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Preface

At the request of the Provost and Dean of the College of Letters and

Science a limited survey was rade in December9 1975 on behalf of sub

comEn

Corge of Letters and Science concerned with unde graduate scholastic grading

2ractiC s and their iMpact on graduate admis 'ons. A letter and a request

for information was sent to the fifty institutions

unds. Tvic2 i-three repli

taining corparathie information, Th- few other inst.tutions that

replied stated th.ey could not pr vide any useful information.

Although the request for inforlat on stressed that the replies wou

be used for internal purposes only, almost all of the respOndents indicated

an interest in recelving a eo4 of any summary that was iiiade from the survey.

A copy of this report has been forwarded to each respondent, and all

institutional identificat on, has befell deletedexcept that Serkeley is dentified

with the letter i.

as of the Graduate Council and the Executive Comwittee the

receiving the most federal

were received by the end of January, 19769 con-
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Sumary Remarks

A divers ty of reasons are offered by the respondent universities

and institutes for the dramatic rise in undergraduate grade point averages

since the mid-1960s. These speculations focus on changes in student and

faculty behavior, innovations in grading systems, and ancillary changes and

influences. The stimulus for the changes may have been student activism

beginning in 1964, followed by faculty reactions, and sustained by intensified

student competition for graduate and professional admission in the early

1970s.

From the early 1960s to early 1970s, the percent of A grades has more

than doubled, from 16% to 34%, while the percent of C grades has diminished

by not quite half, from 37% to 21%. There is some indication that the pass_ ail

grading option is chosen by undergraduates less frequently now than when it

was first introduced. One speculation for this change is the increased'

competition for entry to graduate and professional programs.

A derived grade point index for respondent institutions shows a con-

s ent increase since 1963, from 2.49 that year to 2.94 in 1974. However,

graphs of reported undergraduate grade _point averages by student class level,

freshman through senior, show a ilattening of the curves, that is, a trend

toward a slowing of the rise in grade point average values.

Plus and minus symbols or some alternate scheme for greater differentia-

tion in grading is used by roughly half of the respondent institutions. The

most differentiated grading scheme reported is a numeric system where faculty

may award a student any value between 4.0 and 0.0 by tenths of a grade point.
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Aside from these innovations, the 00 t important recent inn vations in grading

systems are the pass/fail, credit/no credit, and withdrawal without penalty

regulations for courses attempted and not completed or failed. These three

grading innovations were intended to encourage student academic exploration

with little, or no- fear of misadventure.

The respondent institutions are not planning any major changes in

their current grading systems. Although a couple reported recent faculty

dissatisfaction with grading practices and some indicated proposed changes,

none indicated they expected to undergo any extensive changes in the near

future. Additionally, with one exception, no institution has any plans for

changing their criteria for admission to their graduate programs. The one

exception is exploring the possible need for change and plans a longitudinal

study _of graduate admission criteria.



Na ure of Surve and R s onses

The survey asked eight questions and provided the pote- ial respondents

with detailed information about Berkeley's g ading practices and records

(see attached survey instrument). Respondents varied considerably in

their answers to the survey. Among those who sent a response, some pro-

vided similar information to match Berkeley's in content and breadth,

some sent cop es of existing studies or reports on their institution which

answered many af the questions, and some answered the questions only

rtially.

The limited nature of the survey does not allow rigorous analysis

or generalizations; nevertheless, in the report which follows some attempt

is made to bring similar information together and to draw inferences from

it.

lo the report, individual institutions responding to the survey aTe

recorded by an arbitrarily assigned number. Except for two institutions,

all respondents are either public or private univer-ities.



pcaion on Factors Res onsible for Grade Inflation

Several responding institutions speculated on the factors responsible

for the rise in undergraduate grade point averages since the early or middle

1960s. Some speculation focused on local policy only but most of the guesses

reflected a broader perspective.

There is a surprising diversity in the list of factors a tribuLed to

grade inflation. With some repetition among the responses, a lengthy list

of cEfferent factors is compiled on the following pages arranged by student

behavior, faculty behavior, changes in grading policies, and other changes

and other influences. Some factors in ape arrangment have counterparts in

another arrangement. For instance, student intense competition to be admitted

to graduate professional programs is matched by the faculty's inclination to

award higher grades tc give their students a competitive advantage in seeking

these admiss ons.

Many of the speculations can be tied together by surmising that student

activism and intensified competition led to faculty revisionism resulting in

changes in grading practices and policies.



Lis eculations on Factors Resuonsible for Grade Inflation

udent ehavior:

a. better prepared

b. more highly selected

student activism

student evaluations of faculty performance induce generous

grading

student sel -evaluations

f. contract learning

adroit selection of credit/no credit options to avoid standard

--,rades in difficult courses

h. intense competition for admission to profes nal programs

increased student voice in academic policy formulation

2. Faculty Behavio .

a. award higher grades to give students a competitive advantage

b. disinclinations to grade induce benign grading practices

c. failure to assign term papers

failure to give sufficient examinations

reluctance to fail students during Vietnam war

f. growth of faculty freedom and concomitant lessening of

administration's influence on uniform standards

publications of information on scholastic grades induces faculty

to increase grade level to average but not decrease grade level

to average



Changes in Grading Policies:

a. pass/fail grading options

b. credit/no credit grading options

c. withdrawal from courses late in the term with no scholastic

penalty

d. plus and minus grades and intermediate AB and BC grades

e. exclusion of incomplete g Ides

F. increased use of "other" letter grades -e.g. when incomple e

grade is given in place of 0 or F grades.

assignment of greater than four points for A+ gr des

(e.g. 4.3 or 4.5 grade points) causes upward thrust to other

grades

4. Other Influences or Changes:

a. general relaxation of academic ru es

b. adoption of permissive standards for educationally disadvan-

taged students haS resulted in their adoption for all students

C. institutional concern for decreasing student enrollments has

brought about relaxed grading standards

d. excessive opportunities for students to select majors in non-

academic disciplines including self-designed majors

e. reduction of breadth course requirements in the freshman and

sophomore years

f. increased prevalence of non-traditional instructional procedures

g. widespread availability in the open market of guaranteed quality

term papers

1 2



Rise in the Proport1n Of A Grades

Fourteen insti utions, including Berkeley, supplied sufficient infonna-

;ion to perrnit a good view of the rise in the proportion of A grades from

:he 1960s to 1 973 or 1974. A rough comparison is provided in Figure 1 whe e

;he earl jest reported inforrna ion of distributions of grades awarded to

mdergraduates is compared to the latest reported information for each

insti tution . If an institution reported a significant percent of grades

'or withdrawal from courses (identified by W for withdrawal , or WP and

JF for withdrawing with a passing status and withdrawing with a failing

;tatus) and provided a count of grades for the distributions, then the W

wades were subtracted from the count and a redistribution of the percentages

rf other grades was made. No credit grades were subtracted from the distribu-

:ions , also.

Figure 1 arran es the fourteen institutions by their 1973 or 1974

rercent of A grades Excluding institution number 1 with its extreme values

'or this limited collection of institutions, the percent of A grades has

increased f rom 3% - 18% in the early 1960s to 24% - 34% in 1974 (or 1973).

rhose insti tutions reporting only late 1960 or early 1970 grades for comparisons

dth 1974 (or 1973) grades show an average percentage point rise of 9 points

while those institutions report ng early 196O grades show an average percentage

Joint rise of 12 points by 1974 (or 1973).

