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ABSTRACT

A study was conducted at Catonsville Community
College to investigate the relationship between grade received and
attendance during the fall 1971 semester. No attempt was made to
establish a cause-effect relationship. Analyses were based upon a
sample of individual grades ani percentage of atterdance as reported
by faculty. Grades analyzed totaled 9,322 (5,525 freshman and 3,797
sophomore grades), 56% of the total number of grades. Data were
analyzed for these subgroups: freshmen, sophomores, new students,
returning students, transfer students, full-time, part-time, numbers
of credits completed, and composite profiles. "Eeyond toleration"
levels were established for percentage of absences beyond which the
level of absence group's mean grade was below 2.0. The data Clearly
establish the existence of a strong relationship between attendance
and grade awarded for the population as a whole and within each
group. The degree of the relationship is highest fc~ students
completing 0-10 credits. Mean QPA's for each of the other groups rise
as the degree of the relationship lessens. Thirty-eight percent of
all F grades in the sample occurred within the absence level that
could be tolerated. Grade distribution and academic action data do
not support a hypothesis that the present attendance policy has had
an adverse effect upon grades or withdrawals. (KM)
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REPORT TO THE SENATE: ATTENDANCE STUDY

The primary purpose of the study is Fo investigate the ralationship hotweon

grade received and attendance during the Fall 1971 semoster. Since only The
fwo variables of grade and attendance are considered and other important

variables are not, no conclusions can be made as to a cause=affect relation-
ship. However, statistical analyses by various sub=groups on the baris of
common factors do produce important facts which need o be considered in any
study of the practical effects of the attendance policy.

THE SAMPLE

o

The analyses arc based upon a sample of individual grades and percentage of
attendance as reported on the forms used by faculty. The total grades reported
were 9,372 and included 5,525 freshmen and 3,797 sophomore grades. This con-
stitutes 56% of the 16,712 grades actually recorded. It is estimated +h-:
nearly 90% of the target sample are reflected in the study. The faculty are

To be commended for the care and completeness with which reports were prepared.
I't is clear that the size and representativeness of the sample establish the
study as a replication of the total population and diminishe +the need to
correct for error or bias.

THE DESIGN

The data of the study were treated in different ways. Printouts were produced
for each course, summaries of course types, divisional summaries, grade dis-
fributions, sub-groups, and statistical data. Divisional and course printouts
will be made available to divisions for their study and analysis. Other
printouts have been summarized in various tables within this report and a few
of the hundreds of prinfouts are included here +o show the data base for the
tables.

Analyses of the data were accomplished for these sub-groups: freshmen, sophomores,
new sfudents, returning students, transfer students, full-time, part-time,
numbers of credits completed, and composite profiles. Seme common factors
applied to each sub=group or combinations of them are number of cases, mean,
standard deviation, number and percentage in each attendance level category,
adjustment by omission of those with 50% or greater absence, an arbitrary
"beyond toleration level™in ferms of percentage of absences beyond which the
level of absence group mean grade was below 2.0, actual and reported grade
distribution percentages, and Chi Square value. Although not a principal
component of the study, other analyses were made, when data was available,
because of the obvious relevance to the study.



GRADE DISTRIBUT ION ANALYSES

An analysls of grade distributions for the fall semesters of 1969, 1972,

and 1971, along with distributions reflected in the study data (Table [},
adds credence to the accuracy of the study. A marked rise in the proportion
of A's may be noted for the three-year period; B's, C's and D's remained
relatively stable; and F's show a gradual rise. It should be pointed out
that the present attendance policy and 2 later withdrawal da‘te were imple=
mented after the Fall 1969 term. The drop in withdrawal proportions is to
be expected since those who now withdraw from col lege betwsen the fifth and
eleventh weeks do not appear as W grades. |+ may be observed that there

has been no significant rise in the proportion of D's or F's awarded across
The college since the impiementation of the attendance and~tenth week with-
drawal policies. Of course, comparative attendance data are not available
for previous semesters nor are grade data for the various sub=-groups included
in the study. Thus, no comparative analysis of grade distribution can be
done by sub=-groups.

