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Previous research effur., in th is ser icc cu urdcrrca iate :rading
Georgia State University have been concerned with the grading patterns of
college teachers and student grades in individual courses. rhis ,A114 invus
tigated differences in grading patterns by major field3 of study controlling
for such antecedents an scholastic aptitude, demographic backuouud, course
type, and longitudinal trends.

The principal finding of the study was that major f:i.eld of study 1s strongly
associated with the grades students receive in courses Lhx Ub0UL the curri-
culum. Majors tend to receive better grades in parts of the curriculum, while
doing poorer in other parts. For example, English majors tend to receive
relatively higher grades in teacher education courses than their other courses,
while the grades they receive for physical science and foreign language courses
are, on the average, lower. Physical science courses were generally more dif-
ficult for all majors, whIle teacher education courses were less difficult for
all majors.

The li-uerature on college grading practices contains the hypothesis that grad-
ing patterns for different major fields is a reflection of adaptation level
theory where a component of the curriculum adopts grading standards that match
the aptitude level of the students in the field. This and the previous grade
studies support the proposition that the various parts of the curriculum have
different grading standards.

This study focused on grading trends by major field over time. The contempo-
rary coneern about "grade inflation" was a motivating factor for these grade
studies, which have been requested by several University Self-Study Committees.
Grades have been increasing for a number of years in nigher edueation, while
student population aptitude scores have been decreasing. Most major fields
exhibited a greater level of systematic inflation than grades in individual
courses. Based upon this and previous research on final-letter-grade patterns,
a supposition is offered:

Teachers as a group are not haphazardly giving higher grades (grade
inflation). Rather, within the student population, there has been
a shift in course enrollments and majors away from the traditional
curricula to the newer curricula. It is suggested that many of the
students involved in this shift have been exercising their preroga-
tives in order to avoid courses with traditionally stringent grading
practices, thus creating a- condition Which might be termed "degree
inflation"; that is, more students are moving into degree programs
which they find have grading standards reflecting their abilities
and/or interests

Office of Institutional Planning Report No. 77-3
Georgia State University August, 1976
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WITH UNDERGRADUATE COURSE GRADES:
A MULTIVARTATE ANALYSIS CONTROLLING FOR
ACADEMIC AND PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

AND LONGITUDINAL TREND0

There has been a marked move away from :pecific Luur 00
requirements toward distribution requirements, for which
the student selects from among a more or less specified
sot of course offerings . . . The general education
curriculum today is much less structured than it used
to be. (Blackburn et al 1976, p.

The recent changes in ddy throughout higher educati 0n

have resulted in a changing _ix in course offerings. Students have been

giver increased freedom from 1 requirements and they have chosen

mre frequently to increase tleir courses in their major field of study.

The grades that students receive in their educational experience

are an integral component of their program of study. Thus, the contro-

versy concerning the distribution of grades in higher education must

necessa ily be concerned with the impact and interaction of grades with

the student's major.

A brief review of what is popularly called "grade inflation" illus-

trates the need for considering the effect grades have on programs of

study offered by post-secondary institutions. Grade inflation has been

identified--but not defined-- s being exhibited in:

An increased number of graduation honors being a-
as student quality decreases (Bolin, 1975).

led

A hypocrisy in grading standards, where 'wishy-washy grading"

is misleading the students about their abilities and achieve-
ment (Etzioni, 1975).

Colleges and faculty are "buying" studen s with cheaper grades
in attempts by faculty to increase their popularity (renumeration)

or clleges to increase their enrollment (revenues)(McKenzie, 1975).

1 0
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A sturlcnt Ls choice of maj r field hao been shown to Ue Ludleative

of his bac-ground characteristics and abilitJes. Elton and Rose (1967)

presented findings thot students in different major flolds exhibit

differing personality traits. A study by Goldman and Warren (1973)

fou-d that the scholastic strategies and approaches of students vary

among major fields of study.

Grading standards themselves have been shown by Goldman et al. (197)1)

as differing among major fields. They noted that "the fields which contain

the lowest ability students award the highest grades for a given ability

level. This is akin to easy grading standards for the fields with the low-

est ability students" (p. 3)L9). This evidence 1r s based upon aggregate

data--GPA's--and thus did not answer the key question of how students with

different majors perform in the same cour-es. Goldman and Widawski (1976)

designed a study where grades for individual courses were compared ba ed upon

students who had taken similar courses--e.g. , both biology and urban studies--

and found these students tend to receive lower biology grades by a factor of -.53

-2-
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[high school grade point. avern- will tond to grade more stringently

than will professors in fields with lower IISGPA otudents" (pp. 389).

Goldman and Widawski surmise this behavior of differential grading st ndards

is the operation of adaptation-level ihcory iIulon, 19W). The adantatio

level explanatiot. si- -s that students are judgcd role tive to.their p,ers,

not on an absoluLP basis. Ibis is Si ilar to McDonald (1966) who noted that,

based on a survey of faculty teaching introductory level courses at Georgia

State University, the faculty stated they were grading, on an _absolute scale,

but the empirical distribution of their grades tended to be relative to the

ability levels of their -tudents.

A course- y-course study by Prat and Smith (1976b):

shows in many instances congruence between course grading
patterns within a particular discipline and also between
similar disciplines, but incongruence between dissimilar
disciplines. Quantitative type courses tend to have
stringent grading standards across department and school
lines. Thus, it appears that grades are influenced to no
small degree by the associated discipline and the values
assigned to grades by the discipline. If there is a shift

of the student body to course programs with lenient grading
standards, then there will be a normal shift to a higher GPA.

(PP. 34-35).

The course-by-course analysis did not exhibit the dramatic grade inflation"

shown hy the increases in aggregate measures such as GPA, proportion of A

grades or graduation honors awarded. There was _ rend for the courses

with lenient grading patterns towsrd slightly adjusting grades do wards.



While the stringent grading courses often had an increase in grades over

"time, these courses remained conseri ie in pading battP Idith rL-

gard to grade inflation, there is not a secular trend of it occurring

systematically throughout the course offerings (p. 3)i=). The trend is

more grade converzence than gradeinflation.

Contemporary stude t- can avoid 'poor" grades through several avenues.

For instance, when the student perceives a course to be one where low grades

are a higher likelihood, the student has available these options: 1) with-

draw and wait for an easier" teacher, seek a substitute course if'it

is a requirement, ) take the course at another institution, or 4) change

to a less stringent grading major field.

Surveys of faculty have also shown that grading practices vary with

the faculty memberts discipline. "In the area of grading practices," Oh

(1976) wrote, "the natural scientists seamed to have strong confidence in

their grading practices, and the social scientist- were on the middle ground.

The humanities faculty had moderate confidence in their grading practices."

Oh noted that the natural science fields use these criteria: mastering

course objectives, work quality and skills learned, while social science

faculty employed: mastery of course objectives and quality of work. There

was one criterion used by the humanities teachers: work quality.

The relationship of the personal and academic background attributes

with grade distribution was studied by Prather and Smith (1976a). They

found that while there exis d same weak association between grades and

teacher attributes, the strongest indicators of grade distribution were

course discipline designations. It was reported that:

Courses showing a tendency to have proportionately
higher grades-at the undergraduate level include:
special education; curriculum and instruction; health,
physical education, recreation and safety; and early
childhood.

-4-
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Courses showing a tendency to have proportionately
lower grades at the undergraduate level include:
developmental studies; accounting; music; vocational
and career development; information systems; chemistry;
and decision mathematics.

Courses which had a higher grading pattern also indicated

fewer withdrawals. p. 44).

ose

This study is part of a series on student grades being conducted at the

request of several University-wide Self-Study Committees. The aim of this

research effort is to provide an analysis of undergraduate grades at Georgia

State University as they relate to major fields of study. The study seeks

also to place grades within the general context of the dynamics of higher

education by relating grades to the background characteristics of the

students. The questions this research is designed to answer are: 1) what

is the relationship between major fields of study and grades received; and

2) what is the longitudinal pattern of grades received and major field of

study.

st

Plan and Limitations of the Study

The secular trend of student grades is investigated by major fields of

',Grade nflation is operationally defined as a systematic increasei

in grade distributions over time after controlling for ability level and

background characteri-tics. The teriii systematic increase in grades is

emphasized because an increase in grades may be due to increased learning.

However, if grades increase every year for five years, there is stronger

evidence of inflation in grading practices, as compared to annual fluctua-

tions in grades.

The study population consists of 8,735 undergraduate students who had

attempted at least 40 credit hours at Georgia State University as of Pall

Quarter, 1975. The variables consisted of the individual,course grades

-5=
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received, along with the quarter arid. year the course was taken, for a maxi-

mum of 40 courses. Additional variables included background characteristics

of students such as sex, minority status, and age. The academic variables

selected were cumulative grade point average GRA at Georgia State

University, major field of study, Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT ) scores,

high school GPA, credit hours att- pted, credit hours earned, credit hours

transferred to Georgia State University and transfe-red college GRA.

Each grade received, along with the student's other characteri-tics,

formed a case. For example, if a .tudent had thirty grades, thrm thirty

cases would be recorded for that student.

The analysis was performed for each major whenever enough data was

available. This approach is similar to that of Goldman et al. (1974).

Though the Goldman studies and other similar efforts have used the aggre-

gate GRA as the focus of the study, this study disaggregates to the indivi-

dual grade level. Both Schoenfaldt and Bush (1975) and Goldman and Slaughter

(1976) have noted that the cumulative GRA is largely a heterogeneous mixture

of coUrses which is indicative of low reliability, and this research design

avoids the unreliability of aggregate grades.

It is not possible to account for all factors that may influence

grades. Such student characteristic variables as personality, artistic

ability and the like are not controlled for. Only those variables available

in the computerized student data base could be included in the study.

Another limitation is that no criteria external of grades themselves,

such as standardized achievement tests, are available to account for

learning--i.e. maturation effects--by students. Thus, the proposed test

of grade inflation is most liberal and our estimates of grade inflation

contain a maturation component. That is, Urc bias is toward finding grade

inflation,and the actual amount of grade inflation itself is certainly lower

than our crude estimates.
-6-
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Research Design

In the previous grade analyses Prather and Smith, 1976a, 1976b), the

model used s the general linear model, also known as regression analys +17

This study-uses the same model. The rationale for the use of regression is

based upon practical and theoretical justificatIons. Regression analysis

allows maximuth'design flexibility and is statistically robust. In light

of the large amount of data in this study, regression analysis provides an

effective technique for presenting the diverse nature of the data while

maintaining a consistent analysis rationale.

The specification of the regression model for the analysis of the

major fields includes these aspects=

(1) The regressand, or dependent variable in each case is a
final letter grade, scaled on the 4.0 system (i.e., A 4,

B = 3, C 2, B = 1, F or WF - 0). The grades of incomplete,
withdrawal, or audit are excluded from the analysis.

The regressors, or independent variables, are the personal
background characteristics of ability and academic variables,
which are intended as statistical controls.

Additional regressors are the types of courses, expressed in
the form of dummy variables. This allows the curriculum
factor to be accounted for.

(4) The year the course was taken was expressed in dumny variables
for five of the six years covered by the grades. The dummy
variables for 1971 to 1975 are specified for the purpose of
estimating the change in grades that is associated with longi-
tudinal factors.

Certain variables included in the analysis were not available
for all students. Missing data was found to be present for
SkT scores, high school Gars and age. The mean value was
substituted for missing data elements. To ascertain the im-
pact of missing data elements, the procedure developed by
Cohen (1968) was employed. The technique allows an objective
measure of the impact of missing data. This is done by the
inclusion of "missing data" dummy variables which measure the
relationship between missing data for a particular variable
and the regressand.

Our search for the best regression equation for each major is admittedly

raw empiricism. The equations- are meant to be a starting point for discussion

and fUrther analysis. We have sought to increase the body of substantive

-7-
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knowledge concerning grading patterns by using an analysis model that is

theoretically plausible ghile being guided by both substantive and statis-

tical criteria.

Overview of the Major Field

To highlight the various secular trends of grades by the major fields

..ummary chart is presented. This chart was prepared from the 63 indivi-

dual equations. Chart 1 includes the sample mean grade fl-cm the major, the

five regression estimators pertaining to year-the-course- s-taken, the

constant term, the adjusted R- the number of grades the equation is based

upon, and the number of individual students in that MBRa". The reason for

including the constant term is to allow an interpretation of the sample

mean grade controlling the background variables of the students. The higher

the constant term, the higher the grades received by students independent

of their measured scholastic aptitude and past performance.

Limiting the discussion to those majors having over ten students in

the study population, there are 56 majors which account for 99.4% of the

total of 189,013 grades in the study. The summary highlights are:

Those majors with a sample mean grade over 3.0, when compared
to the constant term, showed early childhood education to have
an .86 constant, -.15 for special education, 1.02 for music,
-.10 for French, .18 for community health nutrition, -.48 for
physical therapy, .32 for mental health assistants.

The longitudinal increase in grades which includes maturation,
however) illustrates that 50 of the 56 majors had an overall
upward trend in grades, with art education major:1 having the
highest net increase. German majors showed an overall net
decrease in grades.

