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How is Grade Point Average Calculated?
A common measure of the nation's high school students' academic achievement is the grade


point average (GPA). Calculating GPA requires both grade information and course credit


information.


Since credit and grade information reported on transcripts vary considerably among schools,


districts and states, it is necessary to standardize this information so that valid student– and


school–level comparisons can be made. In HSTS studies, standardized credit information is


based on the Carnegie unit, which is defined as a course with 120 hours of instruction. The
factor for converting credits reported on a transcript to the standard Carnegie unit is verified by


the curriculum specialist and then entered for each school by data entry personnel.


Grade information on transcripts varies even more widely than credit information. Grades are


reported as letters, numbers, or other symbols on a variety of scales. Trained HSTS coders


provide standardized information for each school, which is then entered by data entry personnel.


Numeric grades are converted to standardized grades as shown in the following table unless the


school documents specify other letter grade equivalents for numeric grades.


Number Grade Conversion
Numeric Grade Standard Grade Grade Point Average


90–100 A 4.0
80–89 B 3.0
70–79 C 2.0
60–69 D 1.0


Less than 60 F 0.0


SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences,
National Center for Education Statistics, The 2009 High School Transcript
Study.


The most common GPA scale is the four-point grade scale. In this scale, the letter grade ‘A’


equals four points, the letter grade ‘B’ equals three points, the letter grade ‘C’ equals two points,


the letter grade ‘D’ equals one point, and the letter grade ‘F’ equals zero points. The High School


Transcript Study (HSTS) uses this four-point grade scale to standardize each student's GPA.


The GPA represents the average number of grade points a student earns for each graded high
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school course. Grade points are points per course credit assigned to a passing grade, indicating


the numerical value of the grade. Dividing a student's total grade points earned by the total


course credits attempted determines a student's GPA. Courses in which a student does not


receive a grade, such as pass/fail and audited courses, do not factor into the GPA calculation.
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In an effort to reduce failure and attrition
rates and to increase on-time program com-
pletion and graduation rates, many schools
are adopting a policy of assigning minimum
grades. While justifications supporting the
policy are often mathematical in nature, some
proponents also claim the practice works to
keep students motivated, hopeful, confident
and optimistic. This paper explores these
claims by comparing the stated reasons for
grading practices and policies against several
theories of learning and the secondary effects
grades have on students. Key concepts from
the models of achievement motivation, locus
of control and self-efficacy, as well as consid-
eration of the nature of intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation, lead to conclusions that there
may be certain sub-populations of students
who could benefit greatly from minimum
grading practices and policies, particularly
in certain (“high-risk”) courses and subject-
matters. Ways to identify these students,
courses and subject matters are presented
and discussed, as are the general outlines of
the formal exploratory and confirmatory stud-
ies that are needed to clarify and more pre-
cisely answer the several questions about
minimum grading policies identified in this
paper.

Introduction
In an effort to address failure rates and attri-
tion, some schools have been experimenting
with the practice of assigning minimum
grades. While there are many variations of this
idea and practice, implementation typically
prohibits teachers from issuing grades lower
than a minimum threshold, often set at 50. Al-
though some teachers apply the practice to in-
dividual test and assignment grades during
the marking period, the practice typically in-
volves adjusting quarter or semester grades
once the marking term has ended. The origins
of the minimum grade concept are found in a
variety of approaches that have been tried to
address the different problems associated
with students who post a first quarter grade
so low that there remains little probability of
the student passing a year-long course, leaving
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few options for the student to recover or make
effective use of the remaining school year (e.g.
Craft, 1997; Reeves, 2004; Dunham, 2008).


Proponents of minimum grading claim the
practice does more than just pass a few stu-
dents who would otherwise fail. Advocates
of minimum grades also look to mediate the
inherent unfairness in the traditional 100-
point grading scale, where failing grades cover
a disproportionate three-fifths of the scale and
passing grades a mere two-fifths (Guskey,
2004; Reeves, 2004). Supporters further argue
that minimum grading helps contribute posi-
tively to student motivation (Guskey, 1994;
2004). Critics of minimum grading are just as
quick to argue the practice is a softening of
minimum competency requirements that of-
fers an unfair and unearned assistance to
low-performing students and contributes to
overall grade inflation (Friess, 2008).


For a topic that generates such debate and for a
practice that seems to be growing more wide-
spread, there is an unusual lack of research ex-
ploring the effectiveness of minimum grading.
Indeed, there have been few attempts to ex-
plain the practice in terms of an accepted edu-
cat ional or psychological f ramework.
Proponents who argue for minimum grading
often do so only in terms of the mathematics
of grading and, even then, use hypothetical
rather than actual data (Guskey, 2002; Worme-
li, 2006). Much of the literature supporting
minimum grading cites the works of Thomas
Guskey (Guskey, 1994; 2002; 2004; 2006),
who has written eloquently and compellingly
against the use of zeros in grading since the
early 1990s. Guskey’s writings include both
editorial opinion pieces as well as more formal
reviews which cite a wide variety of educa-
tional literature. Yet, even Guskey stops short
of recommending the use of minimum grades,
admitting that he knows of no studies that ex-
plore its effectiveness (Friess, 2008).

Purpose
Any educators looking to make informed deci-
sions concerning minimum grading are likely
to be frustrated by a lack of data, formal stud-
ies or formal theoretical frameworks concern-
ing the topic. Even basic questions concerning
how common the practice has become, how
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implementation affects failure or dropout
rates, or which implementations are the most
effective remain completely unexplored. Be-
fore formal studies are attempted, however,
it would be wise to better frame the subject
by defining the terms and theoretical frame-
works of the discussion and by considering
possible research questions connected to both.
This article, therefore, attempts to achieve
these goals by focusing on three areas relevant
to the debate: (1) whether all aspects of tra-
ditional 100-point grading methods succeed
in terms of the stated and assumed goals of
grading; (2) the secondary effects of tradi-
tional grades and grading practices on stu-
dents; and (3) how students may benefit, if
at all, from the implementation of minimum
grading practices.

Grading
When considering any possible changes in
school grading practices, teachers and admin-
istrators should carefully review the school’s
grading philosophy and policies. Claims that
grades provide fair and accurate assessments
of student achievement (the inescapable so-
cial contract and social responsibility func-
tion of all schools) can only be answered in
the context of why grades exist in the first
place, what functions they serve, and what
factors should determine a student’s grade.
Grades are assumed to serve a variety of pur-
poses, but often these purposes conflict and
compromises become necessary. Many of
these conflicts can be explained in terms of
whether grades exist mainly to aid the student
in the process of education or if they exist as a
method of ranking students against one anoth-
er for the purpose of sorting students for fu-
ture activities or rewards (Kohn, 1993). This
conflict exposes the assumption that the as-
sessment and feedback that would best serve
students and parents during the process of
learning may not be of the same nature as
the assessment and evaluation required of
schools by colleges or businesses in the com-
munity. As with all inherent conflicts, there
is no one perfect answer.


In attempting to resolve the conflict in grading
policies, administrators and teachers should
carefully consider the nature of their schools
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and even the nature of the courses offered in
their schools. When coursework is seen as in-
troductory or as teaching basic competencies
that all students are expected to master, keep-
ing students engaged becomes a priority. Insti-
tuting minimum grading could work to keep
students involved in such classes for reasons
that are discussed later in this article. Howev-
er, if courses are designed to rank students
against one another or if schools are mainly
seen as instruments to evaluate those students
who may be capable and deserving of contin-
ued study and future opportunities, then us-
ing minimum grading may be a se l f -
defeating strategy (Davis, 1993). What must
be noted is that any changes in grading policy
should be made in the framework of the
school’s philosophy concerning these matters.


Teachers and administrators may also want to
review what factors are considered in deter-
mining a student’s grade and how these fac-
tors are weighed. A review of literature
concerning grading practices reveals that a
greater than expected number of factors are
used in determining student grades. While tra-
ditional tests and quizzes are almost always
considered, other factors include evaluations
of class participation, homework, projects,
oral presentations, notebook reviews, labs
and lab reports, effort, neatness, behavior
and attendance, as well as a teacher’s personal
assessment of a student’s traits and personal
characteristics. In addition, many grading pol-
icies allow for the subtraction of points due to
a student’s not being prepared for class, miss-
ing deadlines for assignments and cheating
(Brookhart, 1994). The more complicated
and complex these grading structures grow,
the less likely they are to be understood by
students and parents and the more susceptible
they become to unfair distortion due to one or
two poor performances (i.e., “catastrophic
event failure”). The use of the 100-point grad-
ing scale combined with the common practice
of averaging not only allows for these distor-
tions, but also promotes them and their asso-
ciated traumas.


Unfortunately, many schools lack a coherent
and uniform grading policy, resulting in ex-
tensive variations in student assessment from

teacher to teacher, and even between stu-
dents taking the same course with the same
teacher (Brookhart, 1994; Craft, 1997). These
variations, combined with the sheer number
of factors that may influence assigned grades,
mean that students and parents do not under-
stand nor interpret grades as teachers intend.
One study explored if teachers themselves
fully understand the intended and unintend-
ed effects of their own grading policies (Loyd
& Manke, 1991). The researchers found that
teachers may often be unaware of the pres-
ence of “semester killers”– single test or proj-
ect grades that can make or break an entire
course grade, leaving all other student work
irrelevant or under-valued (Reeves, 2008).


Existing within-school differences between
grade levels, subject matter and student popu-
lations would seem to justify a certain amount
of variability in practice between teachers,
but, even allowing for these variations, we be-
lieve all grading policies could benefit from
certain shared traits, the most important of
which is that grading schemes should be sim-
ple, straightforward and easily understood by
students and parents. These schemes should
also be less susceptible to sudden and drastic
changes due to one or more catastrophically
low performances.


Schools that believe no single factor should
dominate when determining a student’s over-
all grade should carefully review the nature of
the traditional 100-point scale. Most critics of
the traditional scale focus on the non-linearity
of the scale divisions. While the intervals rep-
resenting most grades are typically 10 points
or less, the interval for an “F” is typically 60
points or more. This non-linearity of scale
not only increases the probability of an as-
signed grade being an “F”, but makes the grad-
ing process susceptible to having a few failing
grades dominate a much larger number of
passing grades (Guskey, 2002; Reeves, 2004).
One way to counter this inherent bias is to
bring the size of the interval associated with
failing in line with the other intervals. Propo-
nents claim setting a minimum failing grade
of 50 accomplishes this balance.


Associated with addressing the inherent flaws
of the 100-point grading system is a reassess-
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ment of the fairness of averaging in determin-
ing grades. In his book Fair Isn’t Always
Equal, Wormeli contends that student grades
must align with “clear and consistent evi-
dence” of student performance (Wormeli,
2006, p.32). When a student’s performance is
inconsistent, averaging often results in a grade
unfairly skewed by one or two outlying per-
formances. If these performances occur early
in the marking term, then the significant trend
of student improvement and even eventual
mastery of the material can be lost in the final
assigned grade. Wormeli’s suggestions that
teachers use personal judgment in assigning
student grades, take into account overall
trends in student performance, and selectively
consider other measures of central tendency,
echoes the best advice of experts in statistical
assessment when dealing with skewed data
(Ferguson & Takane, 1989) – particularly so
since many quarterly grades may be deter-
mined with relatively small samples of obser-
vations. In reality, most samples of student
performance in a given course are small sam-
ples of their actual learning and can be mark-
edly skewed by one or a few anomalous
observations or “bad days,” a fact that most
teachers and educators tend to forget and
need to be reminded of periodically. Then,
of course, there are the secondary effects of
grades, which we all need to be reminded of
periodically as well.

Secondary Effects of Grades
Although official school policies rarely dis-
cuss grading in such terms, assigned grades af-
fect student confidence, self -eff icacy,
motivation, and future performance (Guskey,
1994; Brookhart, 1994; Docan, 2006). Not so
well explored are the relationships and appli-
cations of motivational theory to minimum
grading practices. In an attempt to explore
claims that the assigning of minimum grades
may relate positively to student motivation,
we additionally seek to conceptualize and an-
alyze minimum grading practices using vari-
ous theories and models from educational
psychology, including the classic theories
and models of achievement motivation, locus
of control and other theories relevant to this
topic. We include these classic models be-
lieving they still have much to say concerning
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the effects of grading on future student per-
formances. Reviewing these older theories,
along with the newer models of educational
psychology, reveals that there is an exist-
ing pattern of support for minimum grading
practices.

Achievement Motivation Theory
Atkinson’s theory contends that an indi-
vidual’s behavior results from the personal
perceptions of the value one attaches to a par-
ticular outcome and the individual’s subjec-
tive expectations of attaining the outcome. In
this model, the expectancy of success has an
inverse relationship to the value associated
with the outcome. Thus, succeeding in a task
perceived to be easy carries little satisfaction,
while completion of a more difficult task is of-
ten more highly valued (Atkinson & Feather,
1966).