On Figure 1 the inverted "le narks indicate the percent of total passing

)rades awarded by the institutions. Included in the non-passing grades are

;uch grades as failure, incomplete, in progress, and no record. As noted

)reviously, withdrawal and no credit grades used by some institutions were

excluded from the percent distributions. Even with withdrawal grades

1 3



INSTITUTION YEAR

1960
1973

1969
1974

4
1971
1974

1963
1974

1969
1974

1- 1968-6
1974-7

1970
1974

21

14

19

10

13

]Pi
1950
1974

1958-59
1972-73

1962
1974

1967
1973

1970
1974

1963
1974

B.

FIGURE 1

PERCENT OF "A" GRADES

AWARDED TO UNDERGRADUATES

PERCENT

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

A
et

Ask

A

A
N.A.

NOTES: (1) The W marks indicate the tot 1 Percent c

passing grades.

(2) The dotted area for institution #18 indicates
the additional percentage of "AB" grades awarded,

Office of Institutional Research
University of California, Berkeley

February, 1976
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9,

removed, the proportion of grades whIch are neither passing nor failing

grades differs considerably among the i stitutions.

Seve al institutions reported grades by lower and upper division levels

or by course level. This information together with total undergraduate

percent grade distri utions (where reported) is shown in Appendix Table 1.

With almost no exception upper division students received a higher proportion

of A's than lower division students in the earliest and latest reported year.

Thirteen of the twenty institutions reporting grade distributions award

one or more Pass grades which are tallied under the column in Appendix Table I

labeled Pass (P). The Pass grade may include only C- to A+ or extend to include

D grades. It is noteworthy that among these institutions only six report

more than 5% Pass grades in their current distributions. A few institutions

commented that increased student interest in gaining admission to graduate

programs has led te decreased interest in choosi ng a pass/fail option. At

institution number 9 the percentage of Pass grades declined from 22% in

1969 to 9YOn 1974; however, at institution number 17 the reverse occurred.

from 9% in 1965 to 18% in 1974.

A very rough calculation of the average nurniler of percentage point changes

in the grades 13, C_ and 0 which occurred among the institutions shown in

Appendix Table 1 gives a change of -1% infi grades, -10% in c grades, and

-3% in 0 grades for all undergraduate grades over the period of years repo ted

in the table. For those institutions reporting lower and upper division

grades, the average percentage point change was 1%, -11%, -3% lower division

and 5%, -9%, =2% upper division, respectively for B, C, and 0 grades.
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Grade Point Indices

Two institutions, including Berkeley, reported scholastic grade

percent distributions for 1960 and fifteen reported distributions for

1974. A collapsed distribution was calculated (if not already provided

by the respondent) for eac4 institut on which supplied sufficient

information to make this calculation. Grade point indices re determined

by arbitrarily assigning the same point-values to presumed equivel-mt

grades. Plus/minus grades are not considered separately, tha A+,

A, and A- are all treated as A grades, and so on for the other grades

where plus/minus options are used. The points used are 4, 3, 2, 1, and

0 for A, B, C, D, and F, respectively. The collapsed distributions

and derived grade point indices are shown in Appendix Table 2.

The purpose of this exercise was to examine the overall trend in

grading among this small sample of institutions. Table 1 gives the

mean grade point indices (unweighted averages) by year and the standard

deviations. Figure 2 plots these mean values and shows that the points

closely fit the least square regression line. A series of t-tests of

the significance of the apparent rise in the grade point index shows

that for the periods 1960 versus 1974, 1966 versus 1970, and 1970 versus

1974, the change in index value is significant at the .025 levels

(see Appendix Table 3).

The actual values shown in Table I are Pot important since another

A distribution of A throughFgrades disregarding all other grades.
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labl e I

Mean Grade Point Indices and Standard _Oviation by Year

Year

Number of
nstitutionS

Mean

Grade Point indices

Sample
andard Deviatiov

1960 2 2.47 .09

1961 2 2.47
.09

1962 3 2.42 .15

1963 5 2.49 .13

1964 5 L52 .15

1965 7 2.54 .13

1966 7 2.57 .15

1967 8 2,62 .13

1968 8 2.69 .13

1969 10 2.79

1970 13 2.81 .10

1971 15 2.84 .11

1972 14 2.90 .12

1973 15 2.92 .10

1974 15 2.94 .10

Unweighted averages

17

Office of Institttional Research
University of California, Berkeley

February, 1976
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sample of inc_itutions would give slightly different results but one

can, infer that among most public and private universiti s the rise in

the grade point index as calcula-fdji'qye womld,:;not, ferent .in
4

its significance or relative magnitude.

In the preceding section some rough calculatiops were made.on the-

change in the percentages of standard grades, comparing the earliest

reported distribution with the latest reported distribution. In Table 2,-

the mean percentages of standard grades from the collapsed distributions

are given with their standard deviations. The obv ous changes hac.e

occurred in the A and C grades, the former more than doubling in proportion,

f om 16% to. 34%, 'and the latter diminishing by not quite half, from 3 % to

2 Appendix Table 4 and its accompanying statement examine this ch nge

tically. This =tatement notes that assuming a normal distribution

there is a probability of .995 that the 1974 mean for A grades has

increased by at least 14.4% but not more than 20.6%.
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Table 2

Means Tnd Standard Deviations of Respondent

Institu Ions' Collapsed Grade Distributions

19'60, 1965, 1970, 1974

1965
7 n

1970

Grade R

A

8

C

1974
n . 15

S
x

16. 1.7 1 1 2.7 27.5 3.3 3.7 4.3

33.2 2.1 35,6 3.9 38.3 4.1 37.8 4.2

36.5 .4 33.5 2.2 25.3 2.9 20.8 2.8

9.1 2.8 6.6 3.4 5.5 2.3 4.6 1.5

4.6 .6 4.5 2.2 3.4 1.2 3.2 1.2

n = number of observations

X sample mean

S . sample standard deviation

Office of Institu ional Research

University olf California, Berkeley

February, 1976
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Undergrad4Ate Grade ?pint Avera9es

Several institutions supplied six or more years of information on grade

point averages bi- student class level. This information is*pllieted in

Figures 3 through 6. Each class exhibits a slightly different pattern from

the others. Freshman curves exhibit a greater variety of rises and falls.

Excluding institution number 16 with its quite different curve for the fresh-

man level, as well as all other class levels, the freshman curves are less

clustered than other class curves. The variation in the freshman curves does

not permit any easy summary statement. It cannot even be said that all

institutions show a higher current freshman grade point average than their

earliest reported figure, for institution number 12 started with a Z.74 g.p.a.

in 1969 and had a 2.64 g.p.a. in 1974. Among the ten institutions shown on

the freshman chart six have a leveling or declining curve in the last few

years. This observation may represent a reaction by some institutions to

slow or reverse the grade point average rise or it pay simply represent

fluctuations in the curves. There is some evidence from remarks made by a

few institutions that deliberate steps have been taken to slow or reduce the

grade point average trend of the 1960s and early 1970s.

For the most part, the curves for the sophomore and junior classes

(Figures 4 and 5) are similar. The general slope is relatively steep from

about 1968 to about 1970, and then flattens somewhat. Seven of the ten

institutions in the senior cl -s chart are clustered relatively closely and

form a clear "S" curve.

From the limited evidence in the grade point average charts one may

surmise that the rapid growth in grade point averages in the middle and

late 19605 is slowing down. One institution, number 16, clearly does not

21
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show this trend. All of its classes have a higher current grade point

average than the other institut- ns and the grade point average increases

of the last decade do not seem to be slowing down.

Eight of the ten institutions reported in Figures 3 through 6 gave

total undergraduate grade point average information and so did three institu-

tions which gave no class information. :these eleven institutions are shown in

Table 3. Among the four institutions reporting 1960 grade point averages,

their average rise in 1974 was .48 points. From somewhere around a C+

average in the early 1960s all the institutIons are hovering around a B or 137

undergraduate average in 1974.

