

167 
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It was hypothesized that there were no significant dif

ferences in student: (1) anxiety, (2) grading system preference 

at the beginning of the term, (3) grading system preference changes 

during the term, (4) GPAs, (5) attrition during the term, and 

(6) continued enrollment the following term between two selected 

groups of students. The experimental group represented students 

from a community college using an A-B-C grading system, the control 

group represented students from a community college using an 

A-B-C-D-F grading system. 

The Sample 

The subjects used in this study were randomly selected from 

a selection pool of qualified students from Maricopa Technical 

College and Phoenix College in the Maricopa County Community College 

District in Phoenix, Arizona. Criteria for the two selection pools 

were: (1) first semester freshmen students, fall 1971; subjects 

were selected from general studies classes—Freshman English, 

General Psychology and Introduction to Sociology, (2) central 

Phoenix area residents, and (3) students not more than 25 years 

old. 

The Procedure 

Students in selected classes at Maricopa Technical College 

and Phoenix College were given Student Data Sheets (Appendix A) 

to obtain information regarding residence, age, class, enrollment 



status, and curriculum. This information was used to identify 

qualified students for a selection pool at both colleges from 

which a random sample could be drawn. A random sample of 35 

students was drawn from each campus, 70 total. 

Subjects were administered the Grading System Survey 

(Appendix B) and the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (Spielberger et 

1970) by their class instructions at the beginning and the end of 

the semester. Specific instructions were given at pre and post 

tests to relate state anxiety conditions to subjects' reactions 

to grading systems and their anticipated semester grades. At 

the beginning of the following semester transcript data regarding 

subjects' GPAs, attrition during fall semester, and re-enrollment 

spring semester were obtained from the Admissions and Records 

Offices at Maricopa Technical College and Phoenix College. 

The Research Design 

This study basically followed a quasi-experimental pretest 

posttest design, described in Campbell and Stanley (1963) as "The 

Non-equivalent Control Group Design." This design involves experi 

mental and control groups, both given a pretest and posttest, but 

the two groups do not have pre-experimental sampling equivalence 

since they constitute naturally assembled collectives (i.e., both 

groups had to be randomly selected separately from two different 

community colleges). 
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The Independent variable, the experimental treatment, was 

the non-punitive grading system at one college to which subjects 

were exposed (i.e., the subjects' knowledge that there was no 

threat of unsatisfactory or failing marks to those enrolled at 

that college). Dependent variables were student anxiety and grading 

system preference measured by pre and post tests, GPAs, attrition 

during the semester, and continued enrollment the following semester. 

The data were analyzed by computer using nonparametric 

statistical treatments (Mann-Whitney U and chi-square tests) to 

test six null hypotheses. Since the hypotheses were non-directional 

requiring two-tailed tests for significance and the number of 

subjects somewhat small, the 0.10 level of significance was set 

for rejecting the null hypotheses. 

Results 

Two of the six null hypotheses in the study were rejected. 

The other four null hypotheses were not rejected. 

Differences in pretest grading system preferences and 

continued enrollment were significant. Subjects from the college 

using the non-punitive grading system preferred that system two to 

one; subjects at the college using the traditional grading system 

were virtually split on their preferences. A significantly greater 

number of subjects in the control group re-enrolled the following 

semester. 
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Between and within group measures of state and trait anxiety 

were insignificant. There was no evidence that non-punitive or 

traditional community college grading systems have any relation 

to student anxiety as it relates to the student's anticipation 

of semester grades. Grading system preference changes during the 

semester for both groups were not significant, however, there was 

some evidence that more subjects than not at the end of the semester 

preferred the grading system used by the college they attended. 

GPAs and attrition for the two groups were not significantly dif

ferent. However, figures for the distribution of grades showed 

that a greater percentage of A-B-C grades were found in the control 

group and although numbers were small, twice as many subjects 

withdrew in the experimental group as opposed to the control 

group. 