There was an overall grade increase factor of -.25 of a letter
when the net difference in the 1971 and 1975 estimators were
weighted by the number of grades in each major.

17
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nalysis of Major_Field

The analysis consisted of 63 regression equations. Sufficient data

allowed 62 majors to be analyzed and, in addition, those students with no

recorded or declared majors were included. The procedure for analyzing

major consisted of three parts First, a statement vas presented concerning

the percentage of variation the R-2 is adjusted for the degrees of freedom,

yielding a conservative t in the major field as affected by the

independent variables included in the analysis. Next, the grading trend

during the period from 1971 to 1975 was evaluated to note the secular trend.

A- revealed by the estimators the course areas in which the major field

performed better or worse than the average were stated. Finally, other

variables included in the analysis that had either a strong positive or

negative effect were noted. The 63 regression equations were based upon

8,735 students and a total of 189,013 individual course grades.

Each regression equation is presented in-a separate table (pp. -137)

along with a basic summary of the principal findings for that major. These

interpretations are not meant to be exhaustive; rather, they are intended

to serve as a guide to enable a reader to explore the complex relationships

presented in each equation. The guide for each table summary was based

upon those variables having regression estim tors at least twice their

standard error of estimator. The order of the variables in each equation

was based upon the step-wise regression algorithm This ad hoc procedure

allows the variables to be ordered, according to the amount of orthogonal

varianee accounted for by entered variables:in respect to the regressand

(the course grade). The year-the-course-was-taken dummy variables were

specified to.be entered in first, followed by the other variables. The

19
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ranking of the variable As solely empirical, and is not intended to reflect

the theoretical or conceptual importance of a narticular variable.

The selection of majors to be included in the study was based upon

the foll ng criteria: all major fields that had registered at least 100

grades were included; a major field was included from each gener 1 academic

ar a. The range that resulted from this selection process was from four

majors and 128 grades for Housing Admini-tration majors, to 1126 Undeclared

(Baccalaureate degree ) with 17,760 grades.

The order of the 63 individual major tables is based upon the taxonomy

of instructional progra= delineated by the Higher Education General Infor-

mation Survey (HEGIS). This 7tand rdized list is used by many higher

educational units and thus as data are released, comparison using academic

discipline based data is feasible Huff and Chandler, 1971). For example,

degrees awarded, programs of study enrollments and other information neces-

sary to evaluate curricula are frequently to be found in other universities

by the REGIS taxonomy. But we should remind the reader that the HEGIS

taxonomy is a means to -tudying higher education curriculum, and this is

not intended to be an advocacy by the authors for a particular curriculum

structuring.

2 0



AR ANALYSIS OF TABLE 1, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT MAJORS

* Due to the small number of majors (9), valid statistical con-
clusions cannot be stated as significant; however, the findings
will be presented in order that some notion of causal effect is
conveyed.

The adjusted R2 6. The highlights may be sunmiarized as follows:

Although the estimator increased significantly fran 1971 to
1975 (from .63 to 1.22), the trend was rather stable during
the period from 1973 to 1975. This total change in the
esttmator from 1971 to 1975 represents an increase of .59
of a letter grade.

* Community Development majors perform on the average better
in the followlng courses: SPGH 2.24); AC (2.16 ); ENG (1.19);
GEOG (1.05); and POLS 1.07).

There were no course areas having a significant negative impact
en Community Development majors.

* %Other variables included in the analysis had no significant
effect on Community Development majors.

21
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REGRESSAWD: GRADES ra ALL COURSES FOR COMMUNITY DEVELO4EflT MAJORS

Sample Mean = 2.47 S.D. = 1.00 N = 172

Regressors

'Standard
Error of

Estimators Estimater

Year of Course: 75 1.22 .67 .59

74 1.17 .64 .55

73 1.26 .67 .45

72 .64 .66 .15

71 .63 .61 .17

CFA .15 . .05

DK -.74 .66 -.10

FHYS -.83 .75 -.09

Freshman Course -.14 .31 -.07

SPCH 2.24 .68 .29

AC 2.16 1.00 .16

CHEM -.01 .64 -.002

MATH .63 .48 .17

Female -.83 2.24 -.41

GEOL .60 .52 .13

BE .62 .52 .15

Age .10 .09 .25

ENG 1.19 .45 .44

SLOG 1.05 .46 .31

mus 1.30 .78 .14

POLS 1.07 .51 .24

HPRS 1.35 .76 .15

Missing Bat --H.S. GPA - 1.52 -.48
CJ 1.28 .73 .17

PSY 1.29 .70 .17

HIST .85 .48 .30

SOC 1.00 .51 .23

EC 1.07 .55 .24

EL 1.02 .72 .13

MK 1.09 1.01 .08

GER .77 .98 .06

BIO .79 .76 .08

IS .76 .81 .08

UL .58 .69 .08

PHIL .69 .78 .07

SAT-Verbal .001 .12 .002

Senior Course .11 .30 .04

MGT .49 1.03 .04

High Sehool--GFA 3.45 8.05 .26

SolKIWZOre Course -.06 .32 -.03

Hours Transferred -.003 02 -.06

Constant -12.75

-2
R (Adjusted ) .26

Standard Error of Estimate = .86

Nnaer of Majors = 9

1GI8 Code: 0208
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AN ANALYSIS OF TABLE 2, FOREIGN AREA STUDIES MAJCRS

Due to the small number of majors (5), valid statistical con-
clusions cannot be stated as significant; however, the findings
will be presented in order that sane notions of causal effect
is conveyed.

The adjusted R2 s .27k. The highlights may be a -d as follows:

Between 1971 and 1973 the grading trend was rather unstable;
the period from 1972 showed an increase in the estimator from
-.25 to -.01 or approximately .25 of a letter grade. On the
other hand, the period from 1972 to 1973 showed a deflation
of a letter grade by .55. The grading trend has been rather
stable since 1973.

On the average, Foreign Area Studies majors performed better
in MUS (.64 ); BED (1.04); and HPRS (.97). (None ef these
positive well ts were significant at the 95% confidence
interval).

* Foreign Area Studies majors performed worse than the average
in the following course areas: BIO (-2.84); IS (-3.36); PHYS
(-2.57); MATH (-1.51); SOC (-1.06); ENG (-1.01); and HIST (-.77).
(None of the negative weights were significant at the 95% confi-
dence interval).

* Other notable variables affecting the performance of Foreign
Area Studies majors were: Senior Course (.62 ); and Female
(-.27). (Neither was significant).

2 3



TABLE 2

MORESSAND: GRADES IN ATI COURMS FOR FOREIGN AREA NIUDIES MAJORS

Sample Mean = 2.19 S.D. = 1.06

Reueseora

N 160

Standard
Error of

Estrnators Estimator 5

Year of Course: 75 =.38 .56 -.

74 -.35 .55 -.14

73 -.56 .50 -.23

72 -.01 .49

71 -.25 .49 -.08

SPAN .22 .31 .07

RIO -2.84 .71 -.30

GPA 1.00 .75 .20

MDR .64 .68 .0&

Is -3.36 .97 -.25

PHYS -2.57 .96 -.19

UED 1.04 .74 .11

FR .21 .46 .04

Senior Course .62 .31 .23

MATH -1.51 .60 -.22

SOC -1. .36 -.29

ENU -1.01 .37 -.25

HIST -.77 .31 -.24

-HMS .97 1.00 .07

PSY -.83 .41 -.18

GEOG -.75 .35 -.19

linS -.70 .35 -.17

Junior Course .24 .30 .10

GEOL -.58 .48 -.10

FRU, -.56 .74 -.06

GER 78 .98 -.06

EC -.32 .44 -.07

Female -.27 .32 -.11

Age .04 .08 .05

Hours Attempted -.001 .004 -.04

Sopl7.nore Course .05 .28 .02

CREM -.07 .72 -,.01

Constant .16

R2

2
R (Adjun ed ) .27

Standard Error of Est e

Number of Majors = 5

1GIS Code: 0399

-15-
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AN ANALYS _ OF TABU 3, BIOLOG1 MAJORS

The adjusted R2 was 38. The highlights may be summarized as follows:

While stable fram 1971 to 1972, the estimators since 1972 to
the present indicate an inflationary trend (from -.06 to .26)
that is equivalent to .20 of a letter grade over a three year
period.

On the average, Biology majors performed better in the following
course areas: PSY (.32 ); MUS (.38); ECI (.71); and FED (.58).

* Notable course areas in which Biology majors on the average
performed morse in are: CHEM (-.30); HIST -.39); PHYS 1);
BIO (-.16); and POLS -.26).

* Other notable variables affecting Biology majors: Hours Transferred
had a negative impact (-.001); age had a positive effect (.01), as
the older a student, the better the performance tended to be; also,
Biology majors tend to do better in freshman courses.



TABLE 3

REG ESAND: GRADES IN AIL COURSES FOR BIOLGGY MAJORS

Sample Mean 2.61 S.D. 1.04 N = 6649

Re ressors

Standard
Error of

Estimators Estima or

Year of Coarse: 75
74
73
72
71

GRA
PS?
MUS
ECI
CHCK
nam
FED

.26

.18

.07
-.06
-.04

.97

.32

.38

.71

-.30
-.39
.58

.10

A56
.10
.10
.11
.02
.07
.09
.17
.05
.06
.16

.03
-.02
-.01
.58
.05
.05
.04

-.12
-.09
.04

MATH -.28 .06 -.07
Hours Transferred -.001 .0004 -.03
SPAN .15 .10 .02

HiTS -.31 .06 -.07

BIO -.16 .04 -.06
ho re Course -.05 .04 -.02

-.39 .10 -.04

POLS -.26 .08 -.04

Age .01 ,.003 .03

AC .16 -.03

ART -.37 .12 -.03

DM -.41 .17 -.02

SPCH .33 .18 .02

Hours Attempted .001 .0003 .03

Freahman Courses .10 .04 .05

FR -.19 .09 -.02
Missing Data--SAT Math .04 .03 .02

Veteran -.06 .03 -.02

SOC .16 .10 .02

. EC .17 .12 .02

SAT--Verbal .0001 .01

UL .58 .01

EED .25 .19 .01

MK .29 .22 .01

Mu', -.10 .09 -.01

GEOG -.24 .20 -.01

CJ .32 .34 .01

GEOL -.13 .15 -.009

Minority
BL

-.03
.38

.03

.41

-.01
.009

IS -.12 .15 -.01
BURS -.28 .37 -.01
Transfe -GEA Iid.icator -.01 .01 -.01

RE -.20 .37 -.01

/UM -.15 .41 --.004
JOUR -.10 .28 -.003

Missing Data--D.S. GFA .01 .04 .01

ENG .02 .06 .005

Senior Course .01 .04 .003

Female .01 .02 .003

Missing Data--Age .01 .05 xce
High Sehool--GPA -.003 .02 -.001
Constant -.26

R2 39

112(Adjusted) w .36

Standard Error of Estimate = .82

libmber of Majors = 283

HMIS Code: 0401 2 6
-17-



AN ANALYSIS OF TABLE ACCOUNTINC MAJORS

The adjusted R- was .40. The highlights were summarized as follows:

The grading trend for Accounting majors from 1971 to 1975
reflects an average increase in the estimator of .69. As
a result of this upward trend, a grade inflation factor of
.25 of a letter grade developed between 1971 and 1975.

On the average Accounting majors did b
course areas: BED (.51); EC (.17 ); BL
HPRS (1.23).

tter in the following
.27); MGT (.25); and

Accounting majors on the average performed worse in the
following course areas: AC (-.22); HIST (-.49); BIO -.64);

ENG (-.16); POLS (-.27) IS (-.18); and CHEM (-.41).

Other variables significantly effecting Accounting majors were:
Senior Course -.19 and Hours Attempted .0008).