As 1 noted a few years ago, the B grade has replaced the C grade as the

standard for a satisfactory performance.* Student pressure for high grades

to qualify for graduate and professional programs and a number of other

factors already discussed in a previous section of this report have alter d

the meaning of the C grade. Despite institutional insistence on labeling a

C as a fair, satisfactory, or average attainment grade, the majority of the

students have come to regard a C as a "failure" to perform up to their, and

others, expectations.

-Fail Gradin
Researeh, University

-t Berkel Fac and 0 nions, Office of nstitutional

f Cal .ornia, Berkeley, February, 1973
Pa

.

26
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Table 3

Undergraduate Grade Point Averages

Fall,
Spring,

Institut

*
or Year 18 8 23 12 6 11* 7 18

1960 2.51 2.31 2.37 2.29

1961 2.52 2.35 2.36 N.A. _

1962 2.53 2.33 2.38 N.A. 2.59

1963 2.54 2.35 2.41 N.A. 2.58 2.52 -

1964 2.56 2.38 2.41 N.A. 2.59 2.54 -

1965 2.59 2.37 N.A. 2.29 2.59 2.56 _
_

1966 2.63 2.38 N.A. 2.33 2.59 2.60 2.48

1967 2.69 2.41 N.A. 2.42 2.62 2.65 2.50 2.54 _ _

1968 2.74 2.47 N.A. 2.53 2.65 2.75 2.54 2.57 2.56

1969 2.78 2.58 N.A. 2.57 2.71 2.78 2.86 2.65 2.54 2.70 2.82

1970 2.84 2.69 N.A. 2.77 2.79 2.82 2.81 2.76 2.59 2.81 2.89

1971 2.88 2.75 2.73 2.81 2.83 2.85 2.85 2.80 2.69 2.98 2.97

1972 2.92 2.77 2.81 2.78 2.85 2.90 2.89 2.83 2.74 2.94 2.99

1973 2.94 2.77 2.87 2.77 2.87 2.90 2.89 2.86 2,77 2.95 3.05

1974 2.99 2.80 2.88 2.74 2.88 2.91 2 80 2.89 3.03

*_
Institutions which also appear on Figures 3 - 6. Those not appearing on this table

but which do appear on the charts are institutions number 16 and 3.

Office of Institutional Research
University of California, Berkeley
February, 1976
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Honors

Grade point average minimums for honors, either for dean's lists or

at graduation, are fairly uniform for the institutions commenting on this

special feature of the grading system, less than half of the number who sent

a reply to the survey. Table 4 gives a summary of this information. In

addition to the minimum averages, students are often held to minimum credit

hours earned at the institution and maximum of grades earned in pass/fail,

and similar, courses.

P us/Minus Gradin

Among the twenty-three institutions replying to the survey, nine noted

that they are using some direct form of plus/minus grading, two have or will have

numeric systems(one by .1 and the other by .5 of a grade point), and one

has an AB and a BC grade.

The point values of the plus/minus grading vary. Of those insti utions

responding to this feature of the grading system, three indicated points given

above 4.00 (A grade) for an A+, 4.30 at two institutions and 4.5 at the third.

The last inst tution dropped this point value in 1972. The other variations

are small ranging from .33 to .25.

Institution number I presented these arguments against plu minus

grading: (a) it gives an unwarranted appearance of an equivalent accuracY;

(b) it increases grade pressures upon students; (c it has a "push down"

effect, for example, an A- will be thought of as a B.
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Table 4

Current Grade Point Averages Required For Honors

(In some instances may apply only to the most populous col -ge in the university)

Institution

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Dean

G.P.A.

List Honors

Comments

no statement (n.s.)

n.s. recommendation was made
March, 1975 to change
honors criteria

3.3

3.5

n.s.

n.s.

3.3

3.25

n.s.

since 1962

Honors at Graduation
ig

Distinction Distinction Distinction
es

3.40

3.30

n.s.

3.60 3.80

3.65 3.95

3.0 3.3 3.7

3.25 3.75

determined by each department of
instruction

n.s.

ii n.s.

12 n.s. 3.25 3.5 3.75

13 3.3 has remained constant 3.0 3.5

14 n.s. 3-point system. Prior to 2.2 2.5 2.8

1973 only one student awarded
highest honors in any
graduating class

15 Grade point averages not used for honors--basis is on fixed percentages of

graduating class-grade inflation has not affected number of honor awards

with these criteria

16 n.s.

17 n.s.

18 3.5

19 n.s.

20 n.s.

21 n.s.

22 n.s.

23 n.s.

3.30

29

3.2 3.6

3.0 3.4

3.3 3.5

OffiCe of Institutional Research
University of California, Berkeley
February, 1976
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Table 5 the current undergraduate
grading systems of the respondents

are a ranged by similar letter grade definitions as best can be determined

from the information provided. The complexities of university grading systems

preclude unambiguous classification. A few letter grades used for internal

recording keeping only are not shown in this table, for example, grades for

visitors.

Aside from minor differences in the definition of the standard letter

grades A through F and in the use of plus/minus grading discussed in the

preceding section, the var ations in policies governing incomplete, withdrawal,

credit/no credit, and pass/fail grades would provide the greatest challenge

to a taxonomist. These grade innovations represent avenues for student

academic exploration with little, or no, fear of misadventure.
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Almost none of the institutions indicated any recent plans for future

major change in their grading system; however, several noted changes in the

recent past or changes being implemented now.

A comn ttee at institution number 1 recent y recommended that faculty

be given the option to add to each recorded grade comments that, also,

would become part of the record. Students and student advisors would receive

-opies of these comments.

In response to faculty dissatisfaction with laxity in grading practices,

institution number 6 has adopted a new system effective the summer of 1976.

The new system is a numerical system where faculty may grade from 0.0 to 4.0

in tenths of a grade point. Additionally, incomplete grades, with few

exceptions, must be removed by the end of the following quarter in residence

or the incomplete becomes a failure.

The grading system at institution number 7 is under review, but no major

changes re anticipated.

Plus/minus grading has been added, effective January 1, 1976, by

institution number 12, but they do not expect it to change the overall grade

average signifiant1y.

Within the last five years, institution number 13 has implemented these

changes: (1) ali freshmen are graded A, 13, or C, only; (2) no freshman

may enroll for a pass/fail grade, and plus/minus grading is not used for

freshmen.

The remaining insti utions either did not comment on this survey point,

or they stated that they knew of no plans for major policy changes.
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If the above assessments can be accepted as fair prognostications of

institutional plans, then one may trifer that the recent era of innovations

in grading systems is over and, ore importantly, no widespread planning

reversiy these innovat ons iL on thr.,, horizon. The rise in grade

point averages has been observable for many years, but only recently

`Jecome an item for discussion in the media. The lack of plans

for change may reflect institutional recognition that additional innova-

tions that reduce the severity of grading penalties are not needed, or

necessarily desirable and that any attempt to reverse the current standards

unilaterally would be unwise and probably unacceptable to most students

and many faculty.
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Policy Chan es in Graduate Admission Crite ia

W7th one exception every institution either reported no plans for policy

changes in graduate admissions or made no comment on this point. The one

exception institution number 16) forwarded separate letter to me from

the associate dean of the graduate school. Hue are his remarks:

"We are exploring the possibilities for change of admission

criteria. This year we have initiated a longitudinal study

of graduate admission criteria. The absence of systematic,

integrated research on this subject has prompted our action.

We shall begin with students in ten programs who started

thel- doctoral studies within the past five years. A

variety of admission criteria (traditional and nontraditional)

and performance measures in Graduate School will be employed,

as well as indices of success in later careers. Later, more

programs will be included, provided funds can be found.