How these two factors influence behavior is
dependent on a third factor Atkinson called
motive. One form of motive would be to max-
imize the individual’s personal satisfaction.
Atkinson considered this a disposition to ap-
proach success. A second kind of motive
would be to avoid personal pain. Atkinson
considered this type of motive a disposition
to avoid failure and related it to an individual’s
“capacity for experiencing shame and humil-
iation as a consequence of failure” (Atkinson
& Feather, 1966, p.13). Atkinson proposed
that behaviors are the result of the conflicts
in an individual between these two tenden-
cies to approach success and avoid failure.
Earlier research had led Atkinson to believe
that these tendencies in individuals were
fairly stable traits, having been determined
in early childhood.


Atkinson defines motivation in terms of these
three factors: subjective probability of success
(expectancy), value of attainment (incentive)
and motive (which is essentially “bipolar”
and “summative”). An individual whose ten-
dency is to approach success is predicted to
undertake tasks where the uncertainty of the
eventual outcome is greatest. While the indi-
vidual could better guarantee success by
choosing easier tasks, such tasks usually carry
little incentive. Tasks that offer the greatest in-
centives are often perceived as too difficult
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and are likewise avoided. These predictions
align with popular views that individuals will
naturally choose tasks that are optimally chal-
lenging – neither too hard nor too easy – and
many recommended classroom practices are
based on these views (Kohn, 1993). Seminal
research performed by Atkinson and others
corroborated many of these predictions (At-
kinson & Feather, 1966) and a close consider-
ation of expectancy, incentive and motive
remain part of modern motivational theory
(Bandura, 1997).


It should be noted that these predicted behav-
iors apply only to individuals whose tendency
to approach success is greater then the ten-
dency to avoid failure. When the motive for
avoidance is stronger, the individual will look
to avoid any task as the best way to avoid
failure. Only when constrained from freely
making the decision will such an individual
undertake the “high risk” task. Since anxiety
is greatest when the outcome is most uncer-
tain, the individual can quickly reduce anxi-
ety and cognitive dissonance to acceptable
levels by choosing tasks where the outcome
is most certain - typically the easier tasks,
but also tasks where the probability of success
is very low. While the chances of failure are
virtually assured in the latter, there is not only
much less anxiety experienced anticipating
the eventual outcome, but much less shame
is associated with attempting a difficult task
and failing. While this pattern of task selec-
tion does work to reduce the anxiety and
shame felt by the individual looking to avoid
failure, these choices often guarantee the fail-
ure these individuals are looking to avoid
(Covington, 1984).


To the extent that schools constrain students
by assigning tasks and limiting choices, Atkin-
son originally predicted that all students’
strength of achievement motivation would
be strongest in classes perceived to be of inter-
mediate difficulty regardless of the individual
student’s tendency to approach success or
avoid failure (Atkinson & Feather, 1966, p.
18). The student who desires success will nat-
urally be drawn to this level of challenge
while, when constrained, the student who de-
sires to avoid failure will have only one op-

tion to avoid failure – to succeed. Atkinson
later clarified that the latter student will seek
any means to break the constraint being im-
posed in an effort to relieve the anxiety associ-
ated with the uncertain outcome (p. 369).
Atkinson’s latter insight should be well noted
by teachers and educators who claim to be
puzzled by the defiant, oppositional and re-
bellious behaviors of many students towards
the assessment and grading systems they em-
ploy in their classes.


The options open to any student seeking to
break the constraints and relieve the anxieties
are very limited. If possible, the student may
opt to drop the class or drop out of school, rea-
soning that failure can only be the result of
first making an attempt, but both of these op-
tions are often difficult for the student to initi-
ate or implement on his or her own. However,
the traditional 100-point grading procedures
give students with avoidance tendencies a
third option, one in which they have nearly
compete control. By posting just one hope-
lessly low grade, even early in the process,
troubled students can self-create a situation
where even the best students would have little
chance of success. Not only has all the anxiety
associated with the uncertain outcome been
eliminated, but any further effort has become
meaningless. Proponents of minimum grading
practices are often accused of being too easy
on students, but in terms of achievement mo-
tivation, assigning minimum grades may be a
simple and straightforward way to deny stu-
dents an easy out.

Locus of Control
Locus of control can be best understood in the
context of the social learning theory devel-
oped by Rotter in the early 1950s. Social
learning theory views behavioral develop-
ment as resulting from the interaction of spe-
cific environmental situations and individual
personality traits. These learned behaviors
manifest themselves both generally (accord-
ing to an individual’s disposition) and situa-
tionally (in response to specific cues).
Importantly, the model predicts that a per-
son’s behavior is largely determined by the
person’s expectancy that certain outcomes
are likely to occur (Rotter, Chance & Phares,
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1972). Social learning theory also recognizes
the empirical law of effect; namely, that indi-
viduals are motivated to attain or avoid cer-
tain aspects of their environment.


In the context of the social learning frame-
work, Locus of Control becomes a personality
dimension that factors into determining an in-
dividual’s behavior. Specifically, it is an indi-
vidual’s generalized belief that personal
consequences are either the results of one’s
own actions, and thus are controllable, or
the generalized expectation that personal con-
sequences are the result of random factors,
luck or the whim of powerful others, and are,
therefore, beyond the ability of the individual
to control. When individuals adopt one of
these two generalized beliefs, they can be-
come classified as either “internal” or “exter-
nal” (Phares, 1976).


In Rotter’s model, the performance of inter-
nals and externals may be markedly different
depending upon the specific situation. When
chance or random factors are seen to deter-
mine outcomes, there will be little perceived
difference in behaviors between the two
groups. However, in situations where skill or
effort is seen as a determining factor, internals
will act in accordance with their beliefs in ef-
ficacy and their desire for personal control.
Theory predicts that internals will outperform
externals and seminal research performed by
Rotter and his associates from the mid 1960s
through the 1970s confirms this hypothesis
(Phares, 1976).


Theory and research also suggest a number of
behavioral advantages that internals have over
externals. Internals are more likely to be real-
istic in their reactions to prior experience and
are more likely seek out new experiences.
Successes are likely to encourage internals to
raise personal expectancies. Internals demon-
strate a greater enjoyment of personal power
and greater desire for personal control. Inter-
nals demonstrate curiosity and persistence.
In short, internals exhibit many of the behav-
iors associated with being successful students
(Nordstrom & Segrust, 2009).


Believing they have little influence over the
outcome of things, externals are much less
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likely to apply lessons learned from prior ex-
perience in the pursuit of future goals. Exter-
nals often adjust their personal expectancies
downward after success. Externals are more
prone to behavioral pathologies such as de-
pression and indifference. Convinced they
have little or no capacity to affect desired out-
comes, externals become less interested, less
active in worthy pursuits, and more suscepti-
ble to adopting “deviant routes” towards de-
sired goals - paths that come with their own
difficulties which often heighten the feeling
of helplessness (Lefcourt, Von Baeyer, Ware
& Cox, 1979). In short, externals often exhibit
classic self-destructive behaviors, tend to have
less hope, are less optimistic and quit more
easily and quickly. Externals are, therefore,
more likely to be suddenly “stopped” by a
“catastrophic failure event” (Carifio & Rhodes,
2002).


While the characteristics associated with in-
ternals and externals are considered by some
to be relatively stable personal traits deter-
mined by a number of factors early in child-
hood (Covington, 1984), Rotter’s model also
shows that these behaviors are highly situa-
tional and instances of Spielberger’s (1972)
general trait-state model of various psycho-
social behaviors and phenomena. As Phares
(1976) writes:


specific situations can be constructed
with highly salient cues so that individ-
uals will be induced to behave in ways
that run counter to their generalized locus
of control beliefs. Such highly structured
situations evoke very strong specific ex-
pectancies rather than generalized locus
of control expectancies (p. 158, emphasis
added).


The assigning of a grade significantly lower
than the failing threshold could obviously be
such a cue. Just one or two catastrophically
low grades could convince the student that
no reasonable effort on her or his part can af-
fect the desired outcome of passing the
course. This state and condition could be es-
pecially true if these failures happen early in
the process – before the student can establish
any sense of efficacy in the undertaking (Ban-
dura, 1994). For students who lack the resil-
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ience to handle early failure, this loss of con-
trol could be enough to situationally change
a student’s behavior, to the point where an in-
ternal will assume many of the same defen-
sive and destructive behaviors and attitudes
of the external.


In assessing the suitability of minimum grad-
ing, study is needed to determine if the prac-
tice works to counter classroom cues that
may induce internals to behave in ways oppo-
site to their generalized beliefs. The sudden
impact that failing grades can have on a stu-
dent’s psyche suggests that using minimum
grading on individual tests and assignments
within marking periods may be more effective
in countering these cues than adjusting term
grades after the fact. Just as important would
be to determine whether the practice might
encourage externals to adopt the more con-
structive behaviors of the internal. Further,
such practices must also do more than simply
“assign” the locus of control to the student in
various ways. As Bandura writes, “beliefs that
outcomes are determined by one’s own be-
haviors can be either demoralizing or em-
powering, depending on whether or not one
believes one can produce the desired effect”
(1997, p. 20). To the extent that minimum
grading works to preserve the locus of control
in the student, it may be possible that the
practice could encourage and sustain student
effort while also sustaining adequate levels
of hope and optimism in the maximal number
of all students possible.

Attribution Theory
Similar to Locus of Control, Attribution Theo-
ry looks to address how the perception of cau-
sality mediates personal behavior. In doing so,
attribution theory looks beyond the dimen-
sions of internal and external causes and dif-
ferentiates between variable and stable
causal factors. As an example, for students
who consider ability to be a trait, student abil-
ity would be considered both internal and sta-
ble, while student effort would be considered
internal but variable. Attribution theory states
that the stability of a cause is a greater deter-
minant of expectancy than is its locus of con-
trol (Weiner, Nierenberg & Goldstein, 1976).
Thus, attribution theory predicts that student

expectations are shaped more by how they
perceive their own abilities rather than by
past experience where success was earned
through hard work. It is interesting to note
here that individuals who are motivated to ap-
proach success typically attribute their suc-
cesses to ability and their failures to a lack
of effort, while individuals who are motivated
to avoid failure commonly attribute success to
luck and failure to lack of ability (Covington,
1984). These insights, then, not only provide
some reasoning into why students who
achieve good grades through exemplary effort
still fail to raise their expectations for future
success, but also raise concerns about the role
effort should play in determining student
grades – concerns that will be discussed later
in this article.


As for causal conditions that exist outside the
student’s control, attribution theory suggests
that these factors must be stable if they are
to have the preferred effects. Thus, grading
practices must be perceived as reliable and
predictable if they are to have the intended
and desired result of augmenting student ex-
pectancies – that is, encouraging students to
raise expectations when grades are good and
dampening expectations when grades are
bad. To be considered “stable”, grading meth-
ods must be applied consistently and be well
understood by students. There are, however,
many reasons why students may fail to see
grading methods as stable. As discussed
above, the wide variation found in teacher
grading practices may be preventing students
(and parents) from seeing a consistent and
predictable pattern between assigned grades
and student performance. Students also can
become quite savvy in understanding that
grading can vary greatly, depending on teach-
er mood and other periodic factors. Indeed,
some students become expert in “negotiating”
some kind of de facto “minimum grading”
practice, selectively in some contexts, which
often is not a good thing for the morale of oth-
er students if this outcome becomes known.


All schools understand the importance of
providing students a meaningfully stable
environment, but few schools practice pre-
dictable, consistent grading that is easily un-
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derstood by all. Such stability could go a long
way toward helping students understand that
causal factors – both those within and beyond
their personal control – can have a significant
and positive impact on future performances.
While the use of minimum grading alone will
not address all the issues associated with in-
consistencies in grading, minimum grading
could still be of value in providing some
much-needed stability. A hard working but
marginal student being assessed using a tradi-
tional 100 point scale could hold a C- average
well into an eight week term, but, by cata-
strophically failing a single test or major proj-
ect late in the term, this student can find
herself failing the course with less than a
week to go. The student (as well as the parent)
wonders how things can become so bad so
quickly. By mediating the disproportionate
effects of one or two outlying grades, these
wild and undesirable swings can be largely
eliminated, making grades less likely to fluc-
tuate in these seemingly unpredictable (and
often unintended) ways, and adding a more
resilient stability to the grading process.