REGRESSAND: GRkDES IN ALL COURSES FOR ACCOUNTING MAJORS

Sample Mean = 2.63 S.D. = 1.06 N - 15452

EsEnLIT211 Estimators

tandard
r of

ENLIIss

.15Year of Course: 75 .34

74 625 06 .11

73 .17 06 .06
72 =14 06 .04
71 .09 06 .02

GPA .96 .01 .58
AC -.22 .404 -.09
HIST -.49 .05 -.08
DIO -.64 .08 -.05
ENG -616 .04 -.04
POLS -.27 .05 -.04
IS -.18 .05 -.03
BED .51 .07 .06
JUnior Course -.01 .03 -.004
Transfer-GM Indicator -.03 .007 -.04
EC .17 .att .04
EL .27 .05 .05
MGT .25 .04 .05
SeniOr Course -.19 603 -607
Hours Attempted .0008 .004012 .04
HPRS 1.23 .31 .02
CHEM -.41 .10 -.03
Misning Data--H.S. PIA .03 .02 .01
MUS .32 .10 .02
INS .19 .05 .03
RE .14 .05 .02
PHIL -.20 .08 -.02
GEOL -625 .07 -603
Mx .10 =05 .02
SPCH .22 .11 .01.
SPE .74 .31 .01
-e .004 .002 .02

Veteran -.04 .02 -.02
PHIS -.32 .12 -.02
MATH -.16 =07 -.02
FED .37 .17 .01
Freshman Course .07 .03 .03
HourS TranSferred .000k .0002 .01
AS -049 .31 -.01
EU .29 .23 .008
GEOG -.09 .07 -.01
Minority -.02 .02 -.008
Missing Data--Age .05 .05 .007
FR -.22 .21 -.007
UL .32 .34
Missing Data--SAT Ma h .02 .02 .009
FOY .03 .06 .004
SAT-4_ h .0001 .0001 .004
JOUR -.15 .17
ART -.14 .21 -,0004
SOC .02 605 .002
Female -.01 .02 -.004

SPAN -.08 .17 -.003
DM -.02 .04 -.005
SAT--Verbal @ .0001 .003
High School--GPA 'oce .002

GER .21 -.001
CJ -.03 .15 -.001
Coust t -.32

R2(Adju ted) = .40

MindardErri, 3timate

Number or Kujer.; = 776

REGIS Code: '7502

19-



A LYSTS OF TABLE 5, ACTUARIAL S

The ad usted R2 -

rENCE MAJORS

.41. The highlights may be summarized as follow

There was considerable grade deflation from. 1971 to. 1972,
aa the estimator decreased from -.03 to -.44 or a .41 drop

_ a letter grade; however, in 1973 the estimator returned
to a relative 1971 position at -.08 and the grading trend
stabilized from this point through 1975.

Actuarial Science majors on the average performed better in
the following course areas: PRY (.42); RE (.43); and EC (.19).
(None of these positive weights were found to be significant
at a 95% confidence interval).

* On the average, Actuarial Science majors performed worse than
average in the following course areas: AS -.72 and HIST -.GO)

Other notable variables impacting Actuarial Science majors were:
Senior Course (.34); and Minority (-.44). (The Minority variable
was not significant at a 95% confidence interval).

2 9



TABLE 5

REGBESSkND: GRAT3 IN ALL COURSES FOR AC SCIENCE MAJORS

Sampl.! Mean = 2.79 S.D. -,.. 1.04 N = 775

Regressoi7

Standard
Error of

Estimators Estimator

Year of Course ,) -.05 . 31 -.02

74 -.04 .30 -.02

73 -.08 .30 -.03

72 -.44 .31

71 -.03 .31 -.01

GPA 1.02 .07 .59

AS -.72 .26 -.31

HIST -.60 29 -.10

FI .29 -.08

PSY .42 .30 .07

Senior Course .34 .17 .15

ENG -.13 .26 -.03

Is -.35 .31 -.06

-PCH -. .53 -.04

PDLS =.18 .30 -.03

RE .43 .47 .03

FED -.78 .62 -.04

Minority -.44 .27 -.05

EC .19 .27 .05

Female .03 .11 .01

Age .01 .01 .05

MOS -.38 .46 -.03

sm--math .0007 .0006 .07

Hours Transferred .001 .001 .04

INS -.15 .29 -,03

Junior Course .18 .16 .08

Missing Data--R.S. GPA -.10 .11 -.05

Missing Data--CAT Matt! .13 .15 .06

MK -.05 .28 -.01

FHYS -.11 .36 -.01

Veteran -.10 .20 -.02

MGT -.01 .31 -.001

GEOL -.07 .41 -.006

FreShMeal COUrSe .07 .15 .02

PHIL .20 .39 .02

AC .14 .27 .03

BED .36 .84 .01

MATH .10 .26 .03

SAT-Verbal -.0002 .0006 -.01

cHEm .15 .41 .01

Houra Attempted -.0002 .0008 -.01

DK .10 .32 .01

$000 .06 .30 .01

High School--GFA -.01 .05 -.005

GEOG .06 .41 .005

No .03 .31 .005

COnstant -.51

R2 = .45

2
R-(Adjusted ) .41

Standard Error of Estimate

Nudber of Msjors 37

HEGIS Code: 0599

- .79

3 0
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AN ANALYSIS OF TBLE 6 ECONOMIC

The adjusted R2 was .31. The highlights may be summarized as folio

There was a slight grade inflation from 1971 to 1972, as the
estimator dropped from -.28 to -.12. The estimator reflected
a stable trend from 1972 to 1973, but there was again an
upward trend frail 1973 to 1974 (--.12 to .03). The period
from 1974 to 1975 was rather stable but slightly deflationary.
The overall effect between 1971 and 1975 has been a .27 increase
in a letter grade.

Economics majors on the average have done better in the following
course areas: EC (.32); MGT (.5); ECI (1.78); and WC .22)

On the average, Economics majors have performed worse in the
following course areas: AC (-.22); BIO -.46); PHYS -.46);
MATH (-.18); AS -.78); and FR -.28).

Other variables having notable effect on Econanics majors were:
Transfer-GPA Indicator -.30); Freshman Couxse .14); and
Junior Course (.15).

31

-22-



TABLE 6

RFG SZAND: GRADES IN ALL COURSES FOR

Sample Mean = 2.67 S.D. = 1.04

Regressors Estima tc

ECONOMICS MAJORS

N = 3327

Standard
Error of

ErAtmator

Year of Course: 75 .11 -.we
74 . .1.1 .01

73 -.12 .11 -.o4

72 -.12 .11 -.04

71 -.28 .11 -.07

GFA .93 .03 .51

EC .32 .07 .13

MGT .53 .10 .09

AC -.22 .09 -.05

JaLlor Course .15 .0 .o6

DIO -.46 .15 -.05
PHYS -.46 .18 -.04
Hours Transferred -.0001 .001 -.01

MATH -.18 .08 -.04
AS -.78 .36 -.03
FR -.28 .13 -.03
IS -.15 .12 -.02

FT -.16 .13 -.02

JOUR -.50 .29 -.02
SPAN -.17 .10 -.03

ECI 1.78 .87 .08

SPCH .32 .19 .02

GER -.27 .17 -.02

SOC .22 .11 .03

Trunzfer-OPA Indicator -.03 .02 -

PSI .20 .11 .03

MuS .18 .13 .02

HIST -.10 .09 -.02
Freshman Course .14 .07 .06

GEOL -.14 .15 -.01
GEOG -.11 .14 -.01
Hours Attempted .001 .0004 .02

Sophomore Course .06 .06 .03

PHIL -.03 .13 -.004

Age -.002 .003 -.01
Missing Data--H.S. OA .05 .05 .02

SAT--Kath .0003 .0003 .02

RE .15 .13 .02

EL . .14 .12 .02

FED .39 .50 .01

DK .08 .08 .02

MK .10 .IP .01

Female .04 .05 .01

High School--GPA -.02 .03 .01

MisSing Data--Age .06 .10 .01

ENG .04 . a7 .01

HYRS .42 .86 .01

Minority -.02 .05 -.01

CJ .10 .26 .01

Veteran .01 .0 4 .01

sAT--verbal -.0001 .00103 -.005

cm124 .16

Missing Data--SAT Verbal .01 .05 -.01

INS .02 .19 .002

Constant .07

RF = .32

EF(Adjusted) = .31

andard Error of Estimate

MajOrs = 82

BEGIS Code: 0517

-23-
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The adjus _

AN ANALYS S OF TABLE 7, FINANCE MAJORS

.41. The highlights may b rized as follows

The estimator increased from -.07 in 1971 to .18 in 1972 or
.25 of a letter grade. Although the period fram 1971 to 1972
represents the largest increase in the estimator, an upward
trend continued through 1975. This upward grading trend from
1971 to 1975 has resulted in an increase of .57 of a letter
grade.

* The one statistically significant course area tiat Finance
majors tended on the average to perform better in was BED (.45).

On the average Finance majors perforthed.worse in the following
course areas: AC (-.34); IS -.38); HIST (-.40); PHYS (-.76);
and AS (-.51).

No other variables had any significant impact on Finance majors.



141.121.Z.

RFIRESSAiD GRADES IN ALL COURSES FOR FINANCE MAJORS

Sample Mean = 2.67 S.D. = 1.02 N = 3020

Regressors

Standard
Error of

Estiinator ystimator'

Year of Course: f,
74

.50

.30
.12

.11
.23
.14

73 .22 11 .06

72 .16 .12 .06

71 -.07 .12 -.02

CPA .96 .03 .59
HOurs Attempted 001 .0004 .06

AC -.34 --09
IS -.38 .12 -.08

Freshman Course -.10 .07
MGT .22 .12 .05

E1ST -.40 .14 -.06
BED .45 .18 .04

EL .19 .13 .04

EC .11 .11 .03

Transfer-CEA Indicator -.03 .02 -.04

PHYS -.76 .27 -.04

Missins Dets--SAT Math .07 .04 .04

AS -.51 .24 -.03
ENU -.15 .11 -.04
RE .08 .13 .02

-.33 .22 -.02

ART .20 .26 .01

GEOG .14 .17 .01

MUS .4o .37
INS .06 .14 .01

Hours Transferred .01011 .001 -,03
Missing Data--E.S. GRA .06 .05 .02

JOUR -.51 .40 -.02

POLS -.15 .14 -.02
Female .06 .05 .02

SAT--Math .0004 .0003 .03

FR .45 .47 xi
PSY .06 .15 .01

SPCH .18 .30 .01

HTRS .52 .79 .01
GEOL -.12 .17 -.01
High Soho01--GPA -.01 .02 -.01

CHEM .06 .21 .01

Minority .o4 .06 .01

SAT-Verbal -.0002 .0003 -.01

Missing Data-Age -.04 .08 -.01

FED .25 .79 .004

SOC -.01 .15 -.001
PRTh -.11 .23 -.01

MATH -xi .17 -.001

MX -.04 .13 -.01

Age -.001 .004 -.004

Senior Course .02 .06 .01

F1 -.07 .11 -.03
-.06 .11 -.02

SPAN -.11 .41 -.004
GER -.08 .37 -.003

JUnior Course .01 =05 .004

Veteran .01 .04 .002

Constant -.35

. .42

R2(AdjuAted ) = .41

Standard Error of E timate = .78

Number of Majors = 146

REGIS Code:- 0504

-25-



AS A EYSIS OF TABLE 8, INSURANCE AND RISK MAJORS

2
The adjusted R- was .36. The hig lights may be summarized as follows:

* There existed an UD i.rd grading trend from 1971 to 1975 of
about 42% per year. This upward trend is equivalent to an
increase of .32 of a letter grade during the period from
1971 to 1975

On the average, Insurance and Risk majors periormed better
in the following course areas! INS (.92); BED 1.23); MGT (.77);
MUS (1.87); EL (.67); EC (.49); and PSY (.63).

Insurance and Risk majors performed significantly worse on the
average in BIO (-.90).

Hig1i School--GFA (-.11 ) and Missing Data--Age (-.11) had a
negative Impact on in.urance and Risk majors but neither
was statistically significant.



GRADES IN ALL COMES FOR maw= A1D NIslc MAJDRS

Sample Mean = 2.57 S.D. , .99 N = 1111

itEMEED:a timators

Standard
Error of
Estimator

Year of Course: 75 .20 .27 .09
74 .15 .27 .07
73 -.02 .27 -xi
72 -._ .27 -.02
71 -.12 .28 -.03

EPA 1.00 . _ .48
INS .92 .24 .36
BED 1.23 .28 .17
MO -.90 .34 -.08
AC .004 .24 .001
HIST -.37 .25 -.07
Hours Transferred -.001 .001 -.03
MGT .77 .25 .17
MUS 1.87 .51 .10
EL .67 .25 .13
AS -.56 .46 -.03
POLS -.14 .25 -.02
DM .17 =23 .06
Freshman Cour.e .30 .13 .12
EC .49 .24 .12

. Pgf .63 .28 .09
Hours Transferred .002 .001 .07
High Sehool--GPA -,11 .09 -.04
BE .45 .26 .08
PHYS -.12 .37 -.01
Missing Data--Age -.11 .18 -.02
FR -.17 ,45 -.01
FED -.51 .83 -.02
SAT-Verbal .0004 .001 .02
Veteran .05 .07 .02
SOC .39 .27 .06
MATH .38 .27 .05
MK .35 .25 .07
GEOG ,.33 .27 .05
SPCH -.03 .45 -.002
Transfer-GPA Indicator -.02 .03 -.03
Minority -.07 .10 -.02
Missing Data--H.S. GPA .06 .11 .02
Me -.004 .005 -.03
IS .30 .26 .06
CJ .46 .51 .02
CHEAA .31 .33 .03
Sephomore Course .04 .11 .02
JOUR .41 .51 .02
ECI .56 .83 .02
ri .24 .26 004
GEOL .28 .32 .03
ENG .20 .23 .05
SPAN .28 .51 .01
PIMA .14 .35 .01
Senior Course -.03 .09 -.01
Female -.02 .08 -.01 .

Missing Data-SAT Verbal .02 .09 .01
SAT--MAth -.0001 .001 004
Constant -.42

-2
R- = .39

-2
II (Adjusted) = .36

Standard Error of Estimate .79

Number of Majors = 51

HEGIS Code: 0512

36
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AN ANALYS1g OF TABLE 9, MANAGE2VIENT -_- DRS

The adjusted R2 was .35. The highlights may be surrunaried as follows:

'The grading trend between 1971 and 1972 was stable, but a
slight upward trend was observed from 1972 to 1975. The total
effect from 1971 to 1975 was an increase in the estimator of
7_ or .25 of a letter grade.