ACADEMIC ACT|ON_ANALYSIS

A visual study of Table XIl, comparing academic actions of only fall

semesters for the last three years, suggests that there has been no detri-
mental effect consequent to the implementation of the present attendance

and withdrawal policies. On the contrary, there has been a consistent decrease
in negative academic actions during the three fall semesters and an increase

in positive academic actions. Although not shown on the table, negative
academic actions tend fo be slightly greater in spring semesters than in

fall semesters. Since this study focuses upon fall semesters, and since

fall and spring semesters are often viewed as having basic differences,

no spring data are included. .




THE MESSIER 5TUDY ON WITHDRAWALS

The "Study on Absence and I'ts Effects on Withdrawing Students, Fall
Semester |97]-72," by Lawrence Messier, March 9, 1972, provides additional
information concerning absence and performance. (See Appendix A)* The
study involved those students who officially withdrew from college.

The study concludes +ha+ in 62% of +he responses, wifhd#awiﬂg students did
not consider their absences from class as a factor in the decision to
withdraw. Only 10% of the students indicated poor academic achievement

a5 their chief remson for withdrawal. About one-half of this group had
absences fewer than 50% at +he time of their withdrawal. Yet, only 8% of
those who Ilsted poor academic achievement as a reason for withdrawal alse
listed absence as +he only major reason for withdrawal. The data suggest
that absence in these cases may onlv be a visible manifestation of a more °
basic reason for withdrawal. The study also indicates that the absence
rates do net vary greatly betwsen those who gave poor achievement as a
reason and those who gave other reasons.  Although numerous absence~ may
be present in nearly half of +he wi+hdraws cases, the data do not support
a conclusion which could assign absence as a cause of failura,

¥ Appendix A not included in this report.



\ GRADE-ATTENDANGE ANALYSES

Tables 11-VI represent summaries of base data for various sub-groups. The
tables include statistical analyses and an adjustment of the sample data
accompl ished by removing all grades in the 50% or more absence level.

This adjustment technique is employed to compensate for the sharp skewing
. of F's and the paucity of other grades, both of which render correlational
measlires impractical. Because there were too few cases in the absence
level categories to give confidence to the reliability of the statistical
analyses, it was necessarv to col!apse the tables.

Further, the study cannot determine whether or not the F's were awarded
consequent to discontinuance in attendance and failure to withdraw or for
unsatisfactory achievement on work attempted and evaluated. The assumption
underlying the adjustment is that most of the "50% or more" absence group
of F grades were "unofficial withdrawals."

For comparative purposes, each table is divided into an "OK level" and a
beyond toleration level." The beyond toleration level occurs at that
point on the "percant absent" scale (See Tables VIII-X1) when the attendance
group grade mean drops below 2.0. This point is established in order to
compare various subgroups in terms of the relationship between percentage
of absences and Tthe mean grade for the group. _For example, on the
"Freshmen Part-time" data shown on Table 11, %% for C grades is .00.
This indicates that the number of C's obtained is virtually what was
expected were there no difference in the distribution of absences for
studenis earning various grades. (For a more detailed explanation @f5?2§
see Appendix B).® A quick glance at Theiﬂz values of the C grades of all
freshmen point up extremely low*X* figures, particularly in relation to
other %4 values. Thus, one could conclude that there is no real difference
among freshmen who earn C grades and who have different percentages of
absence. Put more simply, there is no relationship established between
Freshman C grades and absence. (The same holds true for all other sub-
group C grades, with the single exception of students who have not vet
completed ten credit hours of study.)

* Appendix B not included in this report.



GRADE-ATTENDANCE ANALYSES (CCNT.)