Conclusions 

Different Grading Systems and Anxiety 

The original hypothesis of a general nature that initiated 

this study merits some explanation at this point. In contrasting 

a non-punitive A-B-C grading system used by some community colleges 

with the traditional A-B-C-D-F grading system used by most community 

colleges, it was thought that students from the former would show a 

greater level of situational anxiety at the beginning of an academic 

semester than at the end of the semester and for students from the 



latter, the reverse would be more the case. Students being graded 

by the non-punitive A-B-C system would have a greater fear of not 

doing well at the beginning of the semester knowing they had to 

earn a "C" or better to receive credit for a course; whereas, at 

the end of the semester their fear would be less knowing that at 

worst they would receive no-credit marks (which would not affect 

their GPA) instead of receiving unsatisfactory "D's" or failing 

grades. Students being graded by the traditional A-B-C-D-F system 

would have less fear of not doing well at the beginning of the 

semester ("I can always get a 'D* and at least get credit for the 

course.") whereas, at the end of the semester fear of receiving 

poor marks or failing grades would be greater. 

The results of this study do not support that original 

general hypothesis. Eight separate measures of state (4) and 

trait (4) anxiety between and within experimental and control 

groups were not significant. Probability scores for six of the 

eight measures were not even close to the 0.10 level of 

significance. The other two that were lower were found in the 

A-Trait measures, not in measures for A-State. There is no 

evidence from this study that different community college grading 

systems have any relation to student anxiety or vice-versa. 

Different Grading Systems and Grading 
System Preference 

At the beginning of this study it was thought that when 

exposed to two different grading systems and offered a theoretical 
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choice between the two, community college students would prefer a 

non-punitive grading system. More specifically, it was thought 

that first semester freshmen students would perhaps be more inclined 

to prefer the traditional A-B-C-D-F grading system at the beginning 

of the semester since they would have been more familiar with that 

one and under the academic pressure of their first semester in 

college they might prefer the non-punitive A-B-C option at the 

end of the semester. 

The analysis of grading system preferences of students 

used in this study shows that was not quite the case. Significant 

differences in grading system preferences were found at the 

beginning of the semester. Students at the college using the 

non-punitive grading system preferred that system two to one. 

However, students at the college using the traditional grading 

system were virtually split on their preferences at the beginning 

of the semester. 

Changes in student grading system preference during the 

semester were insignificant, but changes that did take place in 

both groups were in the direction of the grading system used by 

the college the students attended. In terms of numbers, students 

at both colleges preferred the grading system used by their 

college virtually two to one at the end of the semester. 

It is difficult to conjecture why this was the case in 

this study. Perhaps students responded to that which was more 
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familiar to them from their college environment. Perhaps faculty 

in general at the two different colleges directly or indirectly 

did a good job of orienting students to the grading system of 

their respective college. Nevertheless, there is no evidence from 

this study that when given a choice, community college students 

prefer a non-punitive grading system over a traditional one or 

vice-versa. 

Different Grading Systems and Academic Achievement 

In contrasting different grading systems it was thought at 

the beginning of the study that the academic achievement of students 

attending a college using the non-punitive grading system might 

exceed that of students attending a college using the traditional 

grading system. With the fear of poor performance and failure 

marks removed, the academic performance of those students might 

exceed the academic performance of students graded in the tradi

tional manner. 

The analysis of the data from this study does not support 

that supposition. In some instances, just the opposite was true. 

At the beginning of the semester, the two groups of the 

same size in contrast showed a close similarity for semester hours 

enrolled. However, students from the college using a non-punitive 

grading system had a lesser number of semester hours earned, more 

students falling below 10 semester hours completed, twice as many 



students not completing the semester, a significantly lesser number 

of students re-enrolling the following semester, and half as great 

a percentage of students completing four semesters than students 

from the college using a traditional grading system. The GPAs for 

both groups were quite similar. 

The distribution of grades for both groups showed a greater 

percentage of A-B-C grades for students from the college using the 

traditional grading system. It was not certain whether this meant 

it was more difficult for students to earn upper level grades when 

an A-B-C system was used or whether the greater number of complete 

withdrawals for that group effected the distribution to that degree. 