On the average, Management majors tend to prfoxm better in
HIST (.24 ); and ECI .76).

Management majors tend to perform worse in the following course
areas: AC (-.66 ); Is (-.71); HIST (-.69); DM (-.47); BIO (-.90
FI -.58); PHYS .71); PHIL .54); and NURS (-1.26

* Junior Course (.06) and Hours Attempted (.0004) affected Management
majors positively, while Transfer--GPA Indicator had a negative im-
pact -.02).

3 7



SaMple Mean = 2.55

lita22a._'ors

S.D. 1.02 N

Enttmators

15682

Standard
Error of

Estimator 8

Year of Course: 75 .39 .06 .18

74 .30 .06 .14

73 .24 .09 .06

72 .14 .05 .06

71 .14 .06 .04

GPA .93 .01 .49

MGT .08 .06 .03

AC -.66 .06 -.17

IS -.71 .06 -.15

BED .24 .08 .03

HIST -.69 .07 -.11

DK -.47 .06 -.16

Hours Transfer ed -.001 .0003 -.04

BIO -.90 .10 -.07

Fi -.58 .07 -.10

Junior Course .06 .03 .03

EC -.13 .06 -.03

EL -.10 .06 -.02

Minsi:= Data--SAT Verbal .06 .16 .03

ECI .76 .30 .02

FHYS -.71 .12 -.04

SPCH .08 .005

Hours Attempted .0004 .02

PHIL .54 .10 -.04

SAT-Math .0003 .0001 .02

POLS -.42 .07 -.06

ENG -.35 .06 -.08

GEOL -.47 .08 -.05

INS -.35 .07 -.06

MUS .01 .12 .001

Transfer--GPA Indicator -.02 .01 '-.02

FED .13 .21 .004

UL .31 .32 .01

RUES -1.26 .59 -.01

Minority -.1:4 .03 -.01

AS -.79 .37 -.01

MK -.28 .06 -.06

SOC -.27 .07 -.04

GEOG -.31 .08 -.03

Female .03 .02 .01

JOUR -.41 .17 -.

RE -.23 .07 -.04

PSY, -.23 .07 -.03

CJ -.36 .114 -.02

MATH -.23 .09 -..02

amn -.39 .17 -.

ART -.22 .17 -.01

Missing Data--H.S, GM .03 .02 .01

FR -.27 .24 -.01

HPRS .21 .37 .003

_Sophomore Course -.01 .03 -.003

SPAN -.14 .25 -.003

kEe .001 .001 .005

Veteran -.01 .02 -.004

GER -.10 .28 -.002

Missing Data--Age .01 .04 .002

High Sehoor--GPA -.003 .02 -.001

Freshman COurse .01 .04 .003

Missing Deta--SAT Math -. .16 -.01

COnstant -.01

R2 . .35 .

RNAdjusted = .35

Standard Error of Estimet n .82

NuMher or Majors = 770

REGIS Code: 0506
-29-
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AN ANALYSIS OF TABLE 10, MAL'TING MAJORS

The adjusted R was .31. The highlights can be sulamarized as follows:

There was a continued upwnrd grading trend from. 1971. to 1975.
The average increase in the estimator was 631, with the largest
increase in the estimator having occurred between 1972 and 1973.
The resulting effect over the period from 1971 to 1975 can be
interpreted as an increase of .25 of a letter grade.

On the average, Marketing majors performed better ia the
following course areas: BED (.31); MUS (.21); UL (.55
HPRS (.66 ). (Only BED was statisticaily significant

Marketing majors on the average performed worse in the
following course areas: AC .59); HIST (-.76); BIO (-.80);
MATH -.56); and IS (-.57).

The Transfer-0Pa Indicator had a negative weight (-.04) bile
the variable Junior Course had a positive weight (.17).

9



Sample Mean = 2.49

Regres.

S.D. = 1.00

Estiinator

N 6794

Standard
Error of

Estimator B

Year of Course: 75 .35 .09

-

.17
74 .31 .08 .14

73 .27 .08 .10
72 .13 .09 .04

71 .10 .09 .02

GFA .93 .02 .48
AC
HIST

-.59
-.70

.08

.09
-.16
-.13

DUK -.06 .08 -.03

MGT -.01 .09 -.003

BED .31 .11 .04

Transf ed-GPA Indicator -.04- .01 -.05

BL ..14 .09 -.03

BIO -.80 .14 -.07

MUS .21 .15 .02

EC -.14 .09 -.03

RE -.22 .09 -.04

MATH -.56 .12 -.06

UL .55 .33 .02

IS -.57 .09 -.11

JUnior Cour c
.17 .05 .08

Fl -.57 .10 -.10

DM -.39 .08 -.13

BOIS -.39 .10 -.06

PHIL - -.55 .15 -.04

Hours Att pted .0004 .0003 .02

SPCH .13 .16 .01

ECI -2.22 .84 -.03

HPRS .66 .42 .02

INS -.36 .10 -.06

Senior Course .09 .06 .04

GEOL -.37 .11 -.04

ENO -.24 .08 -.06

GEOG -.31 .11 -.04

Missing Data- aAT Math .08 .23' .04

CHEM =.32 .14 -.03

FED .27 .33 .01

High Sohool--GPA .02 .03 .01

Hours Transferred -.0004 .0004 -.02

Missing Data--Age .09 .07 .02

CiT -.39 .25 -.02

Minority -.04 .04 -.01

PHYS -.31 .21 -.02

SAT--Math .0002 .0002 .01

SAT--Verbal -.0002 .0002 -.01

Female .03 .03 .01

GEE -.51 .49 -.01

SOC -.16 .10 -.03

FSY -.16 .10 -.02

AM
AS

-.23
-.52

.21

.60
-.01
-.01

JOUR -.13 .14 -.01

FR -.15 .25 -.01

Age -.002 .003 -.01

Missing Data--H.S. SPA .02 .04 .01

Veteran .01 .03 .004

,BFAN -.09 .30 -.003

Missing Data-SAT Verbal -.04 .23 -.02

Sophomore Course .007 .05 .003

Constant 06

B2 .32

e(Adjusted) w .31

Standard Error 0f Estimate = .83

Nueber of Majors = 315

HEMS Code: 0509
-31-
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AN ANALYSIS OF TABLE 11 REAL ESTATE MAJORS

The adjusted R2 was The highlights may be summarized as follows:

A slight downward trend occurred between 1971 and 1972, as
the estimator dropped fram .06 to .003, but since 1972 there
has been a slight upward grading trend. The results of this
slight upward trend from 1972 to 1975 was an increase of .22
of a letter grade.

Real Estate majors on the average have done better in the
following course areas: RE (.12); EL (.10); HPRS (.77);
and PHYS (.43). (None of these positive weights are statisti-
cally significant.)

On the average, Real Estate majors have done worse in the following
course areas: HIST (-.68); AC (-.44); FI (-.52); IS (-.52
DK (-.37); POLS (-.47); BIO (-.59); and PHIL (-.65).

* Transfer-GPA. Indicator (-.04) had a negative impact o Real Estate

majors.

4 1



TABLE 11

REGRESSAND: GRADES ru ALL COURSES FOR AL ESTATE MAJORS

SaMple Mean = 2.46 S.D. 1.05 N 2916

EegrCBEOrs

Standard
Error of

Estimators Estimator 0

Year of Course: 75
74
73
72
71

.25

.21

.10

.003

.06

.13

.12

.12

.12

.13

.09

.04

.001

.02

GPA -99 .04 .50
.12 .18 .05

BD .10 .19 .Q2

MGT .19 .01

EC - .19 -.02

HIST - .21 -.10

MK .19 -.02

Transf -GPA Indicator .02 -.05
AC -.44 ..19 -.11

PI -.52 .19 -.10

IS -.52 .19 -.10

Junior Course .08 .07 .03

IM --37 .18 -.32
POLS .21 -.06
RIO -.59 .26 -.05
PHIL .29 -.04
Minority .13 .08 .03

MATH -.46 .25 -.04

CT -.51 .30 -.03
Veteran -.06 .05 -.03
FR -.79 .54 -.02
HPRS .77 .90 .01

Missinz Data--Age .11 .11 .02

PHYS .43 .65- .01

UL .29 .48 .01

RED -.03 .23 -.003

RCI .26 .55 .01

Senior Course -.07 .08 -.03
Missing Data--H.S. GPA .06 .06 .02

GEOL -.32 .22 -.04

INS -.25 .20 -.04

GEOG -.31 .23 -.03

SOC -.24 .21 -.03
Hours Attpted .0002 .0005 .01

ENG -.18 .19 -.04

PSY -.15 .21 -.02

SPCH -.25 .43 -.01
Missing Data--SAT Math -.03 .05 -.02

Age .002 .004 .01

SAT-Verbal .0302 .0003 .01

CHEM -.15 .33 -.01

Freshman Cour .02 .08 .01

Female -.02 .06 -.01

Hours Transferred -.0002 .001 -.01

High School--GPA .01 .04 .01

SAT--Math - --:1 .0003 -.01

JOUR -.18 .54 -.01

ART -.10 .33 -.01

Constant -.10

2
R- m .31

2,
R (Adjusted) 30

Standard Error of Estimate .88

Number of Majors m 129

-HEMS Code: 0511
4 2
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AN ANALYSIS OF TABLE 12, co4UNIcATIoNs MAJORS

The adjusted R was .38. The highlighp may be summarized as follows:

There has been a continued upward grading trend from 1971 to
1975. The estimator has increased from -.06 in 1971 to .39
in 1975. This represents an increase of .45 of a letter grade.

On the average, Counication majors perfOrmed better in the
following course areas: SPOH (.36) and PED (1.29

Communication majors performed worse on the average in the
following course areas: DIM (-1.30); HIST. (-.32); BIO -.65);

IS (-.89); CHEM (-.75); and PHIL (-.34).

Hours Attempted (.001) had a positive Impact on Communications
majors.



TABLE 12

REGRESSAND: GRADES ria ALL COURSES FOR CO 4UNICATIONS

Sample Mean = 2.57 S.D. . .99 N = 1750

RegTvssorS Entinators
Error of
Estimator

Year of Course: 75 .39 .15 .19
74 .32 .15 .14

73 .22 .15
72 .03 .15 .01
71 -.06 .15 .02

GRA 1.02 .05 .56

DM -1.30 .29 -.09

RIST .32 -09 -.09

BIO .16 ==09

SPCH .36 .07

Hours Att -pted 0001 .05
ENG .12 .09 .04

HUB .26 ;16 .03

FED 1.29 .57 .04
Missing Deta--SAT Ver 1 .06 .06 .03-

Freshmen Course -.10 .07 -.05

IS -.89 .36 -.05
FORS .84 .47 .03

ANT .06 .10 .01

PSY .02 .11 .004
Transfe -GRA In -.02 .03 -.02

CHEM -.75 .37 -.04

EKIL -.34 =15 -.05
Mlssing Da a--Age .14 .10 .03

BED .23 .27 .02

GEOD -.34 .17 -.04
JOUR 08 -.06
EC -.23 =10 -.05

GEOID -.22 .10 -.05

POLS -.16 .10 -.04
CJ -.25 -.17 -.03

MATE -.16 .12 -.03
FR -.33 .41 -.02

AC -.24 .30 -.02

SPE -.32 =47 -.01
Senior Course .06 -.02

Minority -.03 .06 -.01
FI -.45 .80 ..o].

Hours Transfer ed .0008 -.02

Me .008 '7,- xi
RE -.24 .47 -.01
BD -.11 .20 -.01
SOC -.(116 .10 -.01

-.09 .16 -.01
PHYS .12 .37
Female -.01 .04 -.007

INS -.09 .36 -.005

GER, .07 .41 .004

High ehool--GPA -.01 ;07 -.003

SPAN -.03 .19 -.003
SAT--Verbal -.00004, .0003 -.003

Veteran -.007 .06 -.003
Missing Deta--H.S. GRA -.009 '.08 -.004
Sophomore Course -.007 =07 -.003
Constant -.31

112 . .38

R2 (Adjusted) .36

StanSard Error of Estimate

NVMber 0f Majors m 84

REGIS Code: 0601

-35-
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AN ANALYSIS OF TABLE 13, JOURNALISM MAJORS

The adjusted R
2
was .41. The highlights may be summarized as follows:

* A brief downward trend was observed between 1971 and 1972,
as the estimator decreased from -.04 to -.10, but from 1972
to 1975 an upwurd grading trend existed. The overall effect
was a letter grade.inflated by .15 between 1971 and 1975.

On the average, Journalism majors performed better in ihe
following course areas: ENG (.14); MUS .27 ; SPCH (.38);
HPRS (.89); ECI (.91); and FED (.46).

CV-2;

* Journaliam majors performed worse in the following course
areas on the average: BIO (-.77); HIST (-.38); FED (-.47);
DM (-.52); AC (-.48); GER .38); RE (-.47); and CHEM (-.34).