Self-Worth Theory
Self-worth theory likewise predicts that stu-
dents may avoid the perception of low ability
through intentional failure. Self-worth theory
examines motivation in terms of the conflict
between hope for success and fear of failure.
Self-worth theory also explores the role stu-
dent effort and ability play in both attaining
success and maintaining self-worth. Vital in
maintaining self-worth is the individual’s ca-
pacity to demonstrate ability and competence
in task completion, both to others and to one’s
self (Schunk, 2008).


Citing research performed in the 1980s, Cov-
ington (1984) contends that pre-school and el-
ementary school children equate effort with
achievement. This view aligns with children’s
beliefs that ability is incremental and can be
enhanced through effort. As students reach
middle school age, their perceptions about ef-
fort change. Covington proposes that older
students perceive ability as a relatively stable
character trait and as the trait that most deter-
mines success (p. 14). This new perspective
comes as students begin to increasingly en-
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gage in social comparisons when judging
self-abilities (Bandura, 1997) and leads many
students to misinterpret expended effort as a
sign of incompetence. These students simply
assume that someone more capable would
not have to work so hard to accomplish the
task (Covington & Omelich, 1979).


While the older student recognizes that in-
creased effort can make up for a lack of abil-
ity, such a realization comes with the
acknowledgement and understanding that a
lack of ability may be the problem and hav-
ing to increase one’s effort may be an indi-
cator that this problem is indeed the case.
Thus, effort becomes the proverbial “double-
edged sword.” While increased effort can vir-
tually guarantee success, it invariably works
to reduce a student’s self-worth (Covington,
1984). The consequence is that higher ef-
fort on the part of the student carries higher
risk. Students who expend high effort, even
those who eventually succeed, can lose
self-confidence, self-efficacy and self-worth,
which in part explains why success can often
feel like a hollow victory and does not al-
ways encourage the student to pursue further
goals or achievements in a given subject-
matter or area.


Students who expend high effort and fail will
often work to protect their perception of abil-
ity by adopting classic avoidance strategies
similar to those employed by individuals
whose motive is to avoid failure. As Schunk
(2008) writes:


Strangely, students can avoid the percep-
tion of low ability through deliberate fail-
ure. One can pursue a difficult goal,
which increases the likelihood of failure
(Covington, 1984). Setting high aspira-
tions in our society and failing to attain
them does not automatically imply low
ability. A related tactic is to blame failure
on low effort: one could have succeeded if
circumstances had allowed one to expend
greater effort (p. 472).


Students of perceived marginal ability will try
to maintain an impression of exerting a mini-
mum effort in attempt to maintain a plausible
perception of competence. If exerting high ef-
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fort is seen as a threat to self-worth, exerting
low effort becomes a way of preserving it. Stu-
dents can then rationalize any failure as due
to a lack of effort rather than a lack of ability.
Work done by Lefcourt et al. (1979) on aca-
demic achievement motivation both integrates
and reflects the above view and provides val-
idated procedures for measuring students’ be-
liefs and self-perceptions about ability, effort,
competence and luck (locus of control) as fac-
tors in their academic performances and suc-
cess, and Lefcourt’s work and views are
reflected in much of what we have to say here
and below about these various points.


This view of effort on the part of students is
usually at odds with the views and grading
practices of teachers. A personal and often
subjective evaluation of the student’s effort
is, for many teachers, a major factor in deter-
mining grades (Brookhart, 1994). Other subjec-
tive daily measures of effort, including grades
for homework or class participation are also
heavily weighed (Kohn, 2006). This emphasis
on students’ effort by teachers is diametrically
opposed to the beliefs and behavior patterns of
many marginal students and results in a “lose-
lose” situation for them. If a student is as-
signed a low grade for effort, the student is
considered a failure even at making an at-
tempt. If a high grade is assigned for effort, it
comes with the corresponding loss in per-
ceived ability (Kohn, 1993). When combined
with the use of a 100-point grading scale and
the routine use of grade averaging, the result
of incorporating grades for effort can be that
a student whose performance and mastery lev-
el warrant a marginally passing grade may re-
ceive a failing grade due to the lack of points
assigned by the teacher to the student for ef-
fort. Grading based on effort, therefore, is more
difficult and complicated than most teachers
and educators think and often both encourages
and produces opposite results from those
intended by this policy and practice. While
eliminating effort as a factor in determining
grades may be one way to solve this dilemma,
many teachers resist this change.


In making grading policy decisions, teachers
must recognize that the grading policy em-
ployed can be instrumental in helping stu-

dents resolve the seeming conflict between
effort and ability. At the core of any grading
policy should (typically) be the goal of aiding
students in gaining a realistic perspective of
the true relationship between effort, ability
and achievement – that effort can not only
make up for a perceived or real lack of ability,
but can work to increase ability. The use of the
100-point grading scale along with the tradi-
tional practice of averaging, where one factor
may dominate over others, may be preventing
students from receiving a true account of ei-
ther their efforts or their abilities.


While opponents of minimum grading may ar-
gue that assigning minimum grades simply
gives students a falsely optimistic view of
their abilities, something that Covington spe-
cifically warns against (Covington, 1984), the
minimum grading practice may help students
see their self-worth in terms beyond an assess-
ment of their personal ability – an assessment
that is typically done only relative to the per-
formance of peers in a given context and thus
may be equally falsely pessimistic, biased and
inaccurate, particularly if it is determined and
driven by a single “catastrophic failure
event.” The use of non-competitive learning
and grading practices that emphasize student
gains rather than subjective estimates of prog-
ress relative to others may diminish the per-
ceived singular importance of abili ty,
allowing students to more positively form
their perceptions of self-worth. Students’ and
people’s levels of hope and optimism in a giv-
en situation and relative to a given problem
have been shown to be strong determiners of
both motivation and achievement, particular-
ly so for both high-risk and marginal students
(Carifio & Rhodes, 2002). Appropriately fos-
tering and managing students’ hope and opti-
mism in all possible instructional situations is
a relatively easy way to foster and promote
student achievement.

Self-Efficacy
Self-efficacy is defined as the belief in one’s
own capabilities to effect necessary actions re-
quired to attained desired goals (Bandura,
1977a). These concepts are best defined in
terms of Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory
(2001), which describes learning in terms of

31







The High School Journal – November/December 2009

social interactions, experience, and cognitive,
affective and biological events (Bandura,
1997). Bandura describes self-efficacy as a ma-
jor predictor of how much effort an individual
will expend toward attaining a goal and how
long the effort will be sustained. Bandura’s
theory came largely from the study of treat-
ments for dysfunctional inhibitions and de-
fensive behaviors (Bandura, 1977b).


In describing those with high levels of self-
efficacy, Bandura does so in terms that echo
those used by Atkinson in describing indi-
viduals whose motive is to approach success
and in terms Rotter uses to describe an “inter-
nal.” These persons “approach difficult tasks
as challenges to be mastered rather than as
threats to be avoided…they set themselves
challenging goals and maintain a strong com-
mitment to them. They heighten and sustain
their efforts in the face of failure…they attrib-
ute failure to insufficient effort or deficient
knowledge and skills” (1994, p. 71). Likewise,
those who have doubts concerning their capa-
bilities are described in classic “avoidance”
terms. Such people view challenges as per-
sonal threats, slackening their efforts and giv-
ing up quickly when faced with difficulties.


A recurring theme in Bandura’s writing is the
importance of individual resiliency in dealing
with failures (1977b, 1994, 1997, 2001). A key
component in developing this resiliency is the
tendency most people have to slightly overes-
timate their own capabilities. Far from giving
individuals an unrealistic and falsely optimis-
tic outlook, Bandura sees this trait as neces-
sary if individuals are ever to aspire to goals
that lie just beyond their immediate reach.


The formulation of self-efficacy is highly de-
pendent on the individual’s internal belief
systems. Bandura (1997) emphasizes the im-
portance of one such belief system: the con-
cept of ability. Students who regard ability
as an acquirable skill are likely to see failure
as part of the learning process and will indeed
learn from their mistakes. These individuals
view setbacks as cues to exert more effort or
to engage in better strategies. Such students
typically judge their growth by charting per-
sonal progress against established standards.
Conversely, students who believe ability to
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be an inherent trait view failure as a threaten-
ing and revealing consequence of their own
personal limits. They look to avoid challeng-
ing tasks and interpret high effort as an indica-
tor of low ability. Typically, these students
fall into the trap of assessing their abilities
solely through social comparison.


Bandura cites research that shows these pre-
existing concepts of ability can be altered
through social influence (1997, p. 119), but
common school practices often reinforce the
idea that ability is an inherent trait. Such prac-
tices include, but are not limited to, leveling
and tracking students, the use of highly for-
matted and rigidly scripted curricula that
invariably lose many students, and competi-
tive grading practices that encourage social
comparisons and doom a certain percentage
of students to the ranks of failures.


The competitive nature of the traditional 100-
point grading scale reinforces social compari-
sons in making self-judgments; while the as-
signing of low grades works to undermine
the innate and critical tendency students have
to slightly over-estimate their own abilities.
By eliminating the possibility of the punish-
ingly low grade, minimum grading can mod-
erate these effects and aid in persuading
students that effort can in fact cultivate capa-
bilities, develop skills and enhance ability.
This more realistic and healthy understanding
of the reciprocal relationships between effort,
ability and achievement is sadly missing in
too many of our students, as well as in the ex-
plicit and implicit messages many of our
teachers and schools give to students.

Grades as Rewards and Punishments
The assigning of minimum grades is often crit-
icized as rewarding students where no reward
has been earned (Friess, 2008), as opposed to
the unstated and typically unexamined view
of over-punishing students – an outcome that
they have equally “not earned.” The concept
of grades as rewards or punishments remains
one of the most controversial topics in educa-
tional psychology. Discussion on this topic of-
ten centers on the nature of intrinsic and
extrinsic motivation. There is a large body of
seminal research in this area dating back to
the 1970s, much of it based on the work of
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Edward Deci (Kohn, 1993). Deci demonstrates
a strong correlation between a student’s in-
trinsic motivation and the level of student
achievement. Deci’s research also suggests
that external reward systems often undermine
this same intrinsic motivation (Deci, Koestner
& Ryan, 2001). To the extent that grades are
considered extrinsic motivators, the use of
grades as rewards or punishment would seem
to work against student achievement.


Deci’s basic tenets are widely accepted, hav-
ing survived many challenges (Cameron,
2001) and teachers would be wise to heed
Deci’s advice to exercise great caution when
implementing reward-based teaching and
grading practices. The controlling nature of
any rewards system is the foremost reason
for avoiding the use of grades as rewards or
punishment. Rewards systems are, by defini-
tion, explicitly designed to manipulate and
constrain behavior, and thus assume an in-
equality between controller and controlee
(Kohn, 1993). As previously argued, to the ex-
tent that students perceive any loss of person-
al control, results could range from a decrease
in intrinsic motivation to a loss of self-confi-
dence, self-efficacy and self-worth.


Only to the extent that a reward may hold an
informational component in addition to a con-
trolling component, can the reward work to
boost intrinsic motivation. If the reward is
able to impart to the individual a valued as-
sessment of a self-determined competence,
then the reward becomes a useful tool in help-
ing the student to maintain a perceived inter-
nal locus of control (Deci, Koestner & Ryan,
2001). As such, rewards that are able to en-
hance or authenticate student competence
can work to foster effort and persistence (Ban-
dura, 1997).


In trying to make informed decisions concern-
ing the implementation of a minimum grading
policy over the traditional 100-point norma-
tive grading system, several issues would
need further investigation. Paramount would
be to determine: to what degree students per-
ceive grades as rewards or punishments; which
grading practices are perceived by students to
be the least controlling; which grading sys-
tems provides the most salient feedback.

While still withholding the privileges of pass-
ing from the student, assigning a minimum
grade may leave the student with enough per-
ceived control that the individual’s behaviors
stay aligned with his or her generalized locus
of control expectancies. By removing the pos-
sibility of the punishingly low grade, mini-
mum grading could also work to maintain
the student’s levels of hope and optimism. If
this were true, it would seem to be an endorse-
ment of the practice of assigning minimum
grades. However, how the minimum grading
system is presented could make all the differ-
ence in the way it is perceived and, ulti-
mately, whether it achieves the desired
effects. Our recent survey of teachers at a
large, New England high school found that
over 80% of teachers who self reported as-
signing minimum grades do so on a “student-
by-student” basis, indicating these teachers
believe some students more worthy of the
minimum grade than others. If the assigning
of the minimum grade is presented as a re-
ward from the teacher, possibly to acknowl-
edge student effort, or if minimum grades
are perceived to be gifts bestowed by teachers
upon favored students in negotiated circum-
stances, then cognitive evaluation theory
may not support this kind of variable imple-
mentation of the strategy and practice.