Table Il describes the relationship between grades received and feval

of absence for freshmen; adjusted data were used. The folerated level

of abscences is greater for full-time freshmen than for part-time fresh-
men (20% as compared to I15%). Table XIl| also shews that full-time
freshmen have a mean QPA of 2.33, whereas part-time freshmen have a

mean QPA of .94, Thiis, not only can full-time freshmen tolerate more
absences but also carn higher grades. This may well be & function of
ability. Studerts who enfer with background deficiencies and restricted
loads are incladed in the parv-time freshmen grouping. I+ may be assumed
that a large portion of the students with deficient backgrounds are In-
cluded In the 0~10 credits completed grouping (Table 1V). Their absence
toleration level is only 10% and of this group . .° exceed the foleration
level. [t may well be this group which is lowering the part-time fresh-
men absence level. This fact suggests that this group may warrant 7
special aftention arnd that part-time freshmen data must be viewed wi+h
this group in mind. '

The percentage of full-time freshmen missing more than the tolerated
level of absences is 26%, part-time freshmen 46%, and 0-{0 credits
completed 65%. These differing percentages and differing levels of
tolerated absences must be considered in any proposed attendance require-
ments,

The’¥ 2 values for full-time, part-time, 0~10 credits completed and all
freshmen are significant beyond the .00l level. There is a significant
relationship between grades and level of absences for each of these sub-
groups.

For full-time, part-time, and all freshmen groups, the A and F grades
show the most deviance from the absence level which would be expected

it fhere were no relationship between grades and leve| of absences.
Simply stated, A students tend to miss less than expected and I students
tend to miss more than expected.

The correlation coefficienis between grades and.level of absences are
approximately the same for full-time freshmen (.40), part=fime freshmen
(.41), and all freshmen (.41). It is necessary to recall that part-
Time freshmen have a lower folerated level of absences and a lower QPA

in interpreting the correlations. The cocrelation for all students (.38)
is less than the freshmen sub-groups correlations suggesting that there
is a stronger relationship between grades received and level of absences
for the freshmen sub-groups than for alt students.



Sophomores

Sophomores sub-group data are presented in Table FHL and XEHL.  Full-time
and part-time sophomores have a toleration level of 35% absences; all
sophomores have a toleration !evel of 40% absences. Throughout the
sophomore sub-groups and total, only 7% have absences in excess of the
foleration lavel. The mean OPA of the sophemore sub-groups is 2.63-2.64;
however, the standard deviation for full-time sophomores is .88 as con-
Trasfed to 1.074 for part-time sophomores. This indicates that there is
less variability in the grades earned by full=time sophomores than part-
time sophomores. The total sophomores mean QPA is 2.64; the total fresh-
men mean QPA is 2.24. The percentage of grades reported in the tolerated
~absence levels also djffers greafly. Within the tolerated absence level,
the proportion for sophomores is 934, for all freshmen 72%, and for part-
time freshmen 54%. There may be a "weeding out" process occurring which
yields a sophomore with higher ability and a higher level of absences
which can be tolerated. Lo

The@X 2 values for each of The Sophomore sub-groups and total are significant
beyond the .001 level. The major portion of thed 2 value for each of the
sub-groups is contributed by the level of absences in the F grades column.
As for the freshmen, fewer F students fall within the tolerated absence
level, and more F students fall beyond the tolerated absence level than
would be expected if there were no relationship between grades and attend-
ance. Unlike the Freshmen students, the second mos+ important factor
contributing to thed 2 value is the distribution of absences for B grades.
More B grades fall within the tolerated absence level and fewer B grades
fall beyond the tolerated absence level than would be expected.

The correlation coefficients for the sophomore sub=groups show a wider
variation than for freshmen. The relationship between grades received

and level of absences is .29 for fyll-time sophomores, .38 for part-time
sophomores, and .30 for al] sophomores. Because the level of Tolerated
absences s the same for both full=time and part-time sophomores, the
differences in the correlations clearly point out that +here exists a
stronger relationship between grades and attendance for part-time sophomores
than full-time,

Thie sophomore correlations are nearly .10 smaller than freshmen correlations
and the tolerated absence level is more than 20% higher.