The variables Sophomore Course (-.13) and Transfer-GPA Indicator
(-.02) impacts were negative, while Missing Data--SAT Verbal (-.07)
hada positive impact.

45
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TABLE 13'

MGRESSAND: GRADES IN ALL COURSES FOR JOURNALISM MAJORS

Sample Mean = 2.65 S.D. = 1.00 N = 5789

Regressors

Standard
Error of

stimators Estimator

Year of Course: 75 .11 .08 .05

74 .07 .08 .03

73 -.02 .08 -.01
72 -.10 .08 -.03
71 .08 -.01

GFA .97 .02 .59
BIO -.77 .09 -.10
HIST -.38 .06 -.10
ENG .14 .05 .05

MUS .27 .08 .04

SPCH .38 .10 .04

Freshman Course .04 -.03
Sophomore Course -.13 .04 -.05

BFFIS .89 .22 -04
ECI .91 .22 -004
SOC .11 .07 .02

SPAN .004 .06 .001

FED .46 .17 .03

ART -.47 .10 -.05

BED .27 .14 .02

PSY .04 .08 .01

Missing Data--SAT Verbal .07 .03 .03

DM -.52 .13 -.04
Transfer-GRA Indicator -.02 .01 -.02
GEOL -.36 .-8 -005
MGT .21 .14 .02

AC -.48 .15 -.03

GER -.38 .10 -.04
MATH -.27 .07 -.06
MK -.005 008 -.001
liburs Attempted .0004 .0003 .02

RE ...47
,

.23 -.02

GEOG -.22 .08 -.04
CHEM -.34 .16 -.02
POLO -.18 .07 -.04
PHYS -.57 .35 -.02
FR --.15 .07 -.03
JOUR -.12 .05 -.05
PHIL -.14 .08 -.02

CJ -.22 .16 -.02
Veteran -.03 .04 -.01
High ScNool--GPA -.02 .03 -.01
EC -.11 .11 -.01
Missing Data--Age .07 .07 %01
Minority -.03 .03 -.01
Female .02 .02 .01

IS -.20 .30 -.01
INS -.20 .35 -.01
EAT--MA .0002 .0002 .01

SAT--Verbal -.0002 .0002 -.01
BL -.06 .16 -.004
JUnior Course .01 .04 -.01
Hours Transferred -.0001 0004 -.01
Fl .19 .77 .003

Age .0004 .002 .002

Conatant .19

= .42

-(Adjusted) = .41

udard Error of Estimate =

Iftber af MOcirs 280
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All A LYSIS OF TABLE 14, INFORMATION SYSTEMS MAJORS

The adjusted R2 was .82. The highlights may be summarized as follow :

* From 1971 to 1972 there was a 33% decrease in the estimator
or .12 of a letter grade_deflation.However,_the following
year (1973), the estimator reversed itself, which accounted
for .34 of a letter grade inflation. On the other hand,
from 1973 to 1975 the grading trend has been rather stable,
with the total effect between 1971 and 1975 being an increase
of .26 of a letter grade.

On the average, Information Systems majors perform bette in

the following course areas: EL .83 and IS (.60).

Information Systems majors perform worse in the following
course areas: MATH (-.77); AC -.68); GER (-2.97); and
HIST .75).

The variables Sophomore Course (.68) and Freshman Course
both wei _Ited positively on Information System majors.

47
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TABLE 14

IN ALL COMES FOR ___RMATION SYSTEMS MAJORS

an = 2.63 S.D. ..- 1.04 N 459

Standard
Error of

Regressors Estimators Estimator _8

Year of Course: 75 -.07

74 -.09 .39 -.04

73 -.10 .39 -.03

72 -.45 .39 -.12

';33 -.39 --.09-71
0PA 1.06 .15 .55

MATH -. .30 -.23

AC -.68 .32 -.19

GER -2.97 .88 -.13

HIST -.75 .35 -.13

BL .83 .37 .14

Sophanora Course .68 .18 .31

Is =60 .32 .19

Transfer-GFA Indicator -.09 .06 -.11
Missing Data--H.S. GPA -.16 .42 -.07

PHIL -.68 .44 -.07

ABT -1.58 088 -.07

Freshman Courses .52 .22 .22

FR -.96 .48 -.10

ENG -.42 .30

SO0 -.43 .37 -.07

EC -.25 .32 -.06

° Bio -.57 .51 -.05

FX .44 .37 .08

INS .56 .40 .08

Mrdi .38 .35 .08

.36 .39 .06

114 .12 .31 .33_
Hours Trans d -. 002 002 -.06

MK . .20 .38 .03

SAT--Math .0002 .001 .009

MIIS .14 .47 .01

POLS -.05 .35 -.009

Junior Courses -.11 .18 -.05

CJ .26 .88 .01

SPCR .15 - .88 .007

Minority ..02 .18 -.006

PHYS -.45 .50 -.04

SU-Verbal -.001 .001 -.06

um -.36 .40 -.05

GEOG -.36 .40 -.05

JOUR .59 .89 -.03

BED -.40 .56 -.03

PSY -.23 .40 -.03

High School--GPA .30 .38 ..14

Female -.39 54 -.08

Age .008 .02 .03

Missing Data-.-SAT Verbal . ce .14 .01

Missing Data-Age .07 .36 .01.

Veteran -.03 .19 -.01

Constant -.60

R (Adjusted) = .37

Standard Error of Estimate = .82

Number of Majors m 25

REGIS Code: 0701

-39-
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AN ANALYSIS OF TABLE 15, ART EDUCATION MAJDRS

2
The adjusted R was .39. The highlights may be summarized as follows:

There was a strong upward grading trend from 1971 to 1973,
as the estimator increased from .04 to .79 or the equivalent
of .75 of a letter grade. The estimator decreased in 1974,
(from .79 to .56) but regained it's upward momentum in 1975
.89). The final results in this overall strong upward trend

was a .85 increase in a letter grade.

Art Education majors on the average performed better in the
following course areas: FED (.61); UCH (.88); and MUS (.45).
(None of the above course areas were statistically significant
at the 95% confidence interval

On the average, Art Education majors performed worse in the
'following course areas: HIST -.31); BIO -.84 and JOUR -1.57
(None of the above course areas were statistically significant at
the 95 confidence interval

* MiSsing Data--SAT Math (.46), Hours Attempted =002 and SAT--Math
(.002),had a positive weight on Art Education majors, while Age (-.003)
had a negative weight. The negative impact of Age indicates that
older students tend not,to do as well in Art Education as younger
students.

7
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TABLE 15

GRADES IN ALL COURSES FOR ART EDUCATION MAJORS

Sample Mean = 2.72 S.D. = .93 355

Standard
Error of

s Estirrator 8

Year of-Course: 75 .89 .30 .47
74 .56 .29 .29
73 .79 .30 .31
72 .39 .31 .11
71 .04 .35 .01

GPA .80 .15 .46
HIST .-.31 .31 -.09
BIO .84 .44 -.11
Missing Data--SAT .46 .21 .24
Hours Attempted .001 .00I .08
JOUR -1.57 .81 -.09
Age -.03 .01 -.18
GEOL .71 .42 .10
GEOG =:.28 .39 -.04
FED .61 .38 .10
FR -.60 .59 -.05
POLS -.06 .35 -.01
SPCH .88 .59 .07
Female .25 .13 .11
aAT--Math .002 .001 .12
Missi Data--Age r.e8 .34 -.06
SOC -.75 .83 -.04

-.07 .40 -.01
MUS .45 .35 .09
AFT .27 .28 .15
Sophomore Course .20 .25 .06
PSY -.14 .51 -.02
JR -.07 .14 ..03
SAT--Verbal -.001 .001 -.04
MISSing Data--H.S. CPA -.10 .22 -.05
CHEM -.18 .80 0.01
High School--GPA .06 .25 .03
SPAN -.03 .61 -.003
Minority -.05 .29 -.02
FreshmAn Course -.03 .14

,

MATH .16 .37 .03
ENU .12 .32 .04
Transfer-GPA Indicator .01 .01
Constant -.83

- .45

-2,
R (Adjusted) = .39

Standard Error of Est

Number of Majors = 21

REGIS Code: 0831

e
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AN ANALYSIS OF ThBLE 16, BUSINESS EDUCATION MAJORS

0
The adjusted R- was .39. The highlights may b _arized as follows:

* There was an increase in the estimator from -.12 to .01 (1:-
the period between 1971 and 1972. A stable grading trend
existed from 1972 to 1974, 'but an upward trend was again ob-
served between 1974 and 1975, which contributed to a total
increase in a letter grade of .26 between 1971 and 1975.

On the average, Business Education majors did better in the
following course areas: FED (.23); MUS (.23); and SPAN (.67).
(None of the above course areas were statistically significant).

Business Education majors on the_average performed worse in the
following course areas: AC (-.98); HIST (-.95); DM (-1.02);
BIO (-1.16); POLS (-.80): GEOL -.79); CHEM -1.66); MATH -.65);

ENG (-.50); and IS -.61).

* Hours Transferred - 002) had a negative impact and Missing Data--
Age .44) a positive impact.

51
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TABLE 16

REG GRADES IN Ail, COURSES FOR BUSINESS EDUCATION MAJORS

Sample Moan = 2.67 S.D. = 1.07 N = 2065

,

REEM2ER Es

Standard
Error of
Estimator 8

Year of Course: 75 .14 .15 .06
74 .01 .15 .006

73 .04 .15 .02

72 .01 .15 .003

71 .16 -.03
GPA .04 .48

-.002 .12 -.0007
.23 .14 05

ECI .17 .15 .03
AC .14 -.23
HIST -.95 .14 -.21
MUS .23 .19 .03
n4 4..02 .18
Hours Transferred -.002 .001 -.06
Freshman Course .04 .12 .02

SPCH .04 -.23 .004
BIO -1.15 -3-...3 -.10
Mlssing Data--Age .44 .17 .05

SPAU .67 .49 .02

Senior Course .13 .10 .05

SAT--Math .0006 .0004 .04

FOIL& -.80 .17 .

GEOL -.79 .17 -.12
MATH .15 -.13
CHEK -1.66 .61 -.05
ENO -.50 .13 -.13
GEOG -.67 .22 -.06
SOC -.58 .17 -.08
IS -.61 .21 -.06
NUBS -.76 .40 -.03
Transfer-GM Indicator -.02 .02 -.02
Mlnority -.04 .05 -.02
F1 -. -50 -.02

.19 .61 .006

-.37 .14 -.

Sopbcco e Course .05 .10 .02

PSY -.40 .17 -.05
PHIL -.42 .22 -.04
HS -.36 .18 -.05
MGT -.31 .16 -.05
EL -.32 .17 -.05
INS -.39 .25 -.03
MK -.27 .17 -.04
Hours Attempted -.0003 .001 -.01
Veteran .05 .07 .01

HPRS -.17 .30 -.01
ARTt -.32 .60 -.01
Pan -.30 .60 -.01
High Sob 1--GPA .03 .06 .01

SPE .21 .84 .004

SAT--Yerbal -.owl .0004 -.006
'Constant .53

iF . .41

R2(Adjusted) .39

Stan&ard Error of Estimate .83

Number of Majors 98

HEGIS Cadet 0838
2
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AN ANALYSIS OE TALTE 17 EARLY CHIT HOOD EDUCATION MAJDES

The a dj d R was =45. The highlights may be summarized as follow .

There was a slight downward trend between 1971 and 1972. The
trend from 1972 to 1975 wis upward. The total change fr9m
1971 to 1975 was -.35 of a letter grade..,-

Early Childhood Education majors on theaverage performed
better in the following course areas: FED (.14 )' and ECI (.21

On the average,'Early Childhoed Education majors did worse in
the following course areas: BIO (-1.02); HIST (-.69); GEOD (-.81);
PSY (-.48); SOC (-.47); ENG (-.43); POLS (-.64); CHER .73);:and

RE (-1.63).

Freshman Course -.16) and Hours Transferred -_.003 had a negative
impact, while Senior Course (.10 ) had a positive impact.