Common Threads
We find three major themes emerging from
our review of minimum grading practices in
the terms of educational and psychological
theory, and we hope these themes can focus
those interested in grading reform. First, there
are many students in our schools who engage
in defensive and self-destructive behaviors,
and these behaviors are likely cued by many
of our own classroom practices. The models
of Achievement Motivation, Locus of Control,
Motive to Avoid Success, Self-Worth Theory
and Self-Efficacy all use notably similar lan-
guage to describe the self-defeating strategies
students employ to break constraints or pre-
serve self-image. Teachers need not be con-
versant in these theories or be expert in
diagnosing individual psychological maladies
to recognize such behaviors in their students
and take action to address them. Each of the
discussed theories offers guidance to anyone
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looking to cultivate environments that dis-
courage such behaviors. We believe that min-
imum grading practices align with these
efforts, and propose research into two related
areas: exploring how effective minimum grad-
ing practices are in making this type of be-
havior more difficult by denying students a
convenient path toward intentional failure,
and exploring whether minimum grading prac-
tices help to foster self-worth, self-efficacy
and a healthy locus of control.


The second theme concerns the informative
aspect of grading and the role it plays in true
formative assessment. Grades must do more
than just rank and sort students relative to
each other if they are to serve the higher pur-
pose of raising student expectations and, even-
tually, future student performance. Grades
must provide salient and meaningful feedback
if they are to fulfill this primary role. Simple,
straightforward and easily understood grading
systems that are perceived by students to be
predictable, stable and reliable are best suited
to this key feedback function of grades. To the
extent that minimum grading practices elimi-
nate the profound effects that low, outlying
scores can have on student grades, it would
seem to add a valued stability now missing
in the traditional 100-point grading system,
and we propose research that would explore
this hypothesis and assumption.


The third theme considers student percep-
tions of ability and effort and how these per-
ceptions shape student expectations and
performance. Thirty years of literature on this
subject, fromWeiner et al. (1976) to Covington
(1984) to Bandura (1997), describe the detri-
mental affects of the belief that ability is a sta-
ble, inherent trait rather than an acquirable
skill. Much of this literature emphasizes the
role that social comparison plays in fostering
the idea of ability as trait and the way com-
mon school practices, including traditional
competitive grading methods, reinforce these
ideas. We believe that minimum grading prac-
tices work to mediate the competitive nature
of grading and reduce the importance of social
comparison, in part by moderating sudden
and catastrophic failure and all of its various
collateral damages. Students’ failures are of-
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ten sudden and “chaotic” both during and
over the course of instruction, and particular-
ly so in “high risk” courses (Allen & Carifio,
1995). This key descriptive fact reveals a high-
ly problematic condition that the traditional
grading practice model does not recognize
and cannot accommodate but which the min-
imal grading model does recognize and can
accommodate in a variety of different ways,
and we propose research to explore this hy-
pothesis and assumption.

Recommendations
Before undertaking this research, there are
other basic questions that should be ad-
dressed concerning minimum grading, not
the least of which is to what extent the prac-
tice is already being implemented and to what
result. It is difficult to gauge how widespread
the practice of assigning minimum grades has
become. Often the practice is enacted on a
school-by-school basis, without the benefit of
a uniform district-wide policy or even district
level awareness (Richmond, 2008). Within a
school, minimum grading may be practiced
on a teacher-by-teacher basis, even in the ab-
sence of any school-wide policy. In a recent
attempt to explore this question, we surveyed
183 teachers at a suburban New England high
school. Although the school has no formal or
informal policy concerning the assigning of
minimum grades, of the 177 teachers who re-
sponded, 108 teachers (61.0%) indicated they
sometimes or often assigned failing students a
minimum grade, while just 69 (39.0%) indi-
cated they seldom or never assign minimum
grades. It would seem that “informal research
and practice” is occurring relative to the min-
imum grading concept and that what needs to
be done is to begin to formalize this research
and sophisticate it in terms of theory, designs,
and findings.


Any district thinking of implementing a mini-
mum grading policy would certainly do so ex-
pecting to initiate some significant change in
the school’s failure rate. However, before such
changes are undertaken, we believe that it
may be wise for the school to survey teacher
practice or review assigned grades to deter-
mine if this practice is already prevalent, even
in the absence of formal school-wide policy.
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Administrators may be surprised to learn that
many teachers are already implementing
some form of minimum grading and that a
change in school policy would not result in
any significant change in practice.


It may also be wise for schools to review stu-
dent records to confirm the school actually
has a population of students who would ben-
efit from such a policy. While the minimum
grading practice is often administered to all
failing students, the true targets of the policy
are students whose grades vary widely from
marking period to marking period, swinging
20 points or more during a marking period.
(To examine the latter question and context,
it should be noted that access to teachers’
grade books would be needed.) A student
who consistently earns a grade below a 50
would not benefit from minimum grading,
only a student who earns below a 50 one
marking period and above a 70 the next, or a
student who is showing similar, wide varia-
tion in performance in a given course during
a given marking period. The number of stu-
dents who show such inconsistencies between
marking periods is probably very low and
likely account for a small percentage of a
school’s failures whereas the number of stu-
dents who show such inconsistencies during
the marking period is probably much higher
but going more unnoticed, as the data that
would reveal these patterns is buried deep
in the teacher’s rank book and not readily ac-
cessible. Further, the numbers are probably
the highest for students with certain profiles
in difficult, complex, fast-paced, emotion-
inducing, “bad reputation,” introductory
courses and courses that are too great of a
step-up for the student. These often include
math, science, and similarly technical courses.
Only careful analyses could confirm these
suspicions.


Still, once this sub-population is identified,
common traits may become apparent that
would suggest alternate remedies that would
enhance or replace the practice of assigning
minimum grades at either or both the macro
or micro level. Wide and sudden variation in
academic performance is recurrently noted
in literature concerning students afflicted

with attention deficit hyperactivity disorder
(ADHD). Furthermore, there exists a repeated
call for the development of strategies to re-
duce these wide and sudden variations in ac-
ademic performance for these students
(Goldstein, 1997; Guyer, 2000). We believe it
is better to service this sub-population with
appropriately designed cognitive and instruc-
tional strategies and emersion in organization-
al skills enhancement (Sandler, 1995) than to
simply adjust their numerical grade in a
course or marking period. Other sub-popula-
tions that may benefit from minimum grading
include students with high trait anxiety or
other special needs factors. In any event, iden-
tifying the target populations can only help to
give a clearer direction to efforts and refine
the possible choices of remedies. In the mean
time, if the minimum grading policy can help
even these “few” students, or students in
“high risk” courses, it would seem to be very
worthwhile.

Conclusions
While the debate concerning grading policies
is not likely to be ended anytime soon, there
are some ideas to consider when drafting
grading policy. First, one must always keep
in mind the inescapable social contract of ed-
ucational endeavors and its responsibilities
and functions relative to grading students
and their kinds and levels of accomplish-
ments. Second, one must always remember
that grades are suppose to provide and reflect
fair and accurate assessments of student ac-
complishment and achievements in terms of
various equity considerations, including some
roughly equivalent standards and standards
between schools. At the same time, grades
are suppose to be an instructional device
and tool for giving students and others appro-
priate information about progress towards de-
sired goals and managing that progress in both
informed and enlightened ways. There are,
therefore, inherent contradictions in the goals,
functions and purposes of grading that must
be managed and reconciled in an acceptable
and responsible way through the grading phi-
losophy and policies one establishes and em-
ploys. As with all inherent conflicts, there is
not a perfect answer.
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Educators faced with the task of addressing
the failure rates in our schools actually have
precious few tools available to them that they
may directly and easily alter and manipulate.
Any existing practice, such as minimum grad-
ing, that is based in sound educational and
psychological theory and a broad array of ex-
isting empirical evidence, is easy and cost ef-
ficient to implement, and is effective with
given target populations, is worthy of clearly
conceptualizing and deserving of formal and
well-differentiated empirical investigation.
This paper is a first step to a clearer conceptu-
alization and differentiated view of current
minimum grading practices and policies and
what effects they may have with whom and
by what mechanisms. We have identified
many major questions that need to be an-
swered on this topic and about this practice.
Needed now are well-designed and formal ret-
rospective and prospective studies of this
promising practice to see if it achieves the
highly desired effects we have predicted for it.
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List of colleges who recalculate and who do not.xlsx
response email date

		Recalulates		College		Notes		extra Notes

		No		Albright		a 92 is a B. They do recalculate but based on our scale of 70 passing they don't per email on 12/7		on HT list of 4 year College Acceptance 2019-2022

		No		American		keeps gpa at that scale per email from Jeremy Lowe Assistant Vice Provost on 12/8		on HT list of 4 year College Acceptance 2019-2022

		No		Bloomsburg		recalculates to 4.0 scale and not 10pt. Proved under Lock Haven / Commonwealth of PA		on HT list of 4 year College Acceptance 2019-2022

		No		Bucknell		Episode 21 - College Admission Insider podcast

		No		Coastal Carolina		Senior Assistant Director of Admissions for Out-of-State Recruitment -Office of Admissions & Merit Awards  We recalculate the GPA using our 20 core required courses. When we do this, we do not alter the schools grading scale. We would use the grading scale that the school uses on the transcript that was sent to us.		2024 Graduate applied here

		No		Drexel		We do not re-calculate every schools grading but do for students on more unique grading scales per email on 12/8		on HT list of 4 year College Acceptance 2019-2022

		No		George Washington		looks at transcripts based on schools scale. Uses transcript gpa. Per email from admissions on 12/7		on HT list of 4 year College Acceptance 2019-2022

		No		High Point		"Unfortunately, we are unable to change the students GPA by changing the grading scale. We use the GPA provided from the high school, whether that may be on a 7-point scale or 10-point scale. " - Robin Every | Admissions Counselor Office of Undergraduate Admissions		2024 Graduate applied here

		No		Hobart and Williams Smith		"I connected with our director to confirm, but in this case we would not recalculate, and we would use the GPA given." - Julie Washington Associate Director of Admissions		2024 Graduate applied here

		No		Ithaca		"a 4.0 gpa is already provided this is likely the gpa that will be used" - Jessica Kowalewski Dietrich - Senior Association Director		2024 Graduate applied here

		No		James Madison		does not recalculate per email on 12/13		on HT list of 4 year College Acceptance 2019-2022

		No		Kutztown		Since the transcript in question states that the grades are on a 4.0 scale, we would go off the gpa given on the transcript. Also merit money is based on gpa

		No		Lock Haven		recalculates to 4.0 scale and no 10pt. Proved under Lock Haven / Commonwealth of PA - 		2024 Graduate going here

		No		Mansfield		recalculates to 4.0 scale and no 10pt. Proved under Lock Haven / Commonwealth of PA

		No		NCAA ATHLETICS FOR D1 AND D2		Any student athlete trying to play D1 or D2 the NCAA does NOT recalculate the Core classes they use

		No		Rhode Island		does NOT recalculate because it's on a 4.0 scale per email 12/13		on HT list of 4 year College Acceptance 2019-2022

		No		Rosemont		recalculates to 4.0 scale not to a 10pt per email from admissions		on HT list of 4 year College Acceptance 2019-2022

		No		Stockton		states our GPA is on a 4.0 scale so no recalculatio is done per email from admissions on 12/7		on HT list of 4 year College Acceptance 2019-2022

		No		TCNJ		We do not recalculate GPA, we will take your weighted GPA provided on the transcript from the high school. 		on HT list of 4 year College Acceptance 2019-2022

		No		Thomas Jefferson		does not recalculate since our scale is 4.0. They use what is on our transcript		on HT list of 4 year College Acceptance 2019-2022

		No		UNC-Wilmington		does not recalculate		2024 Graduate applied

		No		Wake Forest		We do not recalculate GPAs - Lowell Tillett Associate Dean of Undergraduate Admissions		2024 Graduate applied here

		No		West Virginia		does NOT recalculate gpa. Uses what is on transcript per email from admissions on 12/7		on HT list of 4 year College Acceptance 2019-2022

		No		Western Illinois		Does not recalculateto a 10pt because ours is already a 4.0 scale  per email on 12/8		on HT list of 4 year College Acceptance 2019-2022

		Maybe		Chestnut Hill		said only recalculates to a 4.0 but still did after emailing back with own recalcution showing 10pt gpa

		Yes		Delaware		only recalcs to a 4.0 but has Self Report manually through SRAR so there is a workaround		2024 Graduate applied here

		Yes		Georgian Court		yes recalculates per email on 12/11		on HT list of 4 year College Acceptance 2019-2022

		Yes		Kean		"policy is to use the unweighted average on a 4.00 scale as so many high schools have different grading systems.   We look at the student's college prep courses to determine their recalculated unweighted gpa" - Keri Brozyna, MBA | Admissions Counselor		2024 Graduate applied here

		Yes		Manhattan		they do own recalculation per email on 12/7

		Yes		Mercyhurst		Yes, we do recalculate into a universal 4.0 GPA scale. So for the 92%, it actually calculates into a 3.7, which is an "A". 