The evidence from this study indicates that the academic 

performance of students from a college using a non-punitive grading 

system did not exceed the academic performance of students from a 

college using the traditional grading system. In this study the 

traditional grading system had a more favorable effect on academic 

achievement. 

Discussion 

Students randomly selected for both groups were similar in 

that they came from two community junior colleges, Maricopa Technical 

College and Phoenix College located in central urban Phoenix of the 

same community college district, they were full-time (10 semester 

hours or more) entering freshmen enrolled in general studies-transfer 
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curriculums, they were less than 25 years of age (recent high school 

graduates, returning to school veterans or female types), and they 

resided in central Phoenix. Descriptively, the two groups were 

different in that the male-female ratio was virtually inverse for 

the two groups, students from Maricopa Technical College were older, 

more of them married and more of them enrolled under GED and maturity 

classifications than those from Phoenix College. 

Even with selection criteria controlled as rigidly as possible, 

there was some concern regarding the similarity of the two groups of 

students used in the study. The concern was whether or not subjects 

in the two groups selected separately from different existing 

environments were as similar as subjects might have been if they 

could have been selected from the same population and randomly 

assigned to the different colleges. There was also a concern as 

to the number of subjects in each group. Undoubtedly it would 

have been statistically better to have had larger groups. Whether 

these factors would have made any significant difference in the 

outcome of this study is difficult to say after the fact. 

Recommendations 

Although there is a reasonable amount of material in the 

literature on grading in higher education, most of it is largely 

theoretical and little of it based on empirical data. There are 

very little data regarding grading in community colleges. In view 



177 

of this and the results of this study, a few recommendations for 

further research are suggested for consideration: 

1. A similar study investigating the effects of non-punitive 

and traditional grading on student anxiety, grading system 

preference, and academic achievement should be conducted 

on a larger scale. A larger number of subjects and the 

use of more than one control group from different 

colleges are recommended. 

2. A similar study of the before-and-after type should be 

conducted. This would require a random sample of students 

at a college that was planning to change from a traditional 

grading system to a non-punitive one. Measurements would 

have to be made with the same students before and after 

the change in grading systems. 

3. It was noted in this study that anxiety has the greatest 

effect on students with mid-range aptitude. Since 

community college students predominantly fall into that 

range, more studies should be encouraged to investigate 

the effects of anxiety on the academic performance of 

community college students. 

4. In recent years, there has been widespread adoption 

of the non-punitive A-B-C grading system by community 

colleges. When comparing this trend in community college 

grading with the popular pass-fail trend that preceeded 
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It at the university level, it is important that 

additional research be conducted to assess the relative 

merits of the non-punitive A-B-C grading system. After 

widespread use for several years now, limited studies 

indicate that the pass-fail system is not necessarily 

the answer to the grading dilemma in higher education. 

A great deal more research is needed to determine whether 

or not the non-punitive A-B-C system is any better 

answer to the grading dilemma. 
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STUDENT DATA SHEET 

Please complete the following: 

Date 

Class Section No. Instructor 

Name 
Last First Initial 

Address 
Street City Zip 

Age Sex: Marital Status: 
Male Single Divorced 
Female Married Other 

Enrollment Status (this semester): 

Full time student (10 semester hours or more) 
Part time student (9 semester hours or less) 

College Admission Status: 

Transfer from another college 
High school graduate 

G* E» D. 
Other 

Semester of Attendance in College (consider summer sessions as a 
semester): 

First time enrolled in college 
Second semester enrolled 
Third semester enrolled 
Fourth semester or more 

College Course Work Completed to Data: 

None 
10 semester credit hours or less 
11-15 semester credit hours 
16-30 semester credit hours 
31 or more semester credit hours 

Curriculum Major: 

General Studies-Transfer (planning to transfer to 4-year college) 
Vocational-Technical (please indicate program) 



181 

STUDENT APPROVAL LETTER 

Dear 

You have been randomly selected as a first semester freshman 
student to assist the College in a research project. To avoid 
biasing the study, details of the study will not be given at this 
time. However, complete details of the study will be announced 
later in the academic year. 