We believe an empirical approach to the issue of entry_to

graduate study will result in more realistic and durable

admission policies and practices. We invite your comments

and interest as well as a sharing of any similar plans or

results."
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Some S ecial Comments of the Res ondents

A special committee on grading at institution number I came to the

conclusion that "some degree of judgement by the teacher regarding the

student's ability and achievement (and vice-versa) Is likely to be formed

even if none were officially demanded." But the committee expressed the

concern that "students may perceive an educational process too much in terms

of its being a mechanism for judging them and less as a means for personal

growth." This potential difficulty notwithstanding, the committee recommended

the continui for the institution to evaluate its students using the

basic type of grading system, one "i'n which the student receives a grade in

every subject for which he/she is registered and that the grade is officially

assigned by the instructor in charge of the subject."

A subcommittee of the senate committee on academic affairs repo ted

on grade distributions at institution number 2 and made these recommenda-

tions in the spring of 1975: (a) "study the impact of grade inflation upon

graduation honors and Dean's list with the aim of possibly changing the

criteria upon which these honors are awarded;" (b) an appropriate campus

office should publish effective information on changes in grading practices

"-t least once each year, to the Senate;" and (c) reaffirming the basic role

the instructor to judge the student's scholastic attainment "there are

collegial and departmental responsibilities in establishing and maintaining

the standards upon which grades are assigned."

Institution number 3 noted that there is "considerable variation among

institutions in the methods of calculating grade point averages" and infers

that the varia on "have contributed to the 'inflation' of grade-point

35



averages in subtle ways".

A study completed in November, 1975 at institution number 5 found

" hat while there has been grade inflation over the periods observed for the

study, no department, or group of departments, can be signaled as the cause

of the grade inflation at the university level. However, for the course

levels noted, eightpercet observed positive correlations of withdrawals

with GPA for tne first withdrawal division. As withdrawals are going up in

the first withdrawal division, GPA is going up." The divisions refer to the

weeks in the semester governed by a withdrawal policy adopted Fall 1973.

weeks 1-4 a grade of W will not appear on the studcnt's permanent record

following withdrawal from a course. In weeks 5-12 a grade W will appear

on the student's permanent record, and in weeks 13-14 a grade of W or F

will be assigned to the student based on the professor's recommendations.

As noted elsewhere in this report, institution number 6 stated that

faculty dissa isfaction with current laxity in grading practices led them to

adopt a numeric system effective this coming summer that ranges from 4.0

to 0.0, by tenths. Their expectation is that this system will "permit expres-

sion of greater discrimination by those who feel capable of such distinction,

and will allow those who wish to retain the traditional A, B, C, 0, E approach

to use 4.0, 3.0, 2.0, 1.0, 0.0."

From institution number 8 comes the statement that in "...early 1973...

the system underwent a rather radical change. At that time the intermediate

grades of AB and BC were added to the system and provisions were made for

students to repeat failed courses to improve their grade point averages. A

new classification of courses which are graded on the credit or no credit basis

was instituted at the same time."
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In 1969-70, institution number 9 introduced "a standard A-F system

with a Pass/Fail option, and pluses and minuses as options for grades A, B,

and C. There is no average, and standing is determined strictly by the number

and sequence of F's (failures) received.' Prior to this change the institution

was on a numeric system and these grades were averaged.

One institution, number 11 speculated in an evaluation of grade

inflation that if th,, trend continued at that institution the undergraduate

grade point average would be 4.00 by the year 2004.

A statement by institution number 12 probably could be a typical state-

rrwit for many institutions: "Beginning in 1967, the University's grading

policy underwent a gradual change away from strict letter grading to a more

liberal use of other non-letter grading options. The pass-fail option was

made available for one course per (term) to all students in good standing.

In succeeding years the satisfactory-unsatisfactory option and a credit-no

entry option were also made available. The non-letter (grade) was devised

to allow students to explore new areas of study without being unfairly penalized

by competing with majors in an unfamiliar area."

The credit/no credit option at institution number 17 has been that

institution's most controversial part of their grading system. "During the

present year (1975 ), the faculty in a fit
of pique voted to set the second

week of the quarter, rather than the eighth week, as the deadline for both

withdrawal from a course and for declaring a credit-no credit option. The

students responded to the new withdrawal deadlines by signing up for lighter

loads, thereby lowering our FTE relative to other schools in the...system."

One institution, number 21, forwarded with their response a copy of a

booklet on grades and grading which carries as a secondary title the words

3 7



"A Guide for the University Faculty." This guide was first proposed in 1962,

revised in 1966, and the latest revision was in 1972. Some of the subheadings

in the booklet are: "Why Grades?"; "Faculty Responsipility;" "Guidelines

for Meaningful Grading " "Comparability in Grade Distributions;" "Differentia-

ting Validly Among Levels of Student Performance." The guide is intended to

"be useful to all members of trio. .faculty but it may prove to be of particular

value to new faculty members who wish to familiarize themselves w th grading

practices at...



APPENDIX

3 9
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Appendix Table 1

Current and Oldes.t Re orted Distribution Pa sin Grades

Grades
Percent

Passing_

Insti -utiOn Year Remarks A B C 0 P TOTAL

1 1960's - early 1st year grades for 28 37 26 6 97

1973 entering class 52 33 10 2 97

1963 spring 18 35 29 9 4 95

1974 32 33 20 5 3 93

1970 111 Excludes W grade for 21 30 27 7 4 89

1974 withdrawal from
course - no penalty

29 31 25 6 4 95

4 1971 fall Collapsed distribu- 26 37 26 '6 95

1974 tion - excludes grades
for withdrawal with no
penalty and credit/no
credit courses

33 36 21 5 _ 95

Reported A-F only

1970 spring Lower Division 28 31 28 5 92

1975 38 32 20 5 95

1970 Upper Division 29 34 28 5 - 96

1975 (Level 1) 43 30 21 3 97

1970 Upper Division 36 34 24 3 97

1975 (Level 2) 50 30 15 3 - 98

6
Recalculated to exclude

no credit grades (called_

PW or passing withdrawal

1964 fall #100 level courses 15 30 39 10 94

1971
30 33 23 5 91

1964 #200 level courses 17 33 37 8 - 95

1971
29 36 24 4 93

1964 #300 level courses 21 40 30 5 96

1971 31 37 21 3 92

1964 #400 level courses 22 42 28 4 - 96

1971 34 36 17 3 90

7
Reported A-P only

1969 Lower Division 17 41 30 8 1 97

1974
30 43 19 4 1 97

1969 Upper Division 25 44 21 4 3 97

1974
38 41 14 2 4 99

1969 Undergraduate 21 43 26 6 2 98

1974
34 42 17 3 2 98

Office of Institutional Research
University of California, Berkeley

40 February, 1976
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Appendix Table 1 - continued

Institution Year- Remarks

Percent

Elt15122_anligl

A

ABt BCt

P TOTAL

8 Unclear whether course
level/class level -
probably latter.

1963 fall freshman 13 25 32 10 80

1974 16 14 20 11 16 6 1 84

1963 sophomores 16 35 37 8 - 96

1974 20 16_ 25 12 17 4 1 95

1963 juniors 19 40 32 6 97

1974 22 18 24 12 14 3 2 95

1963 seniors 23 44 26 4 97

1974 25 19 24 10 12 2 5 97

9 1969 fall 17 32 20 4 22 95

1974 30 40 15 3 9 97

10 1967 fall liberal studies UG 14 32 31 9 - 86

1973 24 33 22 5 84

1967 Percentages are an 19 37 23 5 6 90

1973 estimated average of
two colleges

29 32 15 4 * 80

11 Not given in reply

12 Recalculated to exclude
W and No report grades

1968-69 year Lower Division 19 35 29 7 3 93

1974-75 29 30 21 6 4 90

1968-69 Upper Division 28 40 21 3 2 94

1974-75 35 31 17 4 3 90

1968-69 Total Undergraduate 22 36 27 6 3 94

1974-75 30 30 19 5 4 88

13 Cannot deduct non-
credit courses since
no counts were given.
Freshmen have ABC
grading. D's & F's can
be wiped off record.