		Yes		Monmouth		determine if they follow our grading scale and recalculate if needed so that all applicant are receiving a fair chance at admission. ROWAN ELRAIS - Admissions Counselor

		Yes		Pitt		only recalcs to a 4.0 but has Self Report manually through SRAR so there is a workaround

		Yes		Rowan		recalculates per email on 12/8 based on % grade that was added to our transcript before that was not being recalculated

		Yes		Rutgers Camden		only recalcs to a 4.0 but has Self Report manually through SRAR so there is a workaround		email 11/9/2023 from admissions to Jerry

		Yes		Rutgers New Brunswick		only recalcs to a 4.0 but has Self Report manually through SRAR so there is a workaround		email 11/9/2023 from admissions to Jerry

		Yes		Salisbury		recalculates based on number grade per email 12/8 from Alyssa Leventer Admissions and merit money is based on gpa so glad we added %

		Maybe		Syracuse		Maybe - converts to UNWEIGHTED 4.0 scale as needed. Need clarification on this one

		no response		East Stroudsburg				on HT list of 4 year College Acceptance 2019-2022

		no response		Georgetown				on HT list of 4 year College Acceptance 2019-2022

		no response		LaSalle				on HT list of 4 year College Acceptance 2019-2022

		no response		Loyola				on HT list of 4 year College Acceptance 2019-2022

		no response		Millersville				on HT list of 4 year College Acceptance 2019-2022

		no response		New Hampshire				on HT list of 4 year College Acceptance 2019-2022

		no response		Penn State

		no response		Richmond

		no response		Roanoke College				on HT list of 4 year College Acceptance 2019-2022

		no response		Shippensburg				on HT list of 4 year College Acceptance 2019-2022

		no response		Slippery Rock

		no response		St. Joes				on HT list of 4 year College Acceptance 2019-2022

		no response		Stevens Institute of Tech				on HT list of 4 year College Acceptance 2019-2022

		no response		Temple				on HT list of 4 year College Acceptance 2019-2022

		no response		Villanova				on HT list of 4 year College Acceptance 2019-2022
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Common Data Set DATA.xlsx
Notes

		Used Haddon Township acceptance list 2019-2022

		Used Common Data Set. Groups into 4 categories: Very Important, Important, Considered, Not Considered

		Found the Common Data set for 102 of these schools.

		GPA - 97 out of 102 define GPA as Very Important

		Rank - 24 out of 102 define Rank as Very Important

				20 out of 102 define it as Not Considered





Summary

		2018-2022 HT Grads

						GPA										Rank

		College				Very Important		Important		Considered		Not Considered				Very Important		Important		Considered		Not Considered				Links



		Alabama				x												x								CDS 2022-23 FINAL.pdf (ua.edu)

		American University				x																x				cds_2022-2023_american-university-2.pdf

		Arcadia				x												x								common-data-set-2018-2019-report.pdf (arcadia.edu)

		Arizona State				x										x										CDS-2022-23-Campus-Immersion.pdf (asu.edu)

		Bloomsburg				x										x										cds2020-2021-inst-research (bloomu.edu)

		Boston College				x												x								Boston_College_CDS_2021-2022_Final.pdf (bc.edu)

		Boston University				x												x								CDS.xlsx (bu.edu)

		Brown				x										x										CDS_2022_2023.pdf (brown.edu)

		Butler				x														x						Copy of CDS_UNL_2023_2024 (1).xlsx (butler.edu)

		California - San Diego				x														x						https://ir.ucsd.edu/stats/undergrad/UCSD-CDS_2022-20232.pdf

		California - Santa Cruz				x																x				https://mediafiles.ucsc.edu/iraps/common-data-set/common-data-set-2022-23.pdf

		Chestnut Hill				x																x				https://www.collegedata.com/college-search/Chestnut-Hill-College/admission

		Clemson				x										x										CDS_2022-2023 Clemson Complete 071223.pdf

		Coastal Carolina				x												x								https://edit.coastal.edu/media/2015ccuwebsite/contentassets/documents/iraa/commondatasets/cdsf20.pdf

		College of Charleston				x												x								CDS_2023_2024_workingcopy.xlsx (cofc.edu)

		Connecticut				x										x										CDS_2022_2023_Website.pdf (uconn.edu)

		Delaware				x														x						https://bpb-us-w2.wpmucdn.com/sites.udel.edu/dist/e/2019/files/2023/07/CDS2223_UDelaware-07102023.pdf

		DePaul				x												x								CDS_2022-2023_Working Copy_Without ACT scores.xlsx (depaul.edu)

		DeSales				x												x								Common Data Set 2022-2023 (desales.edu)

		Drexel				x										x										https://drexel.edu/institutionalresearch/~/media/Drexel/Provost-Group/InstitutionalResearch/Documents/Factbook/CDS_2023_2024.pdf

		Duquesne				x												x								CDS_2022-2023 working copy.xlsx (duq.edu)

		East Carolina				x												x								https://ipar.ecu.edu/wp-content/pv-uploads/sites/130/2019/10/CDS_2022-2023-2_final_7.18.2023.pdf

		East Stroudsburg				x										x										CDS201718EA.xlsx (esu.edu)

		Eastern University				x														x						https://www.eastern.edu/sites/default/files/inline-files/2020_CDS_0.pdf

		Fairfield University				x														x						CDS 2023.24 FINAL_2.12.24.xlsx (fairfield.edu)

		Flagler College of St. Augustine				x																x				CDS_2022-2023.pdf (flagler.edu)

		Florida Atlantic				x										x										cds-2023-2024.xlsx (fau.edu)

		Florida Gulf Coast				x														x						Common Data Set 2022-2023 (fgcu.edu)

		Fordham				x														x						CDS 22-23 Fordham University FINAL.xlsx (sharepoint.com)

		Franklin & Marshall				x										x										CDS 2022-23.pdf - Google Drive

		George Mason				x																x				Common Data Set - Office of Institutional Effectiveness and Planning (gmu.edu)

		George Washington				x																x				CDS_2022-2023.xlsx (gwu.edu)

		Georgetown				x										x										CDS_2022-2023.pdf | Powered by Box

		Gettsyburg				x												x								Common Data Set 2022-2023 (gettysburg.edu)

		Harvard								x										x						CDS_2022-2023 OIRA_final (bpb-us-e1.wpmucdn.com)

		Hofstra				x										x										Common Data Set File: 2022-2023 by Hofstra University - Issuu

		Immaculata				x												x								CDS_2022-2023 Immaculta University WORKING.xlsx (immaculata.edu)

		Indiana University-Bloomington				x										x										cds: Apps: Institutional Analytics: Indiana University (iu.edu)

		Iowa State University				x														x						CDS_2022-2023.pdf (iastate.edu)

		Ithaca 				x														x						AIR Public Documents - Ithaca_College_CDS_2023-24.pdf - All Documents (sharepoint.com)

		Jacksonville University				x										x										CDS2022-2023PDF.pdf (ju.edu)

		James Madison				x																x				Common Data Elements: (jmu.edu)

		Juniata College				x														x						Common Data Elements: (juniata.edu)

		Kentucky				x														x						CDS_2022-2023 04052023 FINAL.pdf (uky.edu)

		Lafayette				x										x										CDS2023-2024.pdf (lafayette.edu)

		Lehigh				x												x								Common Data Set | Office of Institutional Data (OID) (lehigh.edu)

		Louisiana State University (LSU)				x														x						LSU_CDS_2022-2023.xlsx

		Loyola Maryland				x																x				CDS_2023-2024_v1_posted-20231205.docx (live.com)

		Loyola New Orleans				x														x						cds_all.pdf (loyno.edu)

		Lynchburg				x																x				common-data-set-2022-2023.pdf (lynchburg.edu)

		Main				x										x										UM - OnlineDocs - UMaine CDS PDF 2023-24.pdf - All Documents (sharepoint.com)

		Manhattan College				x										x										Common Data Elements: (manhattan.edu)

		Marist College				x														x						commondataset-ir (marist.edu)

		Maryland				x												x								CDS_2022-2023.xlsx (live.com)

		Messiah University				x												x								CDS_UNL_2023_2024.xlsx (messiah.edu)

		Millersville				x										x										cds_2022-2023_final_redacted_03-31-2023.pdf (millersville.edu)

		Minnesota				x										x										Common Data Elements: (umn.edu)

		Montclair State University				x														x						CDS 2023-2024.xlsx (montclair.edu)

		Moravian 						x										x								https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/17R1-1jaRPiK_LemniXz-os2hHSiLiit6/edit#gid=1009739665

		Mount Saint Mary's				x														x						common-data-set-2020-2021.pdf (msmary.edu)

		Muhlenberg				x														x						Muhlenberg_CDS_2022-2023 Final.xlsx (live.com)

		NC State				x										x										CDS_2022-23.v2.pdf (ncsu.edu)

		New Hampshire				x														x						UNH IR&A - CDS_2022-2023.pdf - All Documents (sharepoint.com)

		Notre Dame						x										x								notre dame common data set - Search (bing.com)

		Penn  				x												x								UPenn-Common-Data-Set-2022-23-Jul-2023.pdf | Powered by Box

		Penn State				x																x				CDS_2022-2023_University-Park_Final.pdf (bpb-us-e1.wpmucdn.com)

		Pitt				x														x						2023-2024 Common Data Set Pgh Campus.xlsx (pitt.edu)

		Princeton				x										x										CDS_2022-2023.pdf (princeton.edu)

		Providence				x														x						cds-2022-23.pdf (providence.edu)

		Purdue				x														x						Purdue University Main Campus Common Data Set 2023-24

		Ramapo				x														x						CDS 2023_2024_Final_.xlsx (ramapo.edu)

		Rhode Island				x														x						URI_CDS_2022-2023Final.xlsx

		Rochester				x														x						University of Rochester Common Data Set - Office of the Provost

		Rosemont				x												x								CDS_2016-2017.xls (rosemont.edu)

		Rowan				x																x				cds-2022-2023.pdf (rowan.edu)

		Rutgers - Camden				x												x								Camden CDS_2021-2022_Final V1.pdf (rutgers.edu)

		Rutgers - New Brunswick				x														x						New Brunswick CDS_2022-2023__Final.xlsx (rutgers.edu)

		Saint Joe's				x										x										SJU Common Data Set - 2015-2016.pdf

		Scranton				x										x										2023-2024-cds.pdf (scranton.edu)

		Shippensburg				x												x								cds_2021-2022_website.pdf (ship.edu)

		South Carolina				x												x								cds_2022-2023.pdf (sc.edu)

		Stevens Insitute of Tech				x														x						CDS_2022-2023_Completed_071123.pdf (stevens.edu)

		Stockton				x																x				Stockton_University_CDS_2022-2023.pdf

		Stony Brook				x														x						CDS_2012-2013_revised_6_2_2015.xls (stonybrook.edu)

		Susquehanna				x												x								Common Data Set 2021-22- for publication (susqu.edu)

		Syracuse				x										x										Common Data Elements: (syr.edu)

		TCNJ								x						x										CDS_2022-2023 WORKING 3-15-23.xlsx (tcnj.edu)

		Temple				x																x				2020-2021_common.pdf (temple.edu)

		Tennessee				x																x				CDS_2022-2023.xlsx (utk.edu)

		Thomas Jefferson				x														x						Common Data Set (jefferson.edu)

		Towson				x												x								Common Data Set | Towson University

		UNC-Charlotte				x																x				CDS_2022-2023.xlsx (live.com)

		Ursinus				x												x								common-data-set-2021-22.xlsx (live.com)

		Vermont						x														x				CDS2223.pdf (uvm.edu)

		Villanova				x														x						CDS_2022-2023_v1.pdf (villanova.edu)

		Virginia Polytechnic				x																x				Common Data Elements: (vt.edu)

		West Chester				x														x						CDS_2022-2023_Final for web.pdf (wcupa.edu)

		West Virginia				x																x				Reports and Resources | Institutional Research | West Virginia University (wvu.edu)

		Western Illinois				x																x				CDS_2023-2024.pdf - Google Drive

		Widener				x														x						Widener_Common-Data-Set_20-21.pdf

		Willaim Paterson				x																x				CDS_2021-2022r.pdf (wpunj.edu)