The absence-grade profile for new students (Table V) is virtuallv the
same as for freshren. The absence toleration level is the same {0-20%)
and the correlation (.4]) is within the range of correlations of all
freshmen sub-groups. Thus, conclusions which hold true for freshmen will
also apply to this sub-group. :

There is less assurance that the degree of relation between attendance

~ and grades for retfurning students (Table V) is as high as that for fresh-
men or new students (correlation coefficient = .36). However, the
toleration level (0-25%) is greater for +his group. The 22 values demon-
strate, nonetheless, that there is a significant relationship between level
of attendance and grades particularly in the F group.

The transfer student profile (Table V) reveals the least degree of relation-
ship between attendance and grades of aiy group. The absence toleration
level is quite high (0-40%). The sample is small the distribution fairly
even ana as expected, and the 2 value is lower than that for any sub-
group. Were it not for the F grades distribution of absences, there

would undoubtedly not be a significant£ 2 or correlation between grades

and atfendance for transfer students. Thus, there is little basis to
conclude that absence and grades are dependent variables for fransfer
students a3 a group., A simplified interpretation is that transfer students
seem to out=perform all other groups in spite of a higher absence toleration
level. The mw.an QPA of all transfer students (Table X111]) is 2.85, which

is mucn higher than any other sub-group,

COMPOS | TE

The relationship between grades and level of absence for all students

in the study appears as Table V|. Overall, there is a toleration

level of absences of 25%, and 829 of the grades reported fall within

this level. The X2 value was significant, indicating there is a re-
lationship between grades and absence level. The major contributions

to the k2 value came from the absence distribution of A and F grades.

Far fewer A grades appoared beyond the tolerated absence level, and

far more F grades than would be expected if there were no relationship
between grades and attendance. The resultant correlation for all students
was .39,

A comparison of selected sub-group and composite data is presented in
Table XI1l. In brief summary, the mean QPA was highest for transfer
students and lowest for students having earned 0-10 credits. The
highest percentage of tolerated absences was for part-time freshmen (15%)
and students receiving 0-10 credits (10%). The highest percentage of
passing grades (A-D) in the grade distribution bevond the tolerated
absence level was achieved by full-time sophomores (82%); the lowest
percentage was achieved by students earning 0=10 credi+s (60%). Grade
distributions within the tolerated absence level also varied. The
highest percentage of failures in the grade distribution at the tolerated
abserice level was 8% for students earning 0-10 credits and the |owes+
percentage of failures for full-time and all sophomores, 2%. Thus,



although one may establish a point of toleration for absences, failing
grades may be received when absences fal| within vhat point and passing
grades may be received when absences exceed that point. If one wished
to hypothetically assume that attendance and gragss were causative,
that attendance within a tolerated level would by mandated, one might
wish 7o know the percentage of the sample who coyld maximally be
affected. The last row of informaticn in Table X1 summarizes this
data. |t lists the percentage of the sample recdlving failing grades
and having absances in excess of the tolerated |aval. The lowest
percenfages are achieved by full-+ime sophomores (1.3%), all sophomores
and transfer students (1.5%); the highest percentages are achieved by
students earning 0-10 credits (26%), and part-tina freshmen (16%).

The variations in the sub-group data, notably mean QPA, level of
tolerated absences, and percentage of grades falling within that

level, have been treated in previous analyses of 4ub-group data.

SUMMARY _AND_CONCLUS IONS

The study does not attempt to establish a cause~¢f fect relationship
between absence and attendance. |+ does, however, clearly establish
the existence of a strong relationship between aftyndance and grade
avarded for the population as a whole and within guch graup,