1970 fall UG undergraduate. 22 29 22 10 89

1974 24 29 19 7 85

*
less than .5%

t
A_13 and BC grades awarded in 1974.

4 1

Office of Institutional Research
University of California, Berkeley

February, 1976



Institution Year

14 1958-59
1972-73

15 1973 fall

16

17

18

19

20

1965 fall
1974
1965
1974

1960 fall

1974
1960
1974
1963
1974

1962 fall
1974

1962
1974

1962
1974

21 1964 fall
1974

Rema

None given in reply

Subtract Withdrawal
and no credit
Lower Division

Upper Division

Lower Division

Upper Division

Undergraduate

r

Lower Division

Upper Division

All Undergraduate

Similar to UCB except
all freshmen graded on
pass/fail only -
believes fraction of MB
grades have increased
significantly over last
15 years.

Undergraduate

Appendix Table 1 - continued

Percent
PassinQ Grades

A_

16

26

Et_ C_

35 32

Not given

0_

9

in

P

reply.

TOTAL

92

27 38 12 2 79

13 26 34 9 9 91

24

28

36

29

34

29

18
25

13

4

4
1

18

1

9

93
92
88

iatt 0 att

13 28 37 12 N.A. 90

17 16 20 16 12 5 3 N.A. 89

23 35 24 5 N.A. 87

21 19 20 13 9 3 2 N.A. 87

14 30 35 10 3 92

18 17 20 15 11 4 3 N.A. 88

10 26 36 15 87

22 30 24 8 84

19 38 29 6 92

29 33 19 4 85

13 29 33 12 87

26 31 20 6 83

13 42

28 43

34 9 98

21 5 1 98

This institution is on a numeric system and awarded these intermediate
numeric values for 1974.

Office of Institutional Research
University of California, Berkeley
February, 1976
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Ins itution

22

23

Year

1971 fall

1974
1974

1960 fall
1974
1960
1974
1960

1974

Remarks
Con-FF-5f US
Undergraduate
Lower Division
Upper Division

Not given in reply

Lower Division

Upper Division

Undergraduate

A

32

25

32

14

27

21

29

17

28

Appendix

B

32

34

32

31

30
38

34

34

32

Table 1 -

Percent
E2rnal Grades

continued

P TOTAL_

7 92

5 94

9 93

* 94

17 94

* 95

12 92

* 94

14 92

C_ D

17 4

24 6

17 3

40 9

17 3

31 5

15 2

36 7

16 2

less than 0.5%

43

Office of Institutional Research
University of California, Berkeley
February, 1976
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Appendix Table 2

REPORTED UNDERGRADUATE GRADE DISTRIBUTIONS

BY RESPONDING INSTITUTIONS

Collapsed Percent Distributions
by Standard Grades
A, 8, C, D & F

Grade Point Indices

Insti-

tution 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974

2 A 19.2 20.7 22.8 27.7 31.2 33.2 33.9

37.1 37.2 36.7 36.8 37.2 36.0 35.9

31.1 30.5 28.9 25.2 22.3 21.4 21.0

9.2 8.4 8.1 7.1 6.1 5.8 5.7

3.4 3.2 3.5 3.2 3.2 3.6 3.5

Grade Point Index 2.60 2.64 2.67 2.79 2.87 2.89 2.91

A
24.0 25.8 28.0 30.2 30.9

33.5 32.5 33.2 32.9 32.7

31.0 30.4 27.4 27.3 26.9

8.3 7.8 .8.0 6.4 -6.4

3.2 3.5 3.4 3.1 3.1

G.P.I.
2.66 2.69 2.74 2.81 2.82

A
26.4 29.1 31.0 33.0

36.8 37.2 36.8 36.4

26.4 24.4 23.0 21.6

0
5.8 4.7 5.7 4.5

4.6 4.6 3.5 4.5

G.P.I.
2.75 2.82 2.86 2.89

5 A
28.8 30.8 35.8 43.5 45.5

32.7 29.7 31.4 31.0 30.0

24.6 26.0 21.9 17.8 15.9

7.7 5.6 5.3 2.7 3.3

6.2 7.9 5,6 5.0 5.3

G.P.I.
2.70 2.70 2.86 3.05 3.07

6 A 17.5 17.8 18.6 19.8 23.1 27.6 30.6 32.7

34.6 34.9 35.7 37.4 37.9 38.2 38.1 37.4

36.4 36.0 35.1 32.8 30.6 26.5 24.8 23.1

8.4 8.1 7.6 7.1 5.6 5.1 4.2 .4.3

3.1 3.2 3.0 2.9 2.8 2.6 2.3 2.5

G.P.I. 2.55 2.56 2.59 2.64 2.73 2.83 2.91 2.94

Office of Institutional Research
University of California, Berkeley
February, 1976
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Appendix Table 2 continued

REPORTED UNDERGRADUATE GRADE DISTRIBUTIONS
BY RESPONDING INSTITUTIONS

Insti-

tution 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974

A 21.1 24.6 28.8 32.1 32.9 35.1

43.4 44.8 45.7 43.2 42.2 43.1

26.2 26,6 22.7 19.0 18.7 17.0
6.1 0.0 0.0 3.6 3.6 3.0
3.2 4.0 2.8 2.1 2.6 1.8

G.P.I. 2.73 2.86 2.98 3.00 2.99 3.07

8 A 18.0 18.1 19.7 20.7 26.0 27.3 30.6 30.7 30.6 31.1 31.2

B 37.0 37.4 38.3 39.1 39.2 40.1 37.9 38.3 38.0 40.7 41.9

C 33.8 33.1 32.2 30.9 25.9 24.7 23.3 23.3 23.4 21.1 20.5

D 8.0 7.9 6.9 6.4 5.4 5.5 5.0 5.0 5.2 4.7 4.1

F 3.2 3.5 2.9 2.9 2.4 2.4 3.2 2.7 2.8 2.4 2.3

G.P.I. 2.57 2.59 2.65 2.68 2.79 2.84 2.88 2.89 2.88 2.93 2.96

9 A 22.5 25.0 30.3 30.2 31.4 33.8
43.0 44.7 44.5 45.2 44.9 44.5
26.0 22.3 19.2 19.3 18.0 17.0
5.8 5.3 3.7 3.4 3.5 2.9
2.7 2.7 2.3 1.9 2.2 1,8

G.P.I. 2.77 2.84 2.97 2.98 3.00 3.06

12 A 23.9 33.3 31.7 34.1 34.9 34.1 34.1

38.6 38.3 37.8 36.5 34.9 35.2 34.1

28.4 22,2 23.2 22.4 20.9 21.6 21.2

6.8 5.0 4.9 4.7 5.8 5.7 5.9
2.3 1.2 2.4 2.3 3.5 3.4 4.7

G.P.I. 2.75 2.97 2.92 2.95 2.92 2.91 2.87

13 A 27.6 29.2 31.5 27.9 29.9
35.6 34.3 35.2 36.0 36.7

27.0 26.7 24.8 25.6 23.7

7.8 8.1 6.9 7.7 7.0
2.0 1.7 1.6 2.8 2.7

G.P.I. 2.79 2.81 2.88 2.79 2.84

17 A 20.0 21.2 22.6 21.7 24.7 29.3 31.2 35.3 35.8 36.3

32.2 31.8 32.1 32.5 33.8 33.3 32.4 38.2 35.8 36..2

34.4 34.1 33.3 33.8 33.7 29.4 27.3 22.1 20.9 20.3

7.8 8.2 7.2 7.2 5.2 4.0 3.9 1.5 3.0- 2.9

5.6 4.7 4.8 4.8 2.6 4.0 5.2 2.9 4.5 4.3

G.P.I. 2.53 2.57 2.61 2.59 2.73 2.80 2.81 3.02 2.95 2.97

Office of Institutional Research
University of California, Berkeley
February, 1976
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Appendix Table 2 continued