REGRESSAND: GRADES TRAM COURSES FOR EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION MAJORS

Sample Mean 3.07 S.D. 1.01 N 2928

Regressor

Standard
Error of

Estimators Estimator

Year of Course: 75 -.09 .15 -.04
74 -.13 .15 -.06

73 -.35 .15 -.13
72 -.48 .15 -.13

71 -.44 .16 -.10
GEA .93 .03 .51

Freshman Course -.16 .06 -.07
BIO -1.02 .11 -.14
Hours Transferred -.003 .001 -.13
Sophomore Course -.001 .05 -.0003
FED .14 .07 .03

HIST -.69 .08 -.16
GEOL -.81 .11 -.12
RSY -.48 -.07 -.10
SOC .08 -.09
ERG -.43 .06 -.12
POLS .10 -.10
ECI .21 .07 .04

GEOG -.60 .13 -.07
MATH -.35 .09 -.07
PHIL -.55 .16 -.05
CHEM -.73 .24 -.014
EC -.64 .23 -.04
Kg -1.63 .75 -.03
ART -.13 .07 -.03
JOUR -.87 .38 -.03
SPE -.43 .18 -.03
PHYS -.53 .24 -.03
GER -.81 .38 =.03
SAT--Verhal .001 .0003 .04

FR -.56 .27 -.03
-.71 .38 -.03

DK -.90 .54 -.02
BED -.43 .24 -.02
Senior Course .10 .04 .04
Hours Attempted -.001 .0004 -.04
Transfer-GRA Indicat r -.02 .02 -.04
AC -.43 .29 -.02
MOB .10 .07 .02

RHRS .09 .07 .02

MGT -.64 .53 -.02
Female -09 .07 -.02
SAT--Math -.0003 .0003 -.02

MEK -.63 .75 -.01
Minority -.04 .05 -.01
Maaaing Data--Age .06 .10 .01
Age 1 .003 .01
SPCH .12 -.01
SEAR .11 .31 .01
Massing Data--SAT Math .10 .23 .05

Missing Data-SAT Verbal -.09 .22 -.04
Veteran .02 .09 .003

High School-GRA .03

Missing Data,-H.S. GP_ -.01 .05 .

Constant .86

w .46

R2(Adju5ted)

Standard Error of Estimate

Nfther of Majas ftt 146

REGIS Code: 0802

,2 75
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The aajustea E- was Tne nignlignts may oe summarizea as roliows:

* There was a slight dip in the estimators between 1971 and 1972,
but from 1972 to 1975 an upward grading trend was observed. This
upward trend resulted in a .19 of a letter grade increase from
1971 to 1975.

On the average, Elementary Education majors did be-
following. course areas: ECI .35); MUS (.39); FED
HPRS (.26); and ART (.14).

er in the
.18); BED (.31);

Elementary Education majors performed worse in the following course
areas: HIST (-.64); BIO -.95); POLS (-.53); AC (-1.38); PHYS .52

MK -1.32); and NURS -2.21

When controlling for other factors, the following va -iables had a
negative impact on Elementary Education majors: Freshman Course
-.23); Sophomore Course (-.11); Minority (-.09); Age (-.004); and

Transfer-GPN Indicator (-.02).



Year or Course: 75 .22 .09 .10

711 .19 .09 .08

73 .04 .09 .01

72 -.01 .09 -.003

71 .03 .09 .01

GPA .90 .02 .49
Freshman Course -.23 .05 -.10
Sophomore Course .05 -.04
Hours Transferred -.003 .0004 -.10
HIST .06 -.14
ECI .35 .04 .14

MUS .39 .06 .08
BIO -.95 .09
FED .18 .05 .05

RTRS .26 .06 .05
POLS -.53 .07 -

ART .14 .07 .02
SPCH .12 .09 .01
Minori y -.09 .03 -.04
RED .31 .14 .02
AC -1.38 .36 -.03
PRYS -.52 .12 -.04
SOC -.33 .07 -.05
GEOG -.30 .07
MATH -.25 .05
MK -1.32 .46 -.03
NURS -2.21 .80 -.03
Age .002 -.03
SPE -.36 .12 -.03
GEOL -.27 .08 -

Tranefer-GPA Indicator -.02 .01 -.03,

EC -.45 .15 -.03
JOUR -.76 .33 -.02
CJ -.56 .24 -.02
ENG -.15 .06 -.04
UL - .57 -.02
High Sc_- 1--GFA . .03 .01

FSY -.13 .07 -.02
PHIL -.22 .13 -.-
CHEM -.25 .15 -.

Veteran -.06 .04 -.01
Junior Course .04 .03 .02
SAT--Math .0001 .0002 .01

IS -.44 .57 -.01
RE -.36 .46 -.01
GER .29 .46 xi
FI -.46 .80 -.01
MGT -.22 .57 -.004
DM -.13 .36 -.003
Hours Attempted -.0001 .0003 -.003
SAT--Verbal .0001 ,.0002 .003
-Missing Data--Age -.01 .05 .001

FR -.02 .12 -.001
SPAN .01 .12 .001
Missing Data--SAT Math .003 %03 .001
Constant .37

2
R-CAdjUsted) .46

Standard Error of Estimate -...-

Number of Majors = 60

HEGIS Code: 0802

56
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A downward grading trend existed betwee_ 1971 and 1973;
but the downward trend reversed itself from 1973 to 1975,
as the estimator increased from -.30 to .17. Hence, in spite
of the latest trend having an upward slope, the overall effect
from 1971 to 1975 was a .03 decrease in a letter grade;

on the average, Physical Education majors did better in the
following course areas: HPRS (.35); and SPCH (.45).

Physical Education majors on the average performed worse in
the following course areas: HIST (-.80); PUS (-.94); CHEM
(-.74); m (-.98); MATH -.61); GEOG (-.77); POLS (-.57); and
GER (-1.55).

Hours Transferred had a negative trapact (-. 06) and Missing Data--
H.S. GM (.13) had a positive ingoact.

57
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Year of Course: 75 .17 ._ .08

74 .04 .29 .02

73 -.30 .29 -.09

72 -.16 .31 -.03

71 .21 .31 .04

OPA .85 .08 .42

HIES .35 .11 .14

Hours Transferred -.006 .001 -.22
Freshman Course -.16 .10 -.07
UCH .45 .22 .06

SPAN .49 .26 .05

Hlur -.80 .16 -.17
FED .04 .13 .01

Female .10 .06 .04

MUS .07 .19 .01

PHYS -.94 .30 -.08
.19 -z12

DM -.98 .30 -.09
Missing Dati--H.S. OPA .13 .08 .06

BIO -.62 .17 -.32
MATH -.61 .17 -.12
GBOG -. .25 -.08

-.57 .18 -.09
OER -1.55 .60 -.

Missing Data--Age -.25 .18 -.04
-1.62 .84 -.05

JOUR -1.13 .59 -.05
AC -.73 -39 -.05
ECI .03 .23 .004
PHIL -.59 - -33 -.05
SOC -.32 .15 -.06
CLT -.58 =35 -.04
High Sch- 1--GPA -.05 .04 -.03
PSY -.25 .16 -.05
ENG -.19 .14 -.05
GEOL -.42 .31 -.03
EC -.40 .36 -.03
Minority -.08 .09 -.03
Missing Data--SAT Math .06 .o8 .02
Senior Course .11 .12 .03
SPE -.36 .49 -.02
YR .28 .50 .01

Age -.004 .01 -.01
BED -.24 .59 -.01
Junior Course .03 .09 .01
Veteran -.04 .11 -.01
Hours Attempted -.0003 .001 -.01
EL .24 .84 .007
ART -.05 .27 -.005
Constant -95

P2 = .45

R2(Adjusted ) .43

Standard Error of Estil

Number of Majors = 56

REGIS C e: 0835

- 82
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The grading trend has been fairly stable with a slig. t upward
trend during the'period from 1971 to 1975. The estimator in-
creased from .37 in 1971 to .58 in 1975 or by .22 of a letter
grade.

* On the average, Secondary Education majors performed better in
the following course areas: ECI (.46); FED 38 SPCH (.40);
MuS (.27); and BED (.55).

Secondary Education majors performed worse on the average in
the following course areas: DM (-1.15); BIO (-.57); HIST (..26);
GER -1.17); PHIL (-.35); JOUR (-.58); SL (-.83); and FRYS (-.52).

* The variable Minority contributed a positive weight (.10), while
Freshman Course (-.10) contributed a negative weight; these variables
indicate that minorities tend to do better in secondary education, and
freshman courses are more difficult for Secondary EdUcation majors.

5 9
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,..

72

71

.,.

.27

.36

.14

.14 .09

GPA .97
RCI .46 .08 .15

FED ,38 .08 .11

PM -1.15 .22 -.08

Transfer-OPA Indicator -.02 .02 -.03
BIC -.57 .13 -.07

HIST -.26 .08 -.08

SPCH 40 .12 .06

MUS .27 .10 .05

Freshman Course -.10 .05 -.04

AC -.84 .26 -,05

BED .55 .18 .05

CIOEM -.49 .17 -.05
GER -1.17 .47 -.04

PHIL -.35 .14 -.04

JOUR -.58 .24 -.04

EL -.83 .33 -.04

Hours Transfe ed -.001 .001 -.04

PHYS -.52 .23 -.03

Junior Course .05 .05 .02

ART .27 .13 -.03

MGT -.44 .29 -.02

KWH -.14 .09 -.03

Minority .10 .05 .03

SAT-Verbal .0003 .0003 .02

High School--GPA -.04 .03 -.02
Missing Data--SAT V r -.0006 .14 -.0003

Hours Attempted .00014 .0004 .02

GEOL -.17 .13 -.02

IS .17 .22 .01

FR -.21 .18 -.02

RE -.50 .47 -.02
MR 7.51 .57 -.01

DI -.71 .81 -.01

HPRS -.10 .12 -.01
Miss ng Data--Age .06 .08 .01

SAT-Meth .0002 .0003 .01

INS -.42 .57 -.01

SOC .003 .09 .001

POL. .01 .09 .003

Age .003 .003 .01

Veteran -.04 .05 -.02
Female -.02 .04 -.01
PSY -.06 .09 -.02

ENO -.05 .08 -.M
EC -.05 .13 -.01
Sonic_ C- :se -.02 .05 -.01
SPE -.12 .29 -.01
SPAN -.08 .22 -.01
Missing Data--H.S. CFA -.02 .05 -xi
Missing Date--SAT Math .04 .14 .02

CJ .08 .31 .ocai

GEOG -.02 .09

Constant -.52

R2

R2(Adjusted) m .36

.Standard Error of Est.thate =

Number Of Majore = 144

hIGIS Code: 0803
-51-

6 0



wrA0 upwa,11-1. Braui416, L,411(-1. Ivurn LA) wnicn
point from 1974 to 1975, the trend stabilized. The ultimate
results of the grading trend from 1971 to 1975 was an increase
in .39 of a letter grade.

On the average, Special Education majors performed better in the
following course areas: FED .15); MUS .19); SPE (.28); and
ECI .15).

Special Education majors on the average performed worse in the
following course areas: BIO -.83); HIST (-.52 ) GEOG (-.58);
GEOL (-.51); POLS (-.45); AC .87); MOT (-1.23 ); CHEM (-.50);
DM (-.72); and nal, (-.4o).

Other variables having a negative impact were: Fres_ --n Course
(-.15)1 and Transfer-0PA Indicator -.03).

Other variables having positive impact were: SAT--Verbal (.0004);
Junior Course 19); and Hign School--GPA (.06).

-52-



72
71

GPA
Freshman Course
Sophomore Course
Hours Tran,ferred
BIO

.21

.11

.87
-.15
.01
-.00
-.83

.11

.11
=03

.06

.06

.0005

.09

.02

.49

-.07
.003

-.14
-.12

HIST -.52 .07 -.12
GEOG -.58 .10 -.08
GEOL -.51 .09 -.07
POLS -.45 .08 -.07
SAT-Verbal .0004 .0002 .03
FED .15 .06 .04

.19 .07 .03
SPCH .08 .02

SPE .2 .06 .11
ECI .15 .06 .05
Junior Course .19 .04 .09
FORS .09 .07 .02

Missing Data-SAT Math .03 403 .01
AC -.87 .23 -.04
MGT -1423 .43 -.03
CHEM -.50 .13 -.04
High School-CPA .06 .03 .02

DM -.72 .23 -.03
PHIL .11 -.04
Hours Attempted -.001 .0003 -.03
Transfer-GFA Indicator -.03 .01 -.04
ENG -.23 .06 -406
SPAN -.44 .17 -.03
Female -.05 .04 -xi
EC -.39 .17 -.03
SOC -.23 .08 -403
MATH -.19 .07 -.04
CJ -.58 .33 -.02
GER -.66 .43 -.02
INS -.71 .52 -.01
PSY -.11 .06 -.03

-.97 .73 -.01
-.31 .22 -.02
-.18 .14 -.01

SAT-Math .0002 .0002 .01
Missing Data--H.S. GPA .03 .04 . _
JOUR -.48 .52 -.01
ART -.06 .08 -.01
EL .31 .74 .004

Missing Da a--Age .02 .004
Age =.001 .002 -.004
IS -.16 .74 -.002
'BED .05 .25 .002

NURS -.14 .73 -.002
Veteran .01 .04 .001
Minority .004 ..03 .001
UL .04 .37 .001
Constant -.15

2
.47

2
R-(Adjusted) m .46

Standard Error of Estimate .73

Number of Majors = 216

1MGIS code: 0899
-53-



hoWever, rrom 1972 to LJ ) an upwara graaing trena was
observed. The estimator increased by 43% from .58 in 1971
to .83 or by .25 of a letter grade.

On the average, Art majors performed better in the following
course areas: HPRS 1.61); MK 1.67); and MGT (1.23).

Art majors did worse on the average in IS (-1.42).

The variable Freshman Course .25) had a negative impact
on Art majors.