Your cooperation in completing a Grading System Survey and a 
Self-Evaluation Questionnaire at the beginning and the end of the 
semester will be greatly appreciated. Only 15 to 20 minutes of 
your time is required now and again at the end of the semester. 

If you are willing to participate in this study would you so 
indicate where provided below and sign your name. Thank you. 

Sincerely yours, 

Tom F. Dugan 
Coordinator, Counseling Services 
Scottsdale Community College 

TFD/bfc 

Yes, I will participate. 

No, I would rather not participate. 

Student's Signature 
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^Permission to reproduce granted by copyright holder. 
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GRADING SYSTEM STUDY 

INSTRUCTIONS 

The validity of the data used in this study will depend on your 
following specific instructions for the material used in the study. 
Your cooperation in following these instructions is greatly appre
ciated. 

I. Instructions for the GRADING SYSTEM SURVEY 

Pass to each student a GRADING SYSTEM SURVEY. 

Have the student write his name and curriculum major in the 
upper right hand corner of the first page. 

Read the top part of the first page including the grading 
systems. 

If students have any questions regarding either of the two 
grading systems listed, answer as necessary. 

II. Instructions for the SELF-EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE, STAI Form 
X-l and STAI Form X-2 

Pass to each student a SELF-EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE and 
read aloud the following instructions: 

"Having completed a Grading System Survey, you have now 
been given a SELF-EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE. Listen to the 
directions before making any marks. 

"Be sure STAI Form X-l is turned up towards you. Note 
where it says STAI Form X-l at the top of the sheet, third 
line. 

"Print your name and today's date , 1971 where 
indicated on Side 1. 

"When you have finished Side 1 you are to go on to Side 2. 
Read the directions on Side 2 carefully and complete Side 2 
after finishing Side 1. 

"Listen carefully now to my directions before starting on 
Side 1. 
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"A number of statements which people have used to describe 

themselves are given below. Read each statement and blacken 

the appropriate circle to the right of the statement to 

indicate how you feel right now, that is, at: this moment, 

particularly in regard to the Grading System Survey form 

you just completed and your anticipation of the grades you 

will get this semester. There are no right or wrong answers. 

Do not spend too much time on any one statement but give 

the answer which seems to describe your present feelings 

best in regard to your grades this semester. 

"Are there any questions? ... If not, begin." 

There is no time limit on the SELF-EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE. 
Allow students reasonable amount of time to finish. 
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GRADING SYSTEM SURVEY 

This survey is being conducted in an effort to better understand the 
needs and desires of students at this college. The information com
piled from this survey will be used as part of a study reviewing 
student grading systems in the District. Your cooperation is appre
ciated in completing the following form. 

Please do not complete more than one survey form. Check the appro
priate item under each question. 

There are presently two grading systems being used by different 
colleges in the Maricopa County Junior College District. They are 
basically as follows: 

Grading System A Grading System B 
Grades Grade Points Per Semester Hour Grades 

A - Excellent 4.0 
B - Good 3.0 
C - Average 2.0 
D - Unsatisfactory 1.0 
F - Failure 

A - Honors 
B - Merit 
C - Competent 

X - Incomplete 
W - Withdrawal, passing 
Y - Withdrawal, failing 
N - Audit 
E - Officially excused 
P - Credit 
Z - No credit 

These marks earn ZERO 
grade points per sem
ester hour and so do 
not effect a student's 
grade average. The "Y" 
however, is an exception; 
it is computed the same 
as an "F" in determining 
grade average. 

1. Do you understand the grading system used by your College? 

a. Yes 
b. To a limited extent 
c. No 

2. Do you understand the other grading system? 

a. Yes 
b. To a limited extent 
c. No 
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Which grading system do you like? (Note grading systems above.) 

a. Grading System A 
b. Grading System B 
c. Other (please specify) ____________________________ 

Are you in favor of a grading system with no failing marks? 

a. Yes 
b. No 
c. Undecided 

Are you in favor of a grading system whereby the student 
receives a failing grade if that is the level of his achieve

ment in a course? 

a. Yes 
b. No 
c. Undecided 

Are you in favor of awarding semester credit for a course 
only when a level of competency ("C" or better) is reached 
by the student? 