REPORTED UNDERGRADUATE GRADE DISTRIBUTIONS
BY RESPONDING INSTITUTIONS

1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
Insti-
tution 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968

18 A 15.0 14.3 14.5 14.7 15.2 15.9 16.1 17.2 20.6 27.5 27.0 28.1 29.5 29.1

B 31.7 32.4 32.1 32.0 32.4 32.5 32.8 33.3 37.4 39.0 39.9 39.3 39.4 39.6

C 37.2 37.9 37.5 37.5 37.7 36.4 36.3 35.3 30.9 24.2 24.1 23.6 22.2 22.5

0 11.1 10.9 11.2 11.1 10.2 10.3 10.0 9.5 7.9 5.6 6.2 5.6 5.6 5.5

F 5.0 4.5 4.7 4.7 4.5 4.9 4.8 4.7 3.2 2.7 2.8 3.4 3.3 3.3

G.P.I. 2.41 2.41 2.41 2.41 2.44 2.44 2.45 2.49 2.64 2.82 2.82 2.83 2.86 2.86

19 A 13.5 14.1 14.3 14.6 15.2 16.1 17.3 19.7 22.7 24.0 26.2 28.8 30.3

30.5 31.4 32.3 31.4 31.8 32.5 33.7 35.8 36.6 36.7 35.8 35.3 35.4

34.5 33.9 32.5 32.8 33.0 33.3 32.2 29.9 27.5 26.9 25.5 23.7 23.7

13.2 12.7 12.2 12.3 11.7 10.7 10.0 8.6 7.7 7.0 6.7 6.1 6.4

8.3 7.9 8.7 8.9 8.3 7.4 6.8 6.0 5.5 5.4 5.8 6.1 4.2

G.P.I. 2.27 2.31 2.31 2.31 2.34 2.39 2.45 2.55 2.63 2.67 2.70 2.75 2.81

21 A 17.5 17.2 16.8 19.0 19.2 23.4 24.8 26.2 27.3 28.5

41.7 40.9 42.4 43.3 44.6 43.3 43.8 43.6 43.3 43.4

30.8 31.5 31.4 28.2 27.0 24.4 23.5 22.4 21.2 21.1

7.7 7.8 7.0 6.8 6.2 6.1 5.5 5.5 5.6 4.8

2.3 2.6 2.4 2.7 3.0 2.8 2.4 2.3 2.6 2.2

G.P.I. 2.64 2.62 2.64 2.69 2.71 2.78 2.83 2.86 2.87 2.91

22 A 41.2 38.2 38.3
36.1 36.3 36.4
17.5 19.6 19.5

0 3.8 4.5 4.4

1.4 1.4 1.4

G.P.I. 3.12 3.05 3.06

B A 17.4 17.4 18.2 18.6 20.4 22.7 24.7 26.8 28.4 32.1 32.1 33.3 34.6 35.0 35.0

B 34.7 34.7 35.4 35.0 37.8 39.2 39.3 40.2 40.7 40.7 41.0 39.7 39.7 40.0 40.0

C 36.7 36.7 35.3 35.1 32.6 30.9 29.2 25.6 23.5 21.0 20.5 21.8 20.5 20.0 20.0

D 7.1 7.1 7.1 7.2 6.1 4.1 4.5 4.9 4.9 3.7 3.8 2.6 2.6 2.5 2.5

F 4.1 4.1 4.0 4.1 3.1 3.1 2.3 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.6 2.6 2.6 2.5 2.5

G.P.I. 2.54 2.54 2.57 2.57 2.66 2.72 2.80 2.84 2.88 2.96 2.96 2.99 3.01 3.03 3.03

Office of Institutional Research
University of California, Berkeley
February, 1976
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Appendix Table

Tests of Significance of Difference Between

Mean Grade Point Indices

(See Table 1 in text)

Years
x vs y t d

a
LB UB

1-a
LB

.8
UB

.85
LB

.60 60

1960 vs 1974 6.844 2 .025 4.303 .17 .77 .37 .57 .45 .49

1962 vs 1966 1.449 5 .15 1.156 .03 .27 .03 .27 .12 .18

1966 vs 1970 3.803 8 .005 3.355 .03 .45 .17 .31 .22 .26

1970 vs 1974 3.431 27 .005 2.771 .03 .23 .09 .17 .12 .14

Null hypothesis: U = U
y x

Alternate hypothe U
y

U
x

where U is the mean GPI in the year

t is standard t-test

df is degrees of freedom

is the level of significance of the test

is the critical value of t

LB is the lower bound of U - U with certainty
y x

UB is the upper bound of U U with certainty
y x

Office of Institutional Research
University of California, Berkeley
February, 1976
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Appendix Table 4

Appendix Table 4 lists calculations for -tests comparing the mean

percentages for each grade between the years 1960 and 1974. A normal

distribution is assumed.

We see that there is a probability of .995 that the 1974 mean for

A;s has increased by at least 14.4% but not more than 20.6%. Conversely

there is a probability of .995 that the 1974 mean for C's has decreased

by at least 14.7% but not more than 17.5%. There is probability of .95

that the mean for B's has increased but less drastically. That is, the

mean has increased at least 0.7% but not more than 8.5%. The means for

D and F have changed little. At the 95% level of significance we cannot

reject the null hypothesis for the mean for D grades. There is a .95%

probability that the mean F grade has decreased by at least 0.3% but

not more than 2.5%.

Overall there seems to be a decreasing shift in the proportion of

C's, D's, and F's and an increasing shift in the proportion of A's and

B's with the greatest c e affecting A's and C's.

Twits of Significance of Difference
Between Gribe-P-ro-poftiOns

_

A

B

D

F

-value

degrees of
freedom

v

Signifi-
cance
Level

U
74

U
-74

U74

U
74

U
74

U
60

U-
60

-60

U
60

U
60

10.7

2.5

20.7

1.15

2.7

7

4

16

1

4

.005

.05

.005

.25

.05

3.499

2.132

2.921

1.000

2.132

1U74-U601

LB UB

14.4 20.6

.7 8.5

14.7 17.5

2.5 6.5

2.5
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Appendix Table 4 continued

U is the mean grade for all universities listed in the year x.
-x

Ho: U74 =
U60

is ...he hypothesis that the actual 1974 and 1960 means are the

same.

H is the alternative right or left tailed hypothesis to H1 as indicated.

= degrees of freedom

is the level of significance of H1

the lower confidence limit for the difference of the means given ix

UB is the upper confidence limit for the difference of the means given a

4 9
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UNIVERSITY NIA, BERKELEY

I1HFF-I DAVIS 'INE Los ANGELES HIVERSIDE SAN DIEGO SAN FRANCISCO

F. OF INSTITUTIONAL HES RERKELFS , CALIFORNIA 94720

November 24, 1975

Dear Colleague:

Subcommittees of the Graduate Council and the Executive
Committee of the College of Letters and Science at the University
of California, Berkeley are currently joined in discussions of
undergraduate scholastic grading practices and their impact on
graduate admissions. I am writing to you to seek your.assistance
in obtaining information about your institution's scholastic
grading systems and records. I have attached to this letter
information about Berkeley's grade system, grade-point averages
by class, and letter grade distributions in the hope that it will
encourage you to share similar information with us and will serve

as a guide for your reply. All information you supply will be
for internal use exclusively.