-54-
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ri 4eu .24
72 .20 .18
71 .58 =21 .18

GPA 1.01 .07 .50
Freshman Course -.25 .09 -.12
HIST -.21 .17 -.05
IS -1.42 .52 -.07
EMS 1.61 .52 .08
Transfer-GFA Indicator -.05 .03 -.06
SPAN -.39 .36 -.03
MK 1.67 .87 =05
MGT 1.23 .62 =05
ART .21 .15 .11
AC 1.59 .86 .05
GER -.05 .29 -.005
POLS -.02 .21 -.004
Sophomore Course -.23 =13 -.07
RIO -.16 .34 -.01
JOUR .60 .45 -04
Fri .42 .25 .06
ENG .28 .17 .09
SOC -33 .24 .05
Hours Attempted .0004 .0007 .02
PHIL .30 .23 .04
MATH .23 .19 .04
SPCH .61 =62 =03
CHEM .43 .52 .02
SAT-Ma h -.0004 .0006 -.02
Female -.07 .06 -.03
PHI'S -.38 .63 -.02
Hours Transferred -.0006 =001 -.03
UL .31 .52 .02
FED .30 .51 .02
GEOL .14 .22 .02
FR .15 .25 .02
RED .28 .52 .01
Junior Course -.04 .09 -.01
MUS .09 .23 .01
EC =21 =62 .01
Veteran -.05 .16 -xi
Minority -.06 .17 -.02
Age , .001 .006 .006
Missing,Data-Age .04 .17 .01
__gh School-GM .01 .09 .005
EOG .03 .23 .004

Missing Data-H.S. GPA .01 -99 .005
RE -.04 .42 -.003
Constant -.52

R
2

= .34
0-

R2(Adjusted ) .31

Standard Error of Estimate .84

NUmber of Majors 59

HEGIS Code: 1002

-55-
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was a small increase, of a letter grade.

There were only Wo course areas, HPRS (.67) and BED (.38)
that accounted for positive weights for Music majors and
neither was statistically significant.

on the average, music majors performed worse in the
following course areas: HIST (-1.29); ENG (-.78);
POLS (-1.20); MATH (-.93); ART (-1.31); GER (-1.08);

(-.66); Bio -1.22); and DM (-1.76).

The variable Freshman Course .24 had a positive impact,
while Transfer-GPA Indicator -.05) had a negative impact.



71 .20 .09 .06
GPA .77 .03 .37
HIST -1.29 .07 -.27
ENG -.78 .06 -.19
POLS -2.20 .11 -.15
MATH -.93 .09 -015
MC -1.31 .16 -.11
Freshman Course .24 .05 .12
GER -1.08 .14 -.10
PaS -.

,.
.LI -.

BIO -1.22 .22 -.07
DM -1.76 .33 -.07
MUS -.27 .04 -.13
FR -.91 .18 -.07
GEOL -.92 .18 -.07
Mai -153 .314 -.06
PN7L -.94 .23 -.06
PSY -.73 .21 -.05
Hon:- Att:_p ed -.001 .0004 -.06
SPAN -.96 .37 -.03
GEOG -1.53 .63 -.03
Transfer-GPA Indicator -.05 .02 -.06
soc -.59 .26 -.03
SPCH -.56 .30 -.OP
Age -.01 .004 -.03
Missing Data--SAT Math .02 .05 .01
FED -.27 .16 -.02
Senior Co .09 .07 .02
AC --.81

-8
.41 -.03

RE 11;4'. 7 .46 -.03
Veteran .13 .08 .02

Minority .11 .07 .03

EC -.34 .25 -.02
IS -.5). 40 -.02
}Ms .67 .63 .01
Hours Transfer--d .001 .001 .02

SAT-Math .0004 .0003 .03

EAT--Verbal -.0002 .0003 -.02
MGT -.63 .90 -.01
MK -.52 .90 -.01
BED .38 .90 .01
Missing Data--H.S. CPA .03 .06 .01

EL -.19 .64 -.004
Sophomore Course -.01 .05 -.005
Missing Data--Age -.03 .12 _.004

Female -.01 .03 -.003
COnstant 1.02

.29

2
R (Adjusted) = .28

Standard Error of Estimate = .89

Number of Majors 139

REGIS Code: 1005

-57-
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upward trend was observed. The final results from 1971 to
1975 was a .18 increase of a letter grade.

On the average, Studio majors did better in the following
course areas: HPRS (.38); and BED (.42).

Studio majors on the average performed worse in the following
course areas: HIST (-.46); MATH (-.30); BIO (-.36); CEOL (-.31);
GEOG -.31); PHYS (-.51); GER (-.44); and DM (-.45).

The variables Senior Course 26) and Junior Course . both
contributed positive weights.

6 7
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ART .02 .06
)0
.01

Freshman Course .05 .05 .02
HIST -.46 .07 -.11
Hours Transferred -.001 .0003 -.04
MFRS .38 .16 .03
MUS .12 .09 .02
Senior Course .23 .05 .09
EMU .004 .07 .001
RED .42 .17 .03
FED .12 .15 .01
UCH .21 .18 .01
AC -.68 .24 -.03
POLS -.37 .08 -.o6
unior Course .12 .05 .05
EC .21 .18 .01
MATH -.30 .08 -.05
BIO -.36 .10 -.04
GEM -.31 .09 -.05
OEOG -.31 .10 -.04
PHYS -.51 .19 -.03
GER -.44 .16 -.03

-.03
FI -.81 .42 -.02
Missing Data--SAT Verbal .05 .03 .03
Minority -.05 .04 -.ce
Transfer-GFA Indicator -.01 .01 -.02.
SPAN -.28 .17 -.02
SPE .58 .48 .01
SAT-Verbal .0002 .0002 .01
FR -.16 .12 -.02
Hours Attempted .0002 .0003 .01
MissinA Date--H.S. GPA -.03 .04 -.01
PHIL -.13 .11 -.02
JOUR -.39 .38 -.01
CHEM -.16 .15 -.01
UL -.33 .42 -.01
Veteran -.02 .03 -.01
High School--GPA .01 .03 .01
Female -.01 .02 -.01
Missing Data--Age -.03 .06 -.01
US -.4o .83 -.005
RE -.13 .25 -.01
PSI -.06 .11 -.01
C.1 .59 -.004
Roc -. .n. -.005
MGT -.08 .22 -.004
E0I -.11 .42 -.003'
PM .09 .48 .00e
SAT--Math .00003 .0002 .002
MX -.02 .20 -.001
Constant .10

R2 = .33

e(Adjusted) m.32

Standard Error of E _ima e .83

Ift=ber of-Majors = 350

HEGIS Code: 1099
6 8
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AN ANALYSIS OF TABLE 25, FRENCH MAJORS

The
-2usted R- vas .39. The highlights may be summarized as follo

* The grading trend fluctuated somewhat between 1971 and 1973;
however, in 1973 an upward trend set in, and continued
through 1975. Hence, between the years 1971 and 1975, the
estimator increased from -.07 to .30 or increased a letter
grade by .37.

On the average, French majors performed better ln the following
course areas: PSI (.23); ECT (.12); BL (.68); MK (.39); and
JOUR (.40). (None of the above course areas had a statistically
significant impact).

French majors on the average performed worse in the following
course areas: POLS (-.95); GEOG (-.84); HIST (-.58); AC -1=19);

GEOL (-.72); and EC (-.59).

Hours Attempted .002 had a slgnificant positive impact on
French majors.



TABLE 25

REG_ SAND: GRADES MATZ COURSES FOR FRENCH MA

Sample Mean a 3.07 S.D. a .89 N - 498

RegEsssors

1

Estimators

Standard
Error of

Estimator 8

.16

.10

.02

.04
-.02
.52

-.23
.11
.08

-.15
-.18
-.10
-.14
.05

-.08
.04

-.01
.03
.09

-.04
-.08
.03

-.05
.03
.09

-.10

-.05
-.05
-.04
.04

-.04
-.03

-.03
-.03
.02

-.02
-.02
-.02
-.03
.02

-.03
-.01
..02

Year of Courae: 75
74
73
72

71
GPA
POLS
Hours Attempted
Senior Course
GEOG
HIST
AC
GEOL
SPAN
EC
PSY
FR
ECT
SAT--Verbal
Transfer-GPA Indicator
SOC
EL
MGT
MX
Freshman CoUrse
MATH
ART
ENG
FED
WO
Sophomore Course
GER
IS
PHIL
MIS
Veteran
JULIE

SPCH
BURS
High Sabool--0PA
Missing Data--SAT Ver
Female
SAT.-Math
Hours Transferred
Missing Data--HS. GPA
Constant

.30

.19

.06

.11
-.07
.88

-.95
.002
.19

-.84
-.58
-1.19

-.72
.18

-.59
. .23
-.02
.12
.001

-.03
-.43
.68

-.71
.39
.17

-.41
-.42
-.28
-.30

-.33
.09

-.25
-.42
-.20
-.21...-

-.11
AO

-.20
-.02
-.05
j,..05

..001

.

-.10

.20

.19

.21

.20

.20

.09

.18

.001

.11

.23

.16

.43

.21

.18

.28

.22

.12

.21

.00e

.04

.21

.71

.51

.51

.11

.18

.26

.15

.22

.31

.11

.27

.51

.22

.31

.19

.73

.42

.39

.08

.17
b .15

.002

.001

.22

E = .45

le(Adjusted) m .39

Standard Error of Estimate a .69

NUmber of Majors a 26

1IS Code: 1102

7 0



AN ANALYSIS OF TARTE 26, GERMAN RS

The adjusted R- was =33. The bdghlights may be summarized as follows:

The estimator decreased by approximately 84%, or .48 of
a letter grade, from 1971 to 1972. From 1972 to 1975 an

upward trend existed. The overall result from 1971 to:
1975 was a decrease in .11 of a letter grade.

* On the average, German majors did better in Music than in
other course areas (MUS-.55).

German majors on the average perfoxia worse in the following
course areas: MATH (-.72); AC -1.48); DM (-2.55): PHYS (-1.19);
and PIDES (-.54).

No other variables had a statistically significant impact on
German majors.,

-62-



SWIM aRAIDES IN ALL C0URS FOR GERMAN MAJORS

Sample Mean a 2.92 S.D. ... .90 N a 672

L18.EE122172 Estimators

Standard
Error of
Estimator 5

Year of Course: 75 .40 .26 .21
74 .32 .26 .17
73 .30 .27 .13
72 .03 .27 .01
71, .51 .29 .11

GPA .87 .10 .44
MITS .55 .17 .13
MATH -.72 .17 -.17
AC -1.48 .37 -.14
DM -2.55 .76 -.11
GER .11 .12 ,06
PHIS -1.19 .54 -.07
POLS ' -.54 .21 -.09-
Sendor Course .13 .11 .05
Hours Attempted .001 .001 .05
ENG .07 .14 .02
Fteshman.0ourse .12 .10 .07
PSY .21 .29 .03
SPAN .16 .28 .02
ECI .37 .54 .02

. FR -.01 .25 -.002
PHIL -.02 .21 -.003
Veteran .12 .18 .03
GEOL -.32 .23 ; -.05
ART --.42 .33 -.04
BIO -.28, .22 -.05
FED .21 .54 .01
Transfer-GFA Indicator -.01 .08 -.02
Age ,..004 .006 .03
Janior Couxse -.07 .10 -.03
MOT -.67 .76 -.03
BED -.35 .33 -.04
BOC -.29 .23 -.05
HIST -.19 .14 -.06
EC -.31 .29 -.04
CHEM -.37 .34 -.04
JOUR -.55 .76 -.02
SPCH -.28 .35 -.03:
MK -.51

,e
.IQ -.02

Female .08 .02
GEOG -.11 .26 -.01
Minority .06 .17 .01
SAT--Math -.0003 .001 -.02
Missing Data--H. GRA -.09 .17 -.05
Missing Data--SAT Math .07 .16 .04
SAT--Verbal .0002 .001 .02
High School--GPA .02 .10 .01
Hours Transferred .0002 .002 .01
Constant -.15

2
R = .38

2
R-(Adjusted) = .33

Standard Error of Estimates a .74

NUmber or Majors a 30

REGIS Code: 1103

-63-
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AN ANALYSIS OF TABLE 27, SPANISH MAJORS

The adjusted R
2
was .50. The highlights may be summarized as follows:

An upward trend was observed between 1971 and 1974; howe-: r,

this upward tread reversed itself during the period from

1974 to 1975, as the estimator decreased from .30 to .18.

The total effect on the grading trend from 1971 to 1975

was a slight decrease in a letter grade of .01.

Spanish majors perfo
course areas: SPAN

ed better on the average in the following
25); ECI (.35); and MGT (.88).

On the average, Spanish majors performed worse in the following

course areas: HIST (-.74); POLS (-76); GEOG (-.71); AC (-1.95
GEOL (-.70); MATH (-.51); and BIO (-.63).

The variable Veteran (.90) weighted positively; the researcher
does not find this relationship to be obvious.

73
-64-



Semple Mean = 2.85 S.C. = 1.06 N = 975

Eger sors

Year of Course: 75
74

73
72
71

ODA
SPAN
Feshman Course
HIST
ECI
ADIS .