		Wisconsin				x														x						CDS_2022-2023.pdf | Powered by Box



https://uoia.asu.edu/sites/default/files/2023-04/CDS-2022-23-Campus-Immersion.pdfhttps://ir.ucsd.edu/stats/undergrad/UCSD-CDS_2022-20232.pdfhttps://www.widener.edu/sites/default/files/2021-03/Widener_Common-Data-Set_20-21.pdfhttps://www.wpunj.edu/institutional-effectiveness/commondataset/CDS_2021-2022r.pdfhttps://uwmadison.app.box.com/s/1156jfkw8rmecrcqdowokza5jd08ltlahttps://mediafiles.ucsc.edu/iraps/common-data-set/common-data-set-2022-23.pdfhttps://www.collegedata.com/college-search/Chestnut-Hill-College/admissionfile:///C:/Users/mccarje/Downloads/CDS_2022-2023%20Clemson%20Complete%20071223.pdfhttps://edit.coastal.edu/media/2015ccuwebsite/contentassets/documents/iraa/commondatasets/cdsf20.pdfhttps://institutional-research.cofc.edu/docs/common-data-set/2023-24/sectionc2023.pdfhttps://bpir.uconn.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/3452/2023/07/CDS_2022_2023_Website.pdfhttps://bpb-us-w2.wpmucdn.com/sites.udel.edu/dist/e/2019/files/2023/07/CDS2223_UDelaware-07102023.pdfhttps://irma.depaul.edu/cds/2022/2022CDS_C.pdfhttps://www.desales.edu/docs/default-source/consumer-information/common-data-set-2022-2023.pdf?sfvrsn=7e60a623_2https://www.arcadia.edu/wp-content/uploads/2022/09/common-data-set-2018-2019-report.pdfhttps://drexel.edu/institutionalresearch/~/media/Drexel/Provost-Group/InstitutionalResearch/Documents/Factbook/CDS_2023_2024.pdfhttps://www.duq.edu/documents/institutionalresearch/cds-2022-2023.pdfhttps://ipar.ecu.edu/wp-content/pv-uploads/sites/130/2019/10/CDS_2022-2023-2_final_7.18.2023.pdfhttps://www.esu.edu/institutional-research/documents/21-22/CDS201718EA.pdfhttps://www.eastern.edu/sites/default/files/inline-files/2020_CDS_0.pdfhttps://www.fairfield.edu/files/documents/about/leadership-offices/departments/institutional-research/1303317938_about_leadership_dept_institutional-research_common-data-sheet-2023-24_02142024.pdfhttps://www.flagler.edu/sites/default/files/t4/media/documents/offices/institutional-research-and-effectiveness/CDS_2022-2023.pdfhttps://www.fau.edu/iea/documents/pdf/cds/cds-2023-2024.pdfhttps://www.fgcu.edu/planning/institutionalresearch/files/cds-2022-2023-ada.pdfhttps://fordhamit-my.sharepoint.com/:x:/g/personal/oira_fordham_edu/EaNsaFziYNxIo9xCmZrl7k0BWe3l0kdKorvjJUl7JxlwPg?rtime=lH_RrQgy3Eghttps://www.american.edu/provost/oira/upload/cds_2022-2023_american-university-2.pdfhttps://drive.google.com/file/d/1sh-F2DsgWcPUy2DRIEm8JPRjLTHVUxUk/viewhttps://oiep.gmu.edu/resources/common-data-set/https://irp.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs6056/files/2023-09/cds_2022-2023_0.pdfhttps://georgetown.app.box.com/s/v9kfgo65p6hy1o3pxc3v2ddsvwxcwksvhttps://www.gettysburg.edu/offices/institutional-analysis/pdfs/2023/2022-23cds-final.pdfhttps://bpb-us-e1.wpmucdn.com/sites.harvard.edu/dist/6/210/files/2023/06/harvard_cds_2022-2023.pdfhttps://issuu.com/hofstra/docs/cds2022-2023_web_final?fr=sNDljYjU4NDQ4MjYhttps://www.immaculata.edu/wp-content/uploads/2023/08/Common-Data-Set-2022-2023-Immaculata-University.pdfhttps://iuia.iu.edu/apps/cds/?campus=Bloomington&section=C.+First-Time%2C+%28Freshman%29+Admission&year=https://www.ir.iastate.edu/sites/default/files/PDF's/CDS_2022-2023.pdfhttps://oira.ua.edu/d/sites/all/files/reports23/CDS%202022-23%20FINAL.pdfhttps://ithacaedu.sharepoint.com/sites/AIRPublicDocuments/Shared%20Documents/Forms/AllItems.aspx?id=%2Fsites%2FAIRPublicDocuments%2FShared%20Documents%2FCommon%20Data%20Set%2FIthaca%5FCollege%5FCDS%5F2023%2D24%2Epdf&parent=%2Fsites%2FAIRPublicDocuments%2FShared%20Documents%2FCommon%20Data%20Set&p=true&ga=1https://www.ju.edu/analyticsandplanning/institutionalresearch/CDS2022-2023PDF.pdfhttps://www.jmu.edu/pair/ir/research/cds/cds2023/cds-2023c.pdfhttps://www.juniata.edu/offices/research/media/CDS_2022-2023.pdfhttps://www.uky.edu/irads/sites/www.uky.edu.irads/files/common_data_set/CDS_2022-2023%2004052023%20FINAL.pdfhttps://oir.lafayette.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/196/2024/02/CDS2023-2024.pdfhttps://data.lehigh.edu/common-data-sethttps://www.lsu.edu/data/common-data-set/2022/3_2223_admissions.pdfhttps://view.officeapps.live.com/op/view.aspx?src=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.loyola.edu%2F_media%2Fdepartment%2Finstitutional-research%2Fdocuments%2Fcds%2FCDS_2023-2024_v1_posted-20231205.docx&wdOrigin=BROWSELINKhttps://academicaffairs.loyno.edu/sites/default/files/cds_all.pdfhttps://www.bloomu.edu/documents/cds2020-2021-inst-researchhttps://lynchburg.edu/wp-content/uploads/general/common-data-set-2022-2023.pdfhttps://umainesystem.sharepoint.com/sites/UM-OnlineDocs/Shared%20Documents/Forms/AllItems.aspx?id=%2Fsites%2FUM%2DOnlineDocs%2FShared%20Documents%2FOIRA%2FInstitutional%20Research%2FCDS%2FUMaine%20CDS%20PDF%202023%2D24%2Epdf&parent=%2Fsites%2FUM%2DOnlineDocs%2FShared%20Documents%2FOIRA%2FInstitutional%20Research%2FCDS&p=true&ga=1https://content.manhattan.edu/oie/cds_2015_2016_final.pdfhttps://www.marist.edu/documents/d/guest/commondataset-irhttps://view.officeapps.live.com/op/view.aspx?src=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.irpa.umd.edu%2FInstitutionalData%2FCommonDataSet%2FCDS_2022-2023.xlsx%3F&wdOrigin=BROWSELINKhttps://www.messiah.edu/download/downloads/id/12174/CDS_UNL_2023_2024.pdfhttps://www.millersville.edu/iea/ir/cds_2022-2023_final_redacted_03-31-2023.pdfhttps://idr.umn.edu/sites/idr.umn.edu/files/cds_2023_2024_tc.pdfhttps://irdata.montclair.edu/institutionalresearch/CDS/CDS%202023-2024.pdfhttps://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/17R1-1jaRPiK_LemniXz-os2hHSiLiit6/edithttps://www.bu.edu/asir/files/2023/03/cds-2023.pdfhttps://msmary.edu/consumer-information/files/common-data-set-2020-2021.pdfhttps://view.officeapps.live.com/op/view.aspx?src=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.muhlenberg.edu%2Fmedia%2Fcontentassets%2Fpdf%2Fabout%2Fir%2FMuhlenberg_CDS_2022-2023%2520Final.xlsx&wdOrigin=BROWSELINKhttps://report.isa.ncsu.edu/ir/cds/pdfs/CDS_2022-23.v2.pdfhttps://universitysystemnh.sharepoint.com/teams/m365-UNH_IRA/0%20%20IRA%20Internal/Forms/AllItems.aspx?id=%2Fteams%2Fm365%2DUNH%5FIRA%2F0%20%20IRA%20Internal%2FCommon%20Data%20Set%2F2022%2D2023%2FPosted%20to%20website%2FCDS%5F2022%2D2023%2Epdf&parent=%2Fteams%2Fm365%2DUNH%5FIRA%2F0%20%20IRA%20Internal%2FCommon%20Data%20Set%2F2022%2D2023%2FPosted%20to%20website&p=true&ga=1https://www.bing.com/search?q=notre+dame+common+data+set&qs=n&form=QBRE&sp=-1&lq=0&pq=notre+dame+common+data+set&sc=7-26&sk=&cvid=DEC8DA7E9E6F4B30AB7E093B0783D86D&ghsh=0&ghacc=0&ghpl=https://upenn.app.box.com/s/75jr7yip7279rcsfic0946o1pkr8okrthttps://bpb-us-e1.wpmucdn.com/sites.psu.edu/dist/d/114442/files/2023/07/CDS_2022-2023_University-Park_Final.pdfhttps://www.ir.pitt.edu/sites/default/files/assets/2023-2024%20Common%20Data%20Set%20Pgh%20Campus_6.pdfhttps://registrar.princeton.edu/sites/g/files/toruqf136/files/documents/CDS_2022-2023.pdfhttps://academic-affairs.providence.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/14/2023/03/cds-2022-23.pdfhttps://www.bc.edu/content/dam/bc1/offices/irp/ir/cds/Boston_College_CDS_2021-2022_Final.pdfhttps://www.ramapo.edu/ir/wp-content/uploads/sites/52/2024/02/CDS-2023_2024_Final-1.pdfhttps://web.uri.edu/provost/wp-content/uploads/sites/276/URI_CDS_2022-2023Final.pdfhttps://www.purdue.edu/idata/documents/CDS/CDS_2023_2024.pdfhttps://www.rochester.edu/provost/university-data/about-institutional-research/university-of-rochester-common-data-set/https://www.rosemont.edu/_resources/site-pdfs/registrar/ir/cds_2016-2017.pdfhttps://irt.rowan.edu/_docs/asa/cds-2022-2023.pdfhttps://oirap.rutgers.edu/CDS/2021/Camden%20CDS_2021-2022_Final%20V1.pdfhttps://oirap.rutgers.edu/CDS/2022/New%20Brunswick%20CDS_2022-2023__Final.pdfhttps://sites.sju.edu/academicadmin/files/2017/01/SJU-Common-Data-Set-2015-2016-Part-One.pdfhttps://www.scranton.edu/pir/institutional-research/institutional-research-reports/2023-2024-cds.pdfhttps://oir.brown.edu/sites/default/files/2020-04/CDS_2022_2023.pdfhttps://www.ship.edu/globalassets/irp/cds_2021-2022_website.pdfhttp://oiraa.dw.sc.edu/cds/cds2022/cds_2022-2023.pdfhttps://assets.stevens.edu/mviowpldu823/6RB0sz4mZy2EHJWVa43LSm/284ef1341b530838b9069781360db1cd/CDS_2022-2023_Completed_071123.pdfhttps://stockton.edu/institutional-research/documents/analyses-reports/Stockton_University_CDS_2022-2023.pdfhttps://www.stonybrook.edu/commcms/irpe/fact_book/common_data_set/_files/CDS_2012-2013_revised_6_2_2015.pdfhttps://www.susqu.edu/live/files/683-common-data-set-2021-22-for-publicationpdfhttps://institutionalresearch.syr.edu/wp-content/uploads/2024/02/syracuse_university_cds_2023-2024.pdfhttps://ira.tcnj.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/322/2023/03/CDS-2022_2023-FINAL-1.pdfhttps://www.temple.edu/sites/www/files/2020-2021_common.pdfhttps://irsa.utk.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/107/2023/07/CDS_2022-2023_Full.pdfhttps://www.butler.edu/academics/wp-content/uploads/sites/3/2024/02/CDS_UNL_2023_2024-C.pdfhttps://www.jefferson.edu/east-falls/institutional-research-and-planning/common-data-set.htmlhttps://www.towson.edu/ir/commondataset.htmlhttps://view.officeapps.live.com/op/view.aspx?src=https%3A%2F%2Fir.charlotte.edu%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2Fsites%2F871%2F2023%2F11%2FCDS_2022-2023.xlsx&wdOrigin=BROWSELINKhttps://view.officeapps.live.com/op/view.aspx?src=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.ursinus.edu%2Flive%2Ffiles%2F4447-common-data-set-2021-22&wdOrigin=BROWSELINKhttps://www.uvm.edu/sites/default/files/UVM-Office-of-Institutional-Research-and-Assessment/CDS2223.pdfhttps://www1.villanova.edu/dam/villanova/provost/decision_support/CDS_2022-2023_v1.pdfhttps://aie.vt.edu/content/dam/aie_vt_edu/common-data-set/23-24/CDS_2023-2024.pdfhttps://www.wcupa.edu/deputy-provost/institutionalResearch/documents/CDS_2022-2023_Final%20for%20web.pdfhttps://institutionalresearch.wvu.edu/institutional-research/reports-resources-and-formshttps://drive.google.com/file/d/1_Nbpky2zyShgYHNPbhhk_lG3wp5hrGzi/view
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						GPA										Rank