If you do not have direct access to records of letter
grade distributions or student grade-point averages, I would

appreciate either your obtaining the information so that you may
send a reply to me or your passing this request to an appropriate
agency at your institution for their direct response.

The attached list of questions and requests for informati n
should be self-explanatory. If not, please call me collect on

(415) 642-5743.

I hope you will be able to reply soon since I plan to use
the information you supply in January.

SS:bk

Attachments

5

Sincerely,

Sidney Suslow
Director



REQUEST FOR INFORMATION

Attached are several tables of Berkeley information on

underg aduate student grade-point averages and distributions of

grades awarded at Berkeley. For convenience spring grade-point

averages are reported while grade distributions use fall data.

Also, grade distributions show first all grade notations recorded

by the registrar and second, a collapsed distribution for standard

grades A through F, only. The tables start with the year 1960-61

and end with 1974-75.

Please send historical information for your institution

which comes as close as possible to matching these tables in the

breadth of information they supply, not necessarily in their style

or precise content. Fall term, spring term or year data will do.

If you do not have information for all years, please send what you

can.

The information received will be for in ernal use,

exclusively.
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Please supply as much information as available to you. Partial answers

to questions will be happily received. Notations and comments are welcomed at

any point.

1. What is your current grading system? If it has changed significantly since

the early 1950s, indicate how and when.

Berkeley's grading system underwent its most
radical change in the last two decades in 1966
when a pass-fail option for one course per quarter
was made available to all students in good stand-

ing. In the same year the faculty adopted a plus
and minus notation for letter grades A through D
with appropriate grade point values for pluses and

minuses. See Attachment A for a description of
Berkeley's current grading system and its historical
origins.

What are the distributions of scholastic grades awarded in your undergraduate

courses since the early 1960s? (See question 3, also

Berkeley's distribution in 1960 shows 17% A's, 34% B's,
36% C's, 7% D's, 4% F's, and 1% I's. In 1974, when

considering all grades awarded, that is, including-
such grades as P (pass) and NP (not pass), the percent
of A grades was 28%. If only letter grades A through
F are considered, the percent of A's in 1974 was 35%.

See Attachments B and C for detailed historical trends

in letter grade distributions.

If you can repLrt them separately, what are the distributions of scholastic

grades awarded in your lower division and upper division courses since the

early 1960s? (See question 2).

Berkeley's distribution of grades awarded in lower
division courses shows an almost doubled percent of
A's since 1960, from 14% to 27% in 1974. In upper

division courses in the equivalent period, the percent
of A's went from 21% to 29%. For both divisions, the
traditional letter grades A through F now account for
about 80% of all grades with pass/not pass grades
being almost the entire remaining 20% in lowerdivision
courses but only 13% in upper division courses. See

Attachments D, E, F, and G for detailed historical
trends in lower and upper division letter grade

distributions.

5 3
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What are yourNstorical cumulative grad -point averages by class standing

and for all undergraduates?

BerkeTey's total undergraduate cumulative grade-point
average distribution shows an institutional average
of 2.5t in spring 1960 and 3.01 in spring 1975.
Freshman made the greatest gain, up by .58 points

from spring 1963. See Attachment H for detailed
historical trends in cumulative grade-point averages.

5. If your undergraduate cumulative grade-point average distributions have
changed markedly since the early 1960s, would you indicate what factor Or
combination of factors you would say account for the change: policies

governing the grading system, student performance, faculty grading patterns,

other? If you can identify one or more factors of change, please indicate,

briefly how it or they influenced the distributions. For example, perhaps
your institution decided in recent years not to show 0 and F grades on

the student transcripts and also not include them in grade-point average

calculations. See Attachment A for major policy changes at Berkeley in

1966.

If your institution has an undergraduate honor student status, what minimum
grade-point average determ nes this status? Was it different a few years ago?

BerkelWs College of Letters and Science enrolls
about 80% of all undergraduates on campus. The college
changed the minimum grade-point average needed for
scholastic honor status from 3.00 to 3.30 in 1974.

7. If you are planning any major policy changes in your grading system, please
describe briefly what they are and what effect you anticipate from the changes.

8. Have you recently changed or are you planning to change your criteria for

admission to your graduate programs? If so, would you indicate what you
have changed or plan to change and, also, what effect the change had or
is intended to have on graduate admissions.

Based on all grade points earned by the student to date.

Office of Institutional Research
University of California, Berkeley
November 1975,
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ALLIaLnmen

Current
Grade Points

Intennqtatioh._ 4sioned

excellent-plus

excellent

excellent-minus

good-plus

good

good-minus

fair-plus

fair

fair-minus

barely passed-plus

barely passed

barely passed-niinus

failure

passed

not passed

satisfactory

unsatisfactory

incomplete

in progress

no record

4.0

4.0

3.7

3.3

3.0

2.7

2.3

2.0

1_7

1.3

1.0

0.7

0.0

none

none

none

none

none

e

Remarks

introduced fall 1966

in roduced fall 1966

introduced fall 1966

introduced fall 1966

introduced fall 1966

introduced fall 1966

introduced fall 1966

introduced fall 1966

introduced fall 1966; included letter grades
A+ through 0- from fall 1966 through
spring 1968; includes letter grades A+
through C- since fall 1968; from fall 1966
through fall 1970 one course per quarter
permitted on a pass/not pass basis; since
fall 1970 students can take up to one-third
of their total units for graduation on a
pass/not pass option,

complement of P grade--see rena ks for P grade.

must pass at a minimum level of B-; restricted
almost exclusively to students in graduate

programs

complement of S grade- -ee remarks for S grade.

prior to fall 1973 counted the same as an F
grade; currently indicates course work
incomplete, due to circumstances beyond
student's control, but of passing quality

none final grade assigned upon completion of
entire course sequence

none not an official grade, indicates that no grade
was received for student listed on regi strar 's

files.
Office of Institutional Research
University of Californi Berkeley
November 1975

its and grade points for these
tter grades are not included in

e grade-point average calculation.
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Attachnent B

Grade Distributions for
All Undergraduate Courses

Fall Terms

Fall Terms ABCDFP
Letter Grade Symbols+

NP I IP NR

1960 17% 34% 36% 7% 44 1% _

1961 17% 34% 36% 7% 4% = 2%

1962 18% 35% 35% 7% 4% 1% = 1% _

1963 18% 34% 34% 7% 4% 1% 1,

1964 20% 37% 32% 6% 3% 1% 2%

1965 22% 38% 30% 4% 3, 1% 2%

1966 22% 35% 26% 4% 2% 9% 1%

1967 22% 33% 21% 4% 2% 14% 1% 3% 1%

1968 23% 3% 19% 4% 2% 14% 1% 3%, 1%

1969 26% 3% 17% 3% 2% 13% 1% 4% 1%

1970 25% 32% 16% 3% 2% 14% 1% 5% 1% 1%

1971 26% 31% 17% 2% 2% 15% 1% 3% 2% 1%

1972 27% 31% 16% 2% 2% 15% 1% 3% 2% 1%

1973 28% 321 16% 2% 2% 15% 1% 2% 1% 1%

1974 28% 32% 16% 2% 2% 14% 1% 2% 2% 1%

see achrhent A for de itions

< 0.5%

Office of Institutional Research
University of California, Berkeley

November 1975



Attachment C

Collapsee Grade Distributions for
All Undergraduate Courses

Fall Terms

Fall Terms

Collapsed
Distributions as
t of All Grades A

Letter Grade Symbolstt
8

C 0 F

**
Total

*
GPI

1 960 98% 17% 35% 37% 7% 4% 100% 2.54

1961 98% 17% 35% 37% 7% 4% 100% 2.54

1962 99% 18% 35% 35% 7% 4% 100% 2.57

1963 97% 19% 35% 35% 7% 4% 100% 2.58

1964 98% 20% 38% 33% 6% 3% 100% 2.66

1965 97 23% 39% 31% 4% 3% 100% 2.75

1966 89% 25% 39% 29% 4% 2% 100% 2.82

1967 82/. 27% 40% 26% 5% 2% 100% 2.85

1968 81% 28% 41% 23% 5% 2% 100% 2.89

1969 81% 32% 41% 21% 4% 2% 100% 2.97

1970 78% 32% 41% 21% 4% 2% 100% 2.97

1971 78% 33% 40% 22% 2% 3% 100% 2.98

1972 78% 35% 40% 21% 2% 2% 100% 3.04

1973 80% 35% 40% 20% 3% 2% 100% 3.03

1974 80% 35% 40% 20% 3% 2% 100% 3.03

Excludes all but the traditional letter grades

Grade-point index calculated on the same point

basis as grade-point averages see Attachment A),

-v not add to 1 0% due to minding.