a. Yes 
b. No 
c. Undecided 

Are you in favor of a grading system that has an "Unsatisfactory" 
(barely passing) "D" mark that receives minimum course credit? 

a. Yes 
b. No 
c. Undecided 

If you had a choice, which grading system would you prefer to 
be used by your College? (Note grading systems on first 
page.) 

a. Grading System A 
b. Grading System B 
Cm Other (please specify) 

Comments 
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SELF-EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE 

Developed by C. D. Spiellwrfjcr, R. L. Gorsuch arid R. Lushene 
STAI FORM X-1 

NAME. 

DIRECTIONS: A number of statements which people have 
us«d to describe themselves nre given below. Read each state
ment and then blacken in the appropriate circle to the riiiht of 
the statement to indicate how ynu /<•<•/ right now, that is, at 
this moment. There nre no rij ' .ht or wrong answers. Do not 
spend loo much lime on any one statement hut Rive the answer 
which seems to describe your present feelings best. 

DATE 

1. I feci calm 

2. I feel secure 

3. I am tense 

4. I am regretful 

5. I feci at ease 

6. I feel upset 

7. I am presently worrying over possible misfortunes . 

8. I feel rested 

9. I feel anxious 

10. I feel comfortable 

11. I feel self-confident 

12. I feci nervous 

13. I am jittery 

14. I feel "high strung" 

15. I am relaxed 

16. I feel content 

17. I am worried 

18. I feel over-cxcit«d and rattled 

19. I feel joyful 

20. I feci pleasant 

© © © 

© © ® © 

© © 

© © © 

© © © 

© ® © © 

© ® & © 

© ® ® © 

© © © © 

© © © © 

© © ® © 

© © © © 

© © © © 

© © © © 

© © © © 

© © © © 

© © © 

© © © 

© © © © 

© © © © 

./T^: CONSULTING PSYCHOLOGISTS PRESS 
'.\i- J: 577 College Avenue, Palo Alto, California 94306 
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SELF-EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE 

STAI FORM X-2 

NAMK DATE 

DIUKCI IONS: A innnlu r of statements which people have 
used to lie srrilte tin rnst Uvs are give n IK low. Itc iiJ each slate- „ & 
merit ami tl.en (>l;i:-kcti in the appropriate circle to the richt of So 
the statement to indicate how you urtii 'rally In I. There are no |  8 3 
ri(;lit or umng .-inswept. IJo not <pend ton much time on any y  g 0  f 
one statement Init j ive tiie answer which seems to describe 3 jj jjj > 
how you generally feel. S 8 a 2 

21. I feel pleasant © ® ® ® 

22. I tire quickly © ® ® ® 

23. I feci like crying © ® ® ® 

24. I wish I could be as happy as others seem to be © ® ® ® 

25. I am losing out on things because I can't make up my mind soon enough.... © ® ® ® 

26. I feel rested © ® ® ® 

27. I am "calm, cool, and collected" © ® ® ® 

28. I feel that difficulties arc piling up so that I cannot overcome them © ® ® ® 

29. 1 worry too much over something that really doesn't matter © ® ® ® 

30. I am happy © ® ® ® 

31. I am inclined to take things hard © ® ® ® 

32. I lack self-confidence © ® ® ® 

33. I feel secure © ® ® ® 

34. I try to avoid facing a crisis or difficulty © ® ® ® 

35. I feel blue © ® ® ® 

36. I am content © ® ® ® 

37. Some unimportant thought runs through my mind and liothers me © ® ® ® 

38. 1 take disappointments so keenly that I can't put them out of my mind .... © ® ® ® 

39. I am a steady person © ® ® ® 

40. I become tense and upset when I think about my present conccrns © ® ® ® 

Copyright .r! l iMiS hy  Charh' s  />. Spirtbrr^rr .  I tr f innfui ' t tnn of  thin Irst or ««v ptirlion 
thrrrof by uny prttrrs* u tlhtwl urtllvn ftrrmission «»/ the i'ublixhcr is prohihitrtf. 
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• KA'Jf«-A»iIlfie.V U TCST TOM SUCAN ••• 

HO 1 12 A-TKAlT PC rMttfSr-POSTTtST - ... 