		College				Very Important		Important		Considered		Not Considered				Very Important		Important		Considered		Not Considered



		Alabama				x												x

		American University				x																x

		Arcadia				x												x

		Arizona State				x										x

		Bloomsburg				x										x

		Boston College				x												x

		Boston University				x												x

		Brown				x										x

		Butler				x														x

		California - San Diego				x														x

		California - Santa Cruz				x																x

		Chestnut Hill				x																x

		Clemson				x										x

		Coastal Carolina				x												x

		College of Charleston				x												x

		Connecticut				x										x

		Delaware				x														x

		DePaul				x												x

		DeSales				x												x

		Drexel				x										x

		Duquesne				x												x

		East Carolina				x												x

		East Stroudsburg				x										x

		Eastern University				x														x

		Fairfield University				x														x

		Flagler College of St. Augustine				x																x

		Florida Atlantic				x										x

		Florida Gulf Coast				x														x

		Fordham				x														x

		Franklin & Marshall				x										x

		George Mason				x																x

		George Washington				x																x

		Georgetown				x										x

		Gettsyburg				x												x

		Harvard								x										x

		Hofstra				x										x

		Immaculata				x												x

		Indiana University-Bloomington				x										x

		Iowa State University				x														x

		Ithaca 				x														x

		Jacksonville University				x										x

		James Madison				x																x

		Juniata College				x														x

		Kentucky				x														x

		Lafayette				x										x

		Lehigh				x												x

		Louisiana State University (LSU)				x														x

		Loyola Maryland				x																x

		Loyola New Orleans				x														x

		Lynchburg				x																x

		Main				x										x

		Manhattan College				x										x

		Marist College				x														x

		Maryland				x												x

		Messiah University				x												x

		Millersville				x										x

		Minnesota				x										x

		Montclair State University				x														x

		Moravian 						x										x

		Mount Saint Mary's				x														x

		Muhlenberg				x														x

		NC State				x										x

		New Hampshire				x														x

		Notre Dame						x										x

		Penn  				x												x

		Penn State				x																x

		Pitt				x														x

		Princeton				x										x

		Providence				x														x

		Purdue				x														x

		Ramapo				x														x

		Rhode Island				x														x

		Rochester				x														x

		Rosemont				x												x

		Rowan				x																x

		Rutgers - Camden				x												x

		Rutgers - New Brunswick				x														x

		Saint Joe's				x										x

		Scranton				x										x

		Shippensburg				x												x

		South Carolina				x												x

		Stevens Insitute of Tech				x														x

		Stockton				x																x

		Stony Brook				x														x

		Susquehanna				x												x

		Syracuse				x										x

		TCNJ								x						x

		Temple				x																x

		Tennessee				x																x

		Thomas Jefferson				x														x

		Towson				x												x

		UNC-Charlotte				x																x

		Ursinus				x												x

		Vermont						x														x

		Villanova				x														x

		Virginia Polytechnic				x																x

		West Chester				x														x

		West Virginia				x																x

		Western Illinois				x																x

		Widener				x														x

		Willaim Paterson				x																x

		Wisconsin				x														x
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Couldn't Find

		Albright College

		Catholic

		Drew		can't access

		ETSU		too old		Common Data Elements: (etsu.edu)

		Emerson College

		Fairleigh Dickinson University - Florham

		Felician University

		Frostburg State University		part we need is not filled in

		Georgian Court

		High Point

		Kean University

		Kings College

		La Salle

		Lebanon Valley College

		Liberty

		McDaniel College

		Monmouth

		New Haven

		NJIT

		Rider

		Roanoke

		Sacred Heart

		Salisbury

		Seton Hall

		Stevenson

		Tampa

		Washington College

		York College of Penn



https://www.etsu.edu/provost/pds/ir/documents/cds2010_2011-3.pdf



1


2


3


4


5


6


7


8


9


A


B


C


D


E


Used Haddon Township acceptance list 2019-2022


Used Common Data Set. Groups into 4 categories: Very Important, Important, Considered, Not Considered


Found the Common Data set for 102 of these schools.


GPA


 - 97 out of 102 define GPA as Very Important


Rank


 - 24 out of 102 define Rank as Very Important


20 out of 102 define it as Not Considered
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RCBC PLACEMENT CHART ENGLISH 
RCBC uses Multiple Measures to determine the most appropriate placement for all entering 
students. Multiple Measures include factors such as high school coursework, high school 
GPA, highest level of coursework completed and standardized test scores including SAT, 
ACT, PARCC, ASVAB and ALEKS placement tests. Students found to be college-ready based 
on a holistic review of measures will be placed into college-level courses. 


Guidance for students currently enrolled in high school 
Students who have completed a college preparatory* junior level English course with a C- or better 
will reference the frst section of the below chart. 
Students who have completed a college prep* junior level English course with a grade lower than a 
C- must complete an English Placement Assessment. 
*College preparatory courses are defned by individual school districts, but do not include
  basic skills level English or English as a Second Language (ESL) / bi-lingual. 


Currently Enrolled in High School 


Cumulative GPA (4.0 scale) and Junior Year High 
School Course Completion 


RCBC Course Placement 


3.0 or above and completed a college preparatory* 
junior level English course with a C- or better English 101 


2.0 - 2.9 and completed a college preparatory* 
junior level English course with a C- or better English 101 & English 080 


Less than 2.0 and completed a college 
preparatory* junior level English course with 


a C- or better 
English 060 


Additional Notes: 
*College preparatory courses are defned by individual 


school districts, but do not include basic skills level English or 
English as a Second Language (ESL) / bi-lingual coursework. 


Additional Notes: 
Standardized placement test is available 
for any student seeking to challenge their 


placement. 


Graduation from high school within last 5 years (2016 - 2020) 


Cumulative GPA (4.0 scale, unweighted) RCBC Course Placement 


3.0 and above English 101 


2.0 - 2.9 English 101 & English 080 


Less than 2.0 English 060 


*Students for whom the above criteria can not be used should consult with an Admissions or Advising 
staf member to receive instructions for completing an essay through RCBC’s Blackboard system. 


Graduation from high school within last 10 years (2011 - 2015) 


Cumulative GPA (4.0 scale, unweighted) RCBC Course Placement 


3.3 and above English 101 


2.3 - 3.2 English 101 & English 080 


Less than 2.3 English 060 


Graduation from high school within last 15 years (2006 - 2010) 


Cumulative GPA (4.0 scale, unweighted) RCBC Course Placement 


3.5 and above English 101 


2.7 - 3.4 English 101 & English 080 


Less than 2.7 English 060 


Standardized Test Scores: 
• SAT 


• Evidenced Based Reading and Writing Score- 450 or higher 
• ACT 


• Reading Score- 23 or higher 
• PARCC/NJSLA 


• English Language Arts/Literacy Grade 11 Exam 
- Minimum score of 740 (Level 4) or higher 


• ASVAB 
- Combined score of 65 or higher 


Efective 2.1.21 







  
    
 
   
 
   
  
 
  


 


  


 


  


 


 


  
 


 


  
 


 


   


 


RCBC PLACEMENT CHART MATH 
RCBC uses Multiple Measures to determine the most appropriate Mathematics placement 
for all entering students. Multiple Measures include factors such as high school coursework, 
high school GPA, highest level of coursework completed and standardized test scores 
including SAT, ACT, PARCC, ASVAB and ALEKS placement tests. Students found to be 
college-ready based on a holistic review of measures will be placed into college-level courses. 
Multiple Measures: Transcript must be no older than 2016 in order to use the chart below: 


Highest H.S. 
Math 


Math 
Grade 


Cumulative GPA 
(Unweighted) 


RCBC Course Placement 


Algebra 1 Any other combination of 
grade and GPA MTH 055 (Pre-Algebra) 


Algebra 1 ≥80 / B ≥3.0 MTH 075 (Elementary Algebra) 


Algebra 2 Any other combination of 
grade and GPA MTH 075 (Elementary Algebra) 


Algebra 2 ≥80 / B ≥3.0 
MTH 012/112 (College Algebra with clinic), 


MTH 107 (Introduction to Statistics) or 
MTH 113 (Modern College Math) 


Geometry Any other combination of 
grade and GPA MTH 075 (Elementary Algebra) 


Geometry ≥80 / B ≥3.0 
MTH 012/112 (College Algebra with clinic), 


MTH 107 (Introduction to Statistics) or 
MTH 113 (Modern College Math) 


Trigonometry Any other combination of 
grade and GPA MTH 112 (College Algebra) 


Trigonometry ≥80 / B ≥3.0 MTH 030/130 
(PreCalculus w/ clinic) 


PreCalculus Any other combination of 
grade and GPA 


MTH 112 (College Algebra) or 
MTH 130/030 (PreCalculus with clinic) 


PreCalculus ≥80 / B ≥3.0 MTH 130 (PreCalculus) 


Calculus Any other combination of 
grade and GPA MTH 130 (PreCalculus) 


Calculus ≥80 / B ≥3.0 MTH 118 (Calculus I) 


*Students for whom the above criteria can not be used should consult with an Admissions or Advising staf member to 
receive instructions for completing the ALEKS placement exam. 


**Reference the highest math grade that satisfes the ≥80 / B and ≥3.0. 


Standardized Test Scores: 
• SAT 


• Math- 500 or higher 
• ACT 


• Math Score- 20 or higher 
• PARCC/NJSLA 


• Algebra II Exam 
- minimum score of 740 (Level 4) or higher 


• ASVAB 
Combined score of 65 or higher 


Legend: 
≥ = equal or greater than 
> = greater than 
≤ = equal or less than 
< = less than 


• IF a student would like to challenge their placement, 
they can take ALEKS. 


• IF transcript is more than 5 yrs old (2015 and older), 
they should take ALEKS. 


• IF transcript is from a foreign institution, they should 
take ALEKS. 


Efective 2.1.21 
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Virginia Grading Scales 
 


Summary: 
 
The Salem City School Administration is aware that recent changes to the grading 
scales in Roanoke City and most recently Roanoke County, where both Divisions 
approved a 10 point scale, have generated some questions about the Salem City 
Schools’ Grade Scale.  Salem currently uses the following grade scale; 94-100=A, 87-
93=B, 79-86=C and 70-78=D.  In most cases this is referred to as a 6 point scale due to 
the range associated with earning an “A”.  This is the most commonly used grade scaled 
in the Commonwealth, where 47 (36%) school divisions use this configuration.  The 
second most popular grade scale is a 7 point scale where numeric grades between 93 
and 100 are awarded an “A”.  Thirty-nine school divisions (30%) use this scale.  Twenty-
seven school divisions (21%) use a 10 point scale where numeric grades between 90 
and 100 receive an “A”.  Of the remaining divisions, nine divisions (7%) use a 5 point 
scale, seven divisions (5%) use an 8 point scale, and one division uses a 9 point scale.  
Collectively, 79% of Virginia school divisions use a scale more rigorous than the ten 
point scale. 
 
Keep in mind that the grade scale is not the only factor that affects the GPA.  While 
Virginia mandates that schools add weight (A=5 GPA points) to advanced courses such 
International Baccalaureate and Advanced Placement Classes, local divisions can apply 
weight to additional courses as they deem appropriate, such as dual enrolled classes 
and honors classes.  Therefore, even if all Virginia Schools were to adopt a specific 
grade scale, grading discrepancies would still exist. 
 
Advocates of the 10 point scale argue that students on more rigorous scales are 
disadvantaged when applying to selective colleges due to the potential for lower GPAs.  
Admissions counselors from across the Commonwealth have weighed in on this topic, 
consistently emphasizing that a school division’s grade scale has no impact on the 
number of students admitted each fall.  Counselors are quick to point out that 
admissions decisions are based on a number of qualities that are closely scrutinized 
including but not limited to; college entrance exams (SAT & ACT), rigorous course work, 
AP/IB scores, grades, GPA, activities, special talents, the quality of the application, and 
most importantly, the historical performance of previous graduates from individual high 
schools.  
 
In addition, admissions counselors point to the fact that variances in grade scales is not 
limited to Virginia.  Only five states reportedly have a mandated grade scale.  Even in 
these states discrepancies exist due to inconsistencies in the weight applied to each 
course.  Therefore, counselors go to great lengths to become familiar with the school 
division they serve and the products that they produce.  Otherwise, it would be nearly 
impossible to evaluate and compare applicants. 
 