ItSee Attachment A for definitions.
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ATTACHMENT D

Grade Distributions in

Lower Division Courses

Fall Terms

Le ter Grade Symbols

Fall Terms A B C 0 F P NP I IP NR

1960 14- 3 40% 9% 5%

1961 14% 31% 40% 8% 5% 2%

1962 15% 32% 39% 8% 5% 1%

1963 15%,=. 31% 38% 8% 5% 1% 1%

1964 17% 34% 36% 7% 4% 1% 2%

1965 18, 34% 35% 6% 4% 1% 1% -

1966 19 32% 29% 5% 3% 10% * 1%

1967 197: 29% 24% 4% 3% 18% 1% 2%

1968 21% 29% 21% 4% 3% 18% 2% 2% *

1969 22c, 29 20% 4% 3% 18% V 2% *

1970 23% 29% 18% 3% 2% 18% 2% 3% 1% l',:,

1971 24'. 28% 19 3% 3% 18% 1% 2% 1% 1%

1972 26,,- 29% 18% 3% 3% 17% 1% 2% 1% 1%

1973 26':, 30% 187 3% 3/0 18% 1% 1% 1% *

1974 2-P 30r 17% 3% 3% 17% 1% 1% * *

See Attachment A for definitions

Office of Institutional Research
University of California, Berkeley
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ATTACHMENT E

Grade Distributions in

Upper Division Courses

Fall Terms

Letter Grade Symbols 1-

Fa11 Tprms A B C 0 F P NP I IP NR

1960 21 3-r, 31-, 2 * 2%

1961 22 38A 30% 5(% 2% 1% 2%

1962 22. 38 30% 5% 2'1! 1 21/

1963 22 38% 30% 5% 2% 11 2%, *

1964 23 40A 281: 47, 11: 1% 2%

1965 25[ 411 26% 3% 2% 1 2%
*

1966 251 38% 221: 3% 3% 7% 21: 11:.

1967 26 371: 181: 32 11: 9% 1% 31: 21:

1968 25% 37L 17% 3% 11: 9 1% 47, 2%

1969 291 36% 15% 2% 21: 8% 11: 5% 2%

1970 27 35% 15% 27 1Z 11% 1% 5% 1'7 1%

1971 271 341/ 16% 2% 1% 12% 1% 4% 2% 1%

1972 281' 32% 157 a 21: 13% 1% 41 21: U

1973 30 Y 31( 14% 3% 27 12% 1% 21' 2% 1%

1974 29% 34, 151: 2% 2% 12% 1% 21: 31: 1%

_e Attachment A for definitions

* < CL5.
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Attachment F

Collapsed' G ade Distributions in
Upper Division Courses

Fall Terms

s
tt

Collapsed Let er Grade Symbo
Distributions as ** _A-

F 11 Terms % of All Grades A B C D F Total GPI

1960 97% 22% 39% 32% 5% 2% 100% 2.74

1961 97% 23% 39% 31% 5% 2% 100% 2.76

1962 97% 23% 39% 31% 5% 2% 100% 2.76

1963 97% 23% 39% 31% 5% 2% 100% 2.76

1964 96% 24% 42% 29% 4% 1% 100% 2.84

1965 97% 26% 42% 27% 3% 2% 100% 2.87

1966 89% 28% 43% 25% 3% 1% 100% 2.94

1967 85% 31% 44% 21% 3% 1% 100% 3.01

1968 83% 30% 45% 20% 4% 1% 100% 2.99

1969 84% 35% 43% 18% 2% 2% 100% 3.07

1970 80% 34% 44% 19% 2% 1% 100% 3.08

1971 80% 34% 43% 20% 2% 1% 100% 3.07

1972 79% 35% 41% 19% 3% 2% 100% 3.04

1973 82% 37% 40% 17% 4% 2% 100% 3.06

1974 82% 35% 41% 18% 3% 3% 100% 3.02

Excludes all but the traditional letter grades.

Grade-point index calculated on the same point

basis as grade-point averages see Attachment A

1*
May not add to 100% due to rounding.

tt_
See Attachment A for definitions.

60

Office of Institutional Research
University of California, Berkeley
November 1975



Attachment G

Collapsed Grade Distributions in
Lower Division Courses

Fall Terms

Fall Terms

Collapsed
Distributions as
% of All Grades

Letter Grade Symbols
tt

ABCDFTotal ** *

GPI

1960 99% 145 31% 40% 9% 5% 100% 2.40

1961 98% 14% 32% 41% 8% 5% 100% 2.42

1962 99% 15% 32% 39% 8% 5% 100% 2.44

1963 97% 15% 32% 39% 8% 5% 100% 2.44

190 98% 17% 35% 37% 7% 4% 100% 2.54

1965 97% 19% 35% 35% 6% 4% 100% 2.59

1966 88% 36% 33% 6% 3% 100% 2.68

1967 79% 24% 37% 30% 5% 4% 100% 2.72

1968 78% 27% 37% 27% 5% 4% 100% 2.78

1969 78% 28% 37% 26% 5% 4% 100% 2.80

1970 75% 30% 397 .241 4% 3% 100% 2.89

1971 77% 31% 36% 25% 4% 4% 100% 2.86

1972 79% 33% 37% 23% 4% 4% 100% 2.90

1973 80% 33% 38% 23% 3% 3% 100% 2.95

1974 80% 34% 37% 21% 4% 4% 100% 2.93

'Excludes all but the traditional letter grades.

Grade-point index calculated on the same point

basis as grade-point averages see Attachment A).

May not add to 100% due to rounding.
t
'See Attachment A for definitions.

Office of Institutional Research
University of California, Berkeley
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Spring Terms

Attachment H

Cumulative Grade-Point Average
by Class for Undergraduates

Spring Terms

CLASS

Total

Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior UG

1960

1961

1962

DATA NOT AVAILABLE
II

2.51

2.52

2.53

1963 2_36 2_53 2.56 2.58 2.54

1964 2.40 2.54 2.57 2.61 2.56

1965 2.45 2.58 2.58 2.63 2.59

1965 2.47 2.54 2.69 2_65 2.63

1967 2.60 2.69 2.69 2_70 2.69

1968 2.65 2.72 2.73 2.76 2.74

1969 2.73 2.75 2.78 2.80 2.78

1970 2.79 2.81 2.83 2.86 2.84

1971 2.85 2.86 2.85 2.90 2.38

1972 2.89 2.87 2.91 2.94 2.92

1973 2.91 2.90 2.91 2.99 2.94

1974 2.94 2.95 2.96 3.02 2.99

1975 2.94 2.97 2.99 3 04 3.01

'Based on all grade points earned by student_ to date.
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