V'4MLLU< OK0UP = - 31 
IflcOLR OUVI'P • 39 
r.'Ul .iLK U VAK1AIU.CS = 1 

- • TOTAL SUi'Jr.CTS = *61 —• • 
r'Hiui-oui OPT leti = i 
DATA FOhPAT = (U0P2.0) 

VAHlA'iLt t U = 45<>*50 

- - RANKING FOR VAHIAPUE NO*-

INPUT DATA 

3o.no 
2A.OO 

• - - - <»9*no - — 
33.00 
30 .00  

. bl.oo 
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23*00 
51*00 
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MMv4-0Hnuc.r u list tov ptioAri ••• 
HO U wMA f/lfFtKFliCc >'C «TC • -

bHOw»®-s • — — • •• ••• 
LiHGS* <»HCMP 5 M 

Of VAiUAijttS 5 i 
TOTAL toi'.JPCTS = be 
fulfil-CUT Cl'llCiJ s 1 
DATA FOKhAT = <2UF<t«J) 

VARUiUt 1 U = 110.bO Z = -.IS 
- • MNklfiGS fOH VAHlArtLt-NU. 1 

INPUT OATA PAhiUNG 

2.M 

-2.r>0 

2.23 

-2.16 

2*69 

2.25 



PROGRAM CHICHI * STATISTICAL LIBRARY » ASU COMPUTER CENTER " 

NO. OF ROWS = 3 
" N07"<>F"C0LS a 2 

NO. OF SETS = 0 

—DATA FORMAT ={2F2.0> 

RESULTS FOR TABLE HO 2 GSP PC PRETEST MTC PRETEST^ 

N = 70. 

2 ;0«»06~ FOR ~CHI-SQUARED~= 6.363 WITH DiFi~2 2. 

C COEFFICIENT = •2887 

ROW T 1 2 3 
39;0000'"' 28.0000 ~ 3TOOOO 

- "OBS-F r 2 

1 21.0000 15.0000 

2 XI.0000 17.0000 

5 .0000 3.0000 

—com 1 -2 
35.0000 35.0000 

EXP F 

1— 

2 

3 

1 2 

19.5000 19.5000 

14.0000 If.0000 

1.5000 1.5000 



"PROGRAM CHICHI * STATISTICAL LIBRARY • ASU COMPUTER CENTER 

NO. OF ROWS = 2 
~NOi'OF COLS = 2 

NO. OF SETS = 0 

~ DATA FORMAT = (2F2.0) 

RESULTS FOR TABLE^ H0_5 ATTRITION DIFFERENCE PC MTC 

N = 70. 

-p-=- ;i»825 FOR CHI-SQUARED = .510 WITH D.F. = 1. 

C COEFFICIENT = .0850 _ 

ROW T 1 2 
61.0000 9.0000 

VBS' F r 2 

1 29.0000 32.0000 

2 o.OOOO 3.0000 

COL T 1 
35.0000 

2 
35.0000 

EXP F 1 2 

1 30.5000 30.5000 
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""PROGRAM CHICHI • STATISTICAL" LIBRARY • ASU COMPUTER CENTER 

NO* OF RONS = 2 
~~NOT"OF~COLS~ = 2 

NO* OF SETS = 0 

~DATA-FORMAT =-t2F2VT>> 

RESULTS FOR TABLE H0_6 CONTINUED ENROLLMENT DIFFERENCE PCMTC 

N = 70. 

"F~5—^02W FOR"CHr-SQUARED '= V.972 WITH Dir." - 1> 

C COEFFICIENT = ^2575 

ROW T J 
5370X100 

—dbs-p r~ 

1 22.0000 

2 13.0000 if.0000 

COL T 1 2 
35 .0000 35.0000 

EXP F 1 2_ 

1 26*5000 26.5000 

2 8.5000 8.5000-

2 
1770000 

—2-

31.0000 

END OF ANALYSIS 
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