The data demonstrate +hat the degree of the relafionship is highest
for students completing 0-10 credits. Other grovdy, in descending
order, are part-time freshmen, full=time freshmen, new students,
returning students, part-time sophemores, full=tima sophomores, and
transfer students. Mean OPA's for each of the groyps follow the
same patfern but in ascending order. The highest parcentages of
absence Tolerated before the absence group mean QPA falls below the
2.0 level are also in the same ascending order. |4 mugt be pointed
out that 38% of all F grades included in the adjuatad sample occured
Within the absence level which could be tolerateqs 9% of all F
grades for the 0-10 credi+ group occurred within Me folerable (10%)
level, 20% of part-time freshmen, 66% of +ransfer 4tudents, 60%

of full-time sophomores. All of these dat, of Qldrse, challenge
The wisdom of assigning absence as a cause of performance,

Grade distribution and academic action data do nat gupport a hypothesis
that the present attendance policy has had an advérye effect upon
grades or withdrawals., The Messier study reinforcgy and supports

this conclusion. ’

Included in Appendix C is a +abulation of comments telating to the
attendance pnlicy made by faculty as a part of thy 1971 Administrative
Survey. Many of these comments raise |ssues which yre not spoken

to in this study. For example, the study does not qeal with any _
relationship between student attendance and teaching effectiveness,!
increased workload, faculty morale, teaching approyth, or other
interpersonal relationships. These are important, byt separate
considerations which must be dealt with in a diffgrant context.



TABLE I:

Data Source

Grade Distributions in Percentages

- Fall 1969, 1970 and 1971

Grades Receiwved

CCC Grade Distribution ﬁmﬁgﬁﬁ_
CCC Grade Distribution Report
CCC CGrade Distribution Report

CCC Attendance Study -
Unadjusted Data

CCC Acrtendance Study -
Adjusted Data 1

Eﬁggimﬁma Data: Excludes grades

Beporting Period A B C Ji] F W N,
Fall 1969 4.6 29,6 32.1 8.6 9.9 4.5 .9
Fall 1970 16. 4 29,7 31.0 8.1 11.5 2.2 1.1
Fall 1971 [o.s 29,8 27.1 7.0 | 12.2 2.2 2.2
Fall 1971 16.9 29.4 | 30.5 | 8.7 |13.8 NA NA
Fall 1971 18.0 31.0 | 33.0 9.0 9.0 NA NA
received by students with reported absences in excess of 50%.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.
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TABLE IV

STUDENTS COMPLETING 0 - 10 CREDITS

The Relationship Between Grades Received
and level of Absence (Adjusted Data)

Chi Square:
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TARLE V

Received and Level of Absences
Naw Students
Lavel Grades Received Percentage

of . of
Absences A B c n F Totals Sample

0-202 fo | 448 819 | 907 "'1”72697 98 281 82

oK fo | 358.86 | 695.57 | 883.12 | 259,91 | 283.54 | 2481

% | 22.14 | 21.00 65 | 9.97 | 121.41 176,08

21%-50% fo | 38 123 269 143 | 286 879 18%

Bayond  fe | 127.14 | 246.43 | 312.88 | 92.00 | 100.46 | &79 |

Toeleration 5 i — I , —
- 62.50 61.83 1.82 28.15 | 342.70 496.99

Totals 486 942 1196 352 84 3360

%% = 673.0731, significant
beyond the ,001 level

Returning Students
Level Grades Received Percentage
of : of
Absences A B c D F Totals Sample

0-25% fo | 790  |1300 1076 | 223 Y | 3s01 82%

ok fe | 682.12 |1187.55 [1104.54 | 281.89 | 244,91 | 3501
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. ,

!
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%2 - 633.5306, significant

' beyond the 001 level

Tranafer Studentsl

Level .Grades Received Percentage

of of
Absences A it c D F Totals Sample

0-40% fo 152 153 102 21 14 442 95%

oK fe | 146.70 | 149.56 | 101.93 23.81 20,00 i

% J9 " o8 .00 \33 1.80 2,41

M7Z=50% fo 2 ] 5 4 7 22 54

Beyond  fo 7.30 1 7.44 5,07 1,19 1 22
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%" 3,85 ' 1,59 .01 6,68 36.21