The following information was collected from colleagues who have investigated the 
potential impact of grade scales on college entrance.  This is a collection of comments 
from college admissions counselors directly responsible for evaluating prospective 
students from the Roanoke Valley.   
 
 
 







 
What the Colleges Say 
 
This is a list of the colleges that our students most often attend.  This list is based on 
attendance rates collected by the National Student Clearinghouse for Salem High 
School graduates from 2003-2010.  Below the list are comments provided by admissions 
representatives who serve our region.  Specifically, they were asked how they adjust for 
the different grading scales they see on applications, and to comment on the prospect of 
changing to a 10 point scale.   
 
Virginia Western   University of Virginia 
Virginia Tech    Virginia Commonwealth University 
Roanoke College    
James Madison University                
Radford University    
 
Virginia Tech:  Mildred Johnson, Director of Admissions 
 
Mrs. Johnson indicated that she had been on many panels regarding this issue, and that 
it was a waste of time to even talk about a school division changing their scale.  She 
stated emphatically that Virginia Tech and the admissions representatives that she 
works with are aware of the differing grading scales in school systems and factor that 
into the admissions process.   Their admissions process is not a “fill in the blank” rubric 
where they put in numbers and come out with a product.  They evaluate each application 
at least 3 times.  They are aware of the different grading scales, weights, quality of 
courses, and historical success of students who come from different schools in different 
school divisions.  All of these factors are taken into consideration. 
 
Roanoke College:  James Pennix, Director of Admissions 
 
Roanoke College knows the schools that we draw from.  We know the profiles of the 
schools and we know the success rates of the students we have selected in the past.  
Profiles are the best things for helping us understand a school system we are not 
familiar with….that doesn’t apply to the Roanoke Valley, because we know those 
schools intimately.  One of the things that is very telling about a school is what 
percentage of seniors go to 4-year schools…that can range from 20% to 80%.  It tells a 
lot about the quality of students in a school.  In general, we trust the schools to teach 
and the results are consistent from each school.   
 
Roanoke College recalculates each student’s GPA.  We take the weight out of AP, IB, 
dual enrolled, and Governor’s School classes.  We examine each application in the 
context of the school represented. You would be surprised.  Some out of state schools 
have 12 or 15 point scales and much more weighting than Virginia schools do.  We have 
to be able to deal with these and not be unfair to our Virginia applicants.  
 
It really doesn’t matter to us what the grading scale is.  We have experience with dealing 
with various grading scales and make that work for us just like all other colleges do.  I 
sat on discussion boards three times in Fairfax County when they were considering this 
issue of changing their scale.  I argued against it because I did not think it was 
necessary.  We trust the teachers.  An “A” is an “A”.  
 







 
JMU:  Shawn Mooney, Director of Admissions 
 
For us, it doesn’t matter what the grading scale is, because we tailor our admissions 
process to our knowledge and historical experience with the schools and school system.  
For instance, we have one person (me, in fact) who handles Southwest Virginia, and I 
am very, very familiar with the products of your schools.  I know how a candidate 
compares to past candidates from the region.   
 
As far as the impact of changing the grading scale, I think there might be a slight impact 
for the first graduating class, but after that, what we see is that teachers, students return 
to the same pattern or percentage of A’s and B’s, just like you didn’t change it.  Students 
tend to adjust and teachers adjust and an A tends to revert to the expectation that has 
always been there. 
 
If your system is looking for a different outcome for your students, that is not going to 
happen.  The competition will be the same, and the number of slots available will not 
increase.   
 
Radford:  Stephanie Nelson, Assistant Director of Admissions 
 
We look at the student in the light of what each high school has sent us in the past and 
compare their performance to the credentials of the applicant.  We have admissions 
counselors who are experts in specific areas of the state.  We know the high schools.  
We know the grading scales.   
 
University of Virginia: Greg Roberts, Dean of Admissions  
 
Changing a grading scale will not make a “lick of difference” in our review and 
acceptance process.  There is somewhat of hysteria out there about this subject and it is 
totally unwarranted.  It has caused unnecessary stress on parents and students who are 
applying to colleges.   The process for acceptance is not a formula, but a holistic 
approach that includes many components.  We are aware of schools and the differences 
they present, including scale and weighting.  Just because the GPA is higher does not 
make the student more qualified.  He pointed out that there are a number of students  
who have a 3.2 GPA that are much more qualified than other students who have  GPAs 
over a 4.0  at other schools, “we know that because of what we know about the schools 
involved and the courses taken.”  He said he was not a proponent of changing grading 
scales, though he had traveled around the state, especially in Northern Virginia with this 
topic.  He said that typically, when a school division starts to talk about this subject, it 
comes from outside the system, and not from the educators who understand how 
admissions work.  Changing the grading scale will not result in more students being 
accepted to University of Virginia. 
 
 
Virginia Commonwealth University:  Sybil Halloran, Director of Admissions 
 
First, let me say that we review each individual application by hand, and we had 16,000 
applications this past year.  We do look at the grading scales from each school system 
and we are very, very familiar with school systems in Virginia. If a school says a student 
is an “A” student, we believe that is an “A” performance in that division.  We do not have 







mass data on 6-point scales vs 10-point scales and who has gotten in, but I refer back to 
my previous statement.  An “A” is an “A”, and if the system changes the numbers for an 
“A” I suspect that it normalizes in a very short while and the percentages of “A’s” does 
not change in a system.  That does not give any advantage more than they have right 
now.  I am not a strong proponent of changing the grading scale.  I don’t think it 
accomplishes what parents might think it does.  It is important to know that even as we 
know the school systems, we also know our other schools in the Commonwealth.  We 
know what each of us expects and generally accepts, just as experienced guidance 
counselors know because of observations over time.  Colleges tend to be very 
consistent in what they expect and accept.   
 
Example 


 
 At Fairfax’s Thomas Jefferson School for Science and Technology, only 16 out of 432 


seniors in 2007 graduated with all A’s.  However, Thomas Jefferson High produced 158 
National Merit Semifinalists and had the highest average SAT score in the country.  It is 
highly unlikely that the lack of students with a 4.0 GPA impacted their college 
acceptance rate which was 99%.  Below is a list of the top ten colleges attended by 
Thomas Jefferson High School graduates from the class of 2009. 


 
University of Virginia 244 
College of William and Mary 207 
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University 161 
Carnegie Mellon University 62 
George Mason University 45 
Cornell University 40 
Duke University 39 
Virginia Commonwealth University 33 
Washington University in St. Louis 32 
James Madison University 28 
 
Policy Reference: 
 
IKFA – Grade Reporting 
IKFD – Grade Point Average and Class Rank 
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0BY DOUGLAS B. REEVES


T
HIS IS not a trick question. If you are using a
grading scale in which the numbers 4, 3, 2, 1,
and 0 correspond to grades of A, B, C, D, and F,
then what number is awarded to a student who
fails to turn in an assignment? If you responded
with a unanimous chorus of “zero,” then you may
have a great deal of company. There might be a
few people who are familiar with the research that


asserts that grading as punishment is an ineffective strategy,1 but
many of us curmudgeons want to give the miscreants who failed
to complete our assignments the punishment that they richly
deserve. No work, no credit — end of story.


Groups as diverse as the New York State United Teachers and the Thomas Ford-
ham Foundation rally around this position.2 Let us, for the sake of argument, ac-
cept the point. With the grading system described above, the failure to turn in
work would receive a zero. The four-point scale is a rational system, as the incre-
ment between each letter grade is proportionate to the increment between each
numerical grade — one point.


But the common use of the zero today is based not on a four-point scale but on
a 100-point scale. This defies logic and mathematical accuracy. On a 100-point
scale, the interval between numerical and letter grades is typically 10 points, with
the break points at 90, 80, 70, and so on. But when the grade of zero is applied
to a 100-point scale, the interval between the D and F is not 10 points but 60
points. Most state standards in mathematics require that fifth-grade students un-


DOUGLAS B. REEVES is the chairman and founder of the Center for Performance Assessment,
Boston, Mass. His most recent publications are Assessing Educational Leaders (Corwin Press, 2004)
and Accountability for Learning (Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 2004).


The Case Against the Zero
Even those who subscribe to the “punishment” theory of grading might
want to reconsider the way they use zeros, Mr. Reeves suggests.


Missing assignment: F
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derstand the principles of ratios — for example, A is
to B as 4 is to 3; D is to F as 1 is to zero. Yet the per-
sistence of the zero on a 100-point scale indicates that
many people with advanced degrees, including those
with more background in mathematics than the typ-
ical teacher, have not applied the ratio standard to their
own professional practices. To insist on the use of a
zero on a 100-point scale is to assert that work that is
not turned in deserves a penalty that is many times
more severe than that assessed for work that is done
wretchedly and is worth a D. Readers were asked ear-
lier how many points would be awarded to a student
who failed to turn in work on a grading scale of 4, 3,
2, 1, 0, but I’ll bet not a single person arrived at the
answer “minus 6.” Yet that is precisely the logic that
is employed when the zero is awarded on a 100-point
scale.


There are two issues at hand. The first, and most im-
portant, is to determine the appropriate consequence
for students who fail to complete an assignment. The
most common answer is to punish these students. Evi-
dence to the contrary notwithstanding, there is an al-
most fanatical belief that punishment through grades
will motivate students. In contrast, there are at least a
few educators experimenting with the notion that the
appropriate consequence for failing to complete an as-
signment is to require the student to complete the as-
signment. That is, students lose privileges — free time
and unstructured class or study-hall time — and are
required to complete the assignment. The price of free-
dom is proficiency, and students are motivated not by
threats of failure but by the opportunity to earn greater
freedom and discretion by completing work accurately
and on time. I know my colleagues well enough to un-
derstand that this argument will not persuade many of
them. Rewards and punishments are part of the psyche
of schools, particularly at the secondary level.


But if I concede this first point, the second issue is
much more straightforward. Even if we want to pun-
ish the little miscreants who fail to complete our assign-
ments — and I admit that on more than one occasion
with both my students and my own children, my emo-
tions have run in that direction — then what is the fair,
appropriate, and mathematically accurate punishment?
However vengeful I may feel on my worst days, I’m
fairly certain that the appropriate punishment is not the
electric chair. Even if I were to engage in a typically fact-
free debate in which my personal preference for pun-
ishment were elevated above efficacy, I would never-
theless be forced to admit that giving a zero on a 100-


point scale for missing work is a mathematical inaccur-
acy.


If I were using a four-point grading system, I could
give a zero. If I am using a 100-point system, however,
then the lowest possible grade is the numerical value
of a D, minus the same interval that separates every
other grade. In the example in which the interval be-
tween grades is 10 points and the value of D is 60,
then the mathematically accurate value of an F is 50
points. This is not — contrary to popular mythology
— “giving” students 50 points; rather, it is awarding
a punishment that fits the crime. The students failed
to turn in an assignment, so they receive a failing grade.
They are not sent to a Siberian labor camp.


There is, of course, an important difference. Sen-
tences at Siberian labor camps ultimately come to an
end, while grades of zero on a 100-point scale last for-
ever. Just two or three zeros are sufficient to cause fail-
ure for an entire semester, and just a few course failures
can lead a student to drop out of high school, incurring
a lifetime of personal and social consequences.


This issue is as emotional as anything I have encoun-
tered since the phonics versus whole language debate.
Scholars regress to the persuasive tactics of professional
wrestlers (no offense intended to wrestlers — this arti-
cle will generate enough hate mail as it is), and research
and logic are subordinated to vengeance masquerading
as high standards. Because the emotional attachment to
the zero is so strong, I have given up advocating that
50 points should represent the lowest grade. What I do
think we can do to preserve some level of sanity in our
grading system is to return to a four-point system. A’s
no longer equal 100 points, but four points. If there is
a need for greater specificity, then we can choose an in-
finite number of digits to the right of the decimal point
and thus differentiate between the 3.449 and 3.448
to our heart’s content. But at the end of the day in such
a system, the F is a zero — one point below the D. It
is fair, accurate, and, some people may believe, moti-
vational. But at least the zero on a four-point scale is
not the mathematical travesty that it is when applied to
a 100-point system.


1. Thomas R. Guskey and Jane M. Bailey, Developing Grading and Re-
porting Systems for Student Learning (Thousand Oaks, Calif.: Corwin Press,
2001).
2. Clarisse Butler, “Are Students Getting a Free Ride?,” New York Teacher,
2 June 2004, available at www.nysut.org/newyorkteacher/2003-2004/
040602grading.html; and Thomas B. Fordham Foundation, “Mini-
mum Grades, Minimum Motivation,” The Education Gadfly, 3 June
2004, available at www.edexcellence.net/foundation/gadfly/issue.cfm?id=
151#1850. K
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