48,35

. Tatale 154 157 107 25 21 464

Q ) _ )
E lC lumzﬁffcﬁtéﬂ iz 'E s 50.7588, slgnificant
boyond the 001 laevel



. TABLE VI

Composite: All Students

The Relationship Between Grades Received
and Level of Absences (Adjusted Data)

Level Grades Received Percentage

of
Absences

0-25%  fo
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0K .
K Xg

B

C

F

Total

1403

2323

2203
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1404
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1404
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1165,55

1470

2544

2647

x® = 1410,5212, significant
beyond the ,001 level
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8084

of
Sample

82%
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TABLE VI
Comparison of Chi Square by Sub-groups, Adjusted and Unadjusted Data

ADJUSTED UNADJUSTED

Freshmen

Ful1-time 660.1178 1 368.94

Part-time 244,9256 441 .4

Total , 954.6702 2760.28
Sophamores

Ful [-time . 250.057| - 1014.15

Part-time 11,1774 358,53

Total 355.0785 1390. 1|
Students

0-10 credits completed 238.761 1 jote. 10

New _ . 673.073I 1932.75

Returning , 633.5306 2050. 14

Transfer 50.7588% 378.35

Composite Total , 1410.5212 4227.18

IEe¢ausa no correction factor was employed to compensate for cells
with lower frequencies than that required by®2 in the Unadjusted
Data, those X “must be viewed with extreme caution as they cannot be
presumed to be reliable.

EUnﬁarrecfedﬂ'Evalue.
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TABLE XII ACADEMIC ACTIONS™
FALL 1969, 1970, 1971

a@mﬂémsﬁmmmm of Total Students)

PLACED ON , LESS THAN

| SEMESTER PROEATTION 1.0 & 50% F SUSPERSION

DEAN'S
LIST

Fall 1969 | 5.3 1.8 3.5

8.8

ENROLLMENT

Fall 1970 3.6 1.3 | 3.1 |

10.3

~ 4587

5581

Fall 1971 ] 3.2 | 1.2 3.0

13.3

6199

* " Based upon report of 3/15/72 of Records Office.
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TABLE XIII ;
SIMDMARY OF SUB-GROUPS , W

Adjusted Data (excludes grades receiwed for studeats whose reported absences were in excess of S0T).

Q10 '
Freshmen Sophomores New  Returnimg Transfer Credit Received Composite '
Full-Time Part-Time Total Full-Ti ﬁmmﬂ t-Time Toral Total Total Total Total Total ,
Adjusted Sample Size. fumber of , | i ,
Cases Included 3435 1185 4620 657 3464 1 3360 260 %64 1406 0gs |
Wumber of Cases Excluded 262 217 475 &5 157 278 315 43 357 636
Q.74 X 2.33 1:98 2.24 2.63 2,64 2.23 2.50 2.85 1.62 2.41
Standard Dewviation | 1.156 L1.318 1.210 1.074% 1.004& 1.159 L.105 1.081 X.287 ) 1.143
Highest Percentage of fbsences W o
Tolerated before row X LA 0 15 20 35 35 35 b ol 25 L0 4 1o 25 ) o
drops below 2.0 (0 Lowel) i _ W
Percentage of Reported Grades I : ) I
ithin Telerated Absence i T4 54 20 93 93 93 | g2 82 95 35 ! g3
Level [0k Level) | ) m , ik = -
Fercentage of A,B,C _a oy prades £ 7 1& 2] 3 1 2 ”_,m B .5 1 33 5 4
Beyord Tolerated Absence Lewel B 14 25 15 3 1 3 13 10 3 1 g |
(ie, ¥ = A grades Bevond € 25 46 27 8 3 8 24 2 5 &0 17 i
Toleratoed sbsenee Lewel Do 43 24 &5 22 17 21 £l 35 15 72 3z
Total & Grades ) F 75 80 74 40 48 2 T 62 33 91 62,
Grade Bistribution Beyend i 5 5 5 8 & 7 £ 5 9 4 5
Toleraced Absence Lewel i) 17 12 15 | 16 7 14 14 19 18 11 15
33 29 31 37 36 36 33 35 23 29 32 ,
19 1 14 17 21 20 21 16 15 18 15 17
IF__ 30 20 33 1g 33 21 b 33 a5 3T &0 Exl
Crade DIistribution Within w20 23 20 22 25 iz 18 23 34 156 2L
Teleratnd Absence Lewel B 35 32 - 34 38 35 v 33 3¥ 35 30 .35
(CE Lewvel) o35 29 3% 33 30 3z 37 31 23 36 33 |
D 7 g 8 1 7 & 8 ] 5 11 N
iF 3 7 ) 2 3 2 & 3 3 g 4
Grade Distribution Owerall A 1p 15 16 21 24 21 14 1 33 8 ] 18
B 3p 23 28 kT 33 k[ 28 34 36 17 31 |
-1 29 33 33 30 32 36 32 23 32 33
hy g 14 10 7 B 7 1G i3 5 14 g |
F 10 20 18 3 ) 4 11 7 5 28 9
Overzll Percentage of F's 7.5 16 9 1.3 2.3 1.5 || 8.5 4 5 5.4 |
Beyond Telerzred Absence | , i , 1.5 26 5.4 |
Lowel
- 7 m .




" here

COMATHTE O CLASE ATTEN SRCE BILICY CISTHATIVE SUAVET
1571
[y
= i e reach TR Students fzil to understand thelr Te-—
co g respomsibiliity. spomsibiling . ,
e lp dewvelep dn the stwdest Sepdents Tail to eccept thebr tespumsiblilutg.
§. mﬁ_.., ﬁﬁm owr et lons
A "goer Cut" emcourages irrespezsible behawior.
We as teachoers apc abdicari Gl Culy o
L opswdent soon cooes to reslize wnder require conformance to toles and grals
© palicy that he is, lodeed, re- and to make students responsible for thelr
sroeible for the cousequences wf Als o oot ions.
o erthons. ’
Gimes the student & way nc ascage from sz
thipg reguiring zemrel discipline.
g qoushres st i & QoSS SO8 SNEAEE
T CRERE ., PersTaEd SO
ﬁ,.r..yr.nu stipuld be trected as aduibs. There are no Gature, responsible stwd

here.
Stedonts are adulrs — SOF are ower age
Wi Srudents lack matur
they showld avtend.

¥ o evalusre wher

ap up to respoosibElicy en-

aturing process. Only will work on the praduate Llewzl.
ol &,m glwen the spporounloy First-semesrer freshzen ceed punitive
HEalt s L.:, leara Smaﬁaﬁ;rsa.‘ forz RIS ETES «

e ir cholees.

' ralled kigh
L0 L CPRN

Those who oo
ol atmosphe
P EYSTeT,

These who cam learn wilz

are mor forood bo atoend

out attending

Lack of specific "guideline” is detrizental.

£t

Does not »ﬂuﬁmmm wpon che stwdent
realities of Life in the outside world.

- ’ ; Those who ciss frequently do oot "hear
the assigmments the way they oesc o in
order o understand the full expecration.

Most students oeed to atrend 50 that exposure

to materlal is facilitared.

PED
dmopoen arreodance policy fosters an o
armosphere wf cutezl trest, undersiand-

tog, and croariwity.

The policy alleviares disciplime problcoms
arising fvem & cewcleion o fovced auvomd-
ance amd deweleps positive groitudes.

The polfizy oreduces a positiwve learnin
ewperfence and relcforees cesponscs r;.#ﬁ_,.
ere posivive in natere - doos oot relo-
force feac wf penalily TeSPORSes &5 &
punitive policy does.

FPolicy allows foor pesicive soudens
eriticiss - students vipht oo ericicice
e redniuoemd .

Burrer Fras ssshreore poyber s S dnes
sagecy drs Fajlwore ro plucale I @y reslk
huoaniscic sense.

Punirive policies create an awersicm to
pusishzent net pursuit of the pes
learming pozls.

Hllows prewih wi

Attendance Is a podr

cricerion for essipo—
ing an echile r prad

2. Thewe is me
relaring grades

because af

an abtitudes that class
AR a.m ﬁr,ﬂ iopTiest o ﬁﬂﬂwwﬁmﬁﬁﬂr.ﬁ En
social gromsch.

Excopreges exrended “wacaricas.”

life~long puaicls

leave e punizh

2 license to be




25 == GT webhods. '

es gond L ﬁwﬁpan,nm,ﬁa; well pres

he anﬁnsﬁnaﬁ

teaching 16 reinfeorced; dullness

crod.

cannot be [orced.
“rext reader™ teacier 1S Jise
ol wocourages new, ewperloentel
When properly nxﬂH@L;Fm the

v iz neoo chused by sredents.

wips dosrrector to take closer look at

page 2

Too ouch tice wasted on repestloy for chose
absent.

Locreases werk load.

Policy adwersely affects feculty corale.

Will bawe far reacking effects on morale

and ecademic clizare.

Low attecdance produces a toausatic effect
oo facwley mecher. -

e,

Is an {esult to the mmnpﬁmﬂr; profecsional.,

Demoralizes the facuwlty.

Policy has done ireeparable herz wo
school.

Puts more responsibilicy on the ceachez.
Faculty shouldén't cater to the whics of

the stwden

o s whe dos

STudent

Tow ma stedertes eod facwlty ab

BY5 LR,

Some teachers clrouswvent
lock or dewelopoental learzing
is ﬁgaﬁnbﬁ hampered Lf a student ls
lrregular in artendaace.

Policy weakens clessToco enwlIDnment.
Policy redwces effectivezess of ceaching.

Decrezses contlouicy.

PRG

Lizzle ewidence or swund argument is ewer
plwen to suppor: 2 mendavory or arbitrary
artendance poli

Ser no difference In drep er moo-attendence

Tare.
Srudent atrendance is not dererm
pallcy — under eny polic

coze, willy those who niz

"Im loco parescis" iz moz an EppTi are
stance fov o college.

Beini Llege as & College and
not as L13th ead l4th grades of 2 high
sehgol .

page & ' AT

There is some evwidence rhor w
rate {5 greaier a5 4 coosequen

policy.

Cuteing has douvbkled o o

)

Wo real advantege in

the sysres,

Qur of rouch with poals
@i CLc.

Philosoghically woso

zetrically oppesed to the
or policy.

Policy is £la

oo o

The poiicy causes I[nsecuricy
ers Wi cling the past,
school way of deiag thicgs.

& dangerous ueanmnm:ﬂ,

we it to the Ccllege and the ©a
ayes to ettend.

W INRE

-

« Establish pelicy

[

for
afrer 3%
limir to sephon

limic nuzher of o
absence Wirhs
LS @ WG CuLS pa
medi £y ir o be cozpulsooy
plays & majoer ral

ume X

e

&

L

course arirzoerive and
d to ﬁqnﬁ. e posicive scbsiituzes

eed a penalcy for cahe-u
Mail statecezr of policy to mﬁﬁnnﬁﬁm‘
Weed an irceciate follow-up
success through sbeences.,

which allows imdiwicduwal Ipstrecror to sert and ool

miccle poound is meeded, a moTe
stablish a-ewmrgsnp policices in kar ef ©

muﬂ unﬁnmsﬂu

nd referral systeo

B
B

n hic own policy

v Coorimue poliey bat - amunqgﬁv aﬁ T rm@ Lew

o be sepected 2 saze tulticm
Iraw e student withour penalty
labled;

or benrers;

t pen

LT

@5 im which perricipacion

N of course chjecniv pxlsr,
must e ﬂwﬁnﬂ ¢ dafined and sccepred by all,
uld work te croceion, develass new tac Igues, &e

RO Rk

erulred arrenddnoe.

More perscnalized ewoluation ﬂﬁnnmngnwm mem eedad.,

T those who mey ke eadangering theiv

IC

- E