Veteran
MOT
FED
NHS
GROG
AO
0E01,

MATH
B10
SPCH
Transfer-OPA Indicator
mc
SN

ART
MIL
Missing Data--Age
Misaing Data--H.S. CPA
CHER
ENO
autm
EC
HE
17(

PSI
Hours Attempted
Hours Transferred
HEMS
NED
IS

Data--SAT Math

GER

Minority
JUOior Course
50--Math
8A4--Verba1
FuMale
Age
Constant

le =

le (Adjusted) =

Standard Error of Estimate .75

Nbèr of Majors = 42

BEG'S Code: 1105

Est1ator3

Standard
Error of

EstLmater

.18 .26 .08

.30 .26 .13

.22 .26 .08

.18 .25 .06
019 .26 .05
.90 .06 .56
.25 .12 .11

.05 .09 02

.74 .14 -.20

.35 .18
-.76 .16 -.15
.90 .41 - .06
.88 .39 .05
.20 .18 .03
.126 .21 .03

-.71 .18 -.12
-1.95 .77 -.06
-.70 -20 -.10
-.51 .16 -.10
-.63 .21 -.08
.54 .40 .03

-.05 .04 -.06
-.81 .45 -.04
.13 .10 .04

-.42 .21 -.05
-.39 .20 -.06
-.34 .20 -.06
.08 .13 .04

-.70
-.22 .14 -.07
,.47 .31 -.04
-.38 .24 -.04
-.70 .76 -.02
-.16 .19 -.02
-.18 .20 -._

-.0005 .001 -.02
-.0013 .002 -.04
.30 .55 .01
.22 .47 '.01

.42 .85 .01

.09 .13 .04

.35 .76 .01
-.22 .45 -.01
-.06 .16 -.01
-.06 .21 -.

.03 .11 .01

.02 .09 0006
-.0003 -.02

.02..0002

.01 opor6

-.0006 .005 - -5

-65-
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AN ANALYSIS OF TABU. 28, COv1UTflTY HEALTH NUTRITION MAJORS

The adjusted R2 was .43. The highlights may be summarized as follows:

* Although a downward trend occurred between 1971 and 1972,
the trend reversed itself in 1972 and continued upward
through 1975; the estimator increased from .52 in 1971
to .71 or by 3 0 which is equivalent to .19 of a letter
grade.

* On the average, Community Health Nutrition majors did better
in HPRS, (.78); and PSY (.34). (Neither course area was
statistically significant).

* Community_Health_Nutrition majors performed worse in
following course areas: BIO (-.43); CHEM (-.40); DM
FM'S (-1.05); MK (-1.00); and JOUR (-.58).

he
-1.18);

The variable Junior Course (.28) had a positive impact.

-66-
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umant IN 14..WJ LUL1 rt.. kVA VV1MUN1TX urmiTiva MAJUN6

Sample Mean - 3._ S.D. = 99 N = 397

Regressors imators

Standard
Error of
Estimator

Year of course: 75 .71 .50 .35
74 60 .49 .27
73 .52 .49 .19
72 .41 .4.8 .13
71 .52 .48 .13

GPA 1.24 .30 .76
Junior Course .28 .14 .13
BIO -43 .15 -.13

_CHEM -.40 .16 -.13
HPRS .78 .4o .08
Hours Transferr -.01 .01 -.36
DK -1.18 .55 -.08
PHYS -1.05 .46 -.09
PSY .34 .25 .06
FR -.74 .49 -.07
HIST -.31 .23 -.06
POLS -.35 .26
EC -.28 .31 -.04
MK =1.00 .49 -.09
Hours Attempted. .003 .002 .14
JOUR -.58 .29 -.10
SAT--Math .004 .003 .16
AC -.60 .42
Age .02 .12
MATH -.11 .20 -.03
PHIL -.21 .30 -.03
GER -.23 .47 -.02
ART .94 77 .05
GE00 .55 .55 =04
High Sohool--OPA .38 .29 .13
Senior Course .22 .19 .07
SOC .43 .38 .05
ENG .21 .21 .05
SPCH .30 .33 .04
GEOL .33 .56 .02
Trsnsf r-GPA Indicator .08 .20 .11
is .40 .77 .02
Sophomore Course -.08 .15 -.03
SPAN .34 .80 .02
Missing Data--SAT Math 1.36 1.20 .67
Missing Data--Age -.28 .30 -.07
MGT ' .08 .25 .01
FED -.21 .77 -.01
Female -.n .71 -.17
SAT--Verbal -.01 .01 -.49
Missing Data--H.S. GEA -1.18 1.13 -.58
Minority .03 .20 .01
Constant .18

R
2
= .50

-2
R (Adjusted ) .43

Standard Error of Estimate = .75

Number of Majors = 18

HMIS Code: 1214
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AN ANALYSIS OF TABLE 29, HEALTH ADMJNIST_ TION MAJORS

The adjusted R2 s .38. The highlights may be summarized as follows

With the exception of a constant estimator between 1973
and 1974, there was a continued upward grading trend
observed. The estimator increased from .18 in 1971
to .61 in 1975, which represented a .43 of a letter
grade increase.

On the average, Health Administration majprp performed better in
the following course areas: SECH .13 FED (.70); MUS (.48);
and GER (.13). (None of the above course areas were statistically
significant

Health Administration majors perfolmed worse in the following
course areas: IS (-1.23); BIO (-1.31); AC (-.77); POLS (-1.04);
DM (-.70); HIST (-.91); Pi (-.84); ENG (-.68); PHYQ -1.03);

CHEM (-.79); ard RE (-.72).

The variable FemRle (.21) had a significant positive impact.

7 7
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Smmple Mean 2.70 S.D. 1.04 N = 1072

Regressors

Standard
Error of

ixnators Estimator

Year of Course: 75 .61 .31 .29
74 .43 .31 .19
73 .43 .31 .16
72 .40 .32 .10
71 .18 .33 .03

GPA .81 .06 .46
Senior Course -.06 .11 -.02
IS -1.23 .16 -.25
RIO -1.31 .23 -.10
AC -.77 .13 -.22
POLS -1.04 .22 -.14
DM -.70 .12 -.22
HIST -.91 .20 -.13
PI .19 -.13
Female .21 .10 .07
ENG -.68 .15 -.15
Hours Transferred -.001 .001 -.05
PHYS -1.03 .30 -.09
CHEM -.79 .27 -.08
FE -.72 .19 -.11
SPCH .13 -39 .01
FED .70 .84 .02
WEL= -.96 .49 -.05
Veteran .11 .08 .04
BL -.61 .18 -.11
SOC -.57 .20 -.08
EC .15 -.11
MGT .13 -.10
INS -.65 .21 -.09
MK -.63 .17 -.10
GEOG -.56 .25 -.06
SPAN -.83 .50 -.04
MATH .27 -.05
PSI -.33 .20 -.05
0,7 -.72 .49 -.04
Junior Course .10 .10 .04
Missing Data--Age -.19 .16 -.03
NURS -.25 .23 -.03

'GEOL .50 -.02
BED -.25 .29 -.02
ART -.30 .38 -.02
JOUR -.70 .84 -.02
Transfer-GRA Indicator -.02 03 -.02
MiSaing Data--Verbal .03 .08 .02

High Sehool--0PA .04 .05 .02
MUS .46 .84 .01

Minority -.03 .09 -.a
missing Data--H.S. OPA .03 .12 .01

Hours Attempted .0003 .001 .01

Freshman Course .02 .11 .01

SAT--Verbal .0004 .001 .02

SAT--Math -.0003 .001 -.02 -

GER .13 .84 .004

Constant .37

R2 0 .41

R2(Adjust

Standard Error Of Estimate = .82

Mber of Majors 53

S Code: 1202

7 8
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AN ANALYSIS OF TABLE 30 MEDICAL TEC ORS

The adjusted R2 was The highlights may be summarized as follows:

The Pattern of the grading trend between 1971 and 1975 as
indicated by the estimator was a decrease from .28 in 1971
to -.001 in 1972, an increase to .11 in 1973, to .27 in
1974 and then a decrease to .22 in 1975, with the total
effect between 1971 and 1975 being a decrease of 04 of
a letter grade.

* On the average' Medical Technology majors did better in the
following course areas: MATH (.32); PSY (.52); MUS (.47);
SOC (.49); and BL (1.15).

Medical Technology majors on the average did worse in the
following course areas: HIST (-.2e ); PHYS (-.26); CHEM (-.15);
and POLS -.24

* The variable Freshman Course
Medical Technology majols.

-70--
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Regressors Estimators

Standard
Error of

Estimator

Year of Course: 75 .22 .21 .11

74 .26 .21 .13

73 .11 .21 .05

72 -.001 .22 -.0002

71 .28 .23 .05

GFA .96 .03 .59

MATH .32 .09 .07

PSY .52 .10 .10

MUS .47 .18

SOC .49 .14 .06

SOphomore Course -. .07 -.03

MU .14 .08 .03

BL 1.15 .53 .03

BED .77 .38 .03

HIST -.28 al, ..05

MK .96 .53 .03

INS 1.11 .74 .02

RE 1.20 .74 .03

Tra -fer-GPA Indicator .01 .02 .02

Veteran -.10 .06 -.03

EC .26 .21 .02

FR .44 .37 '.02'

Hours Attempted .001 .001 .05

Hours Transferred .001 .0005 .05

FED .72 .52 .02

GEOL .38 .113 .01

GEOG -1.14 .74 -.02

MGT .49 .37 .02

CJ .39 .31 .02

Freshman Course .20 .07 .10

FHYS -.26 .10 -.05

CHEM -.15 .06 -.06

POLS -.24 .11 =.04

ART -.38 .25 -.02

Missi --Age .11 .10 .02

ECI .92 .74 .02

JOUR -.87 .74 -.02

Missing Data--H.S .03 .07 .01

PHIL -.15 .17 -.01

DM -.26 .29 -.01

High S _ool-GPA -.03 .05 -.01

SPAN -.24 .37 -.01

AC .17 .29 .01

HPRS .16 .34 .01

Missing Data--SAT Math .03 .04 .01

SAT-Verbal .0002 .0003 .01

GER .24 .53 .01

Senior Course -.02 .05 -.01

IS -.07 .19 -.01

SPCH -.07 .34 ..003

Age .001 .005 .004

UL .09 .74 .002

Minor y .01 .06 .002

Constant -.32

-2
R = .39

2
R Chdjusted) = .38 4

Standard Error of Es imate .74

Number of Majors --- 122

HEGIS Code: 1223

n
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The adjusted R
2

.45. The highlights may be summarized as follows:

There was a slight downward trend from 1971 to 1972. An
upward trend was observed between 1972 and 1974, with another
slight downward trend from 1974 to 1975. This grading trend
pattern between 1971 and 1975 accounted for an increase
of ,22 of a letter grade.

On the average, Nursing majors performed better in the following
course areas: NURS (.33); PSY (.)43); FED (.5)4); MUS (.57); SOC
(.29); HPRS 1.02); ENG (.10); FR (.)40; MGT (.25); and UL

Nursing majors performed worse on the average in the following
course areas: HIST -.46);'CHE1 -.41); BIO -.27); POLS -.34);
MATH .14); ART (- 3 ); and DM 1.01).

Sophomore Cour.e -.09) had a negative impact and Freshman Course
,(.1)4) had a positive impact.

8.1
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ummp1e Mefl = 2.70 S.D. N 7929

Regressors Estiiators

Standard
Error of
Kstisnator

.15

.15

.05

.02

.02

.57

.15

.11

.08

.06

.07

Year of Course: 75
74
73
72
71

GPA
NURS
PSY
FED
ICS

.31

.32

.13

.07

.09

.90

.33

.43

.54

.57

.29

08
08
.02

.04

.05

.07

.09

.05
HITCS 1.02 .15 .06
ENG .10 .04 .03
HIST -.46 .06 -.10
Sophomore Course -.09 .03 -.04
CHEM -.41 .06 -.08
BIC -.27 .05 -.09
BOIS -.34 .06 -.07
Hours Transferred -.001 .0003 -.03
MATH .06 -.03
ART -.33 .10 -.03
Freshman Course .14 .03 .07
Missing Data--SAT Math .02 .03 .01
rtt -1.01 .42 -.02

.40 .14 .03
_:T .25 .oe .03
*airs Attemnte .001 .0002 =02
SAT--Verbul .0002 .0002 .02
UL .76 .33 .02
SP-CH .28 .15 .02
ECI .54 .33 .01
Transfer-GPA Indicator -.02 .01 -.02
Missing Data--H.S. GPI .04 .03 .02
Is .77 .52 .01
Veteran .04 ..04 .01
High Scbool--GPA .03 .02 .01
OEOL -.19 ' .20 1 ..00.
MK -.49 .52 -.01
RE .80 .73 .01
Missing Da .04 .04 .01
EL -51 . .52 .01
PHIL .09 .07 .01
PHIS .07 .05 =01
EC .23 .25 .01
SPAN .15 .18 .01
JOUR .28 -37 .01
Senior Course .02 .05 .004
Minority -.005 .02 -.002
BED -.09 .33 -.
Female 01 .04 .002
SAT--Ma h .00004 .0002 .003
OER -.05 .26
SPE -.08 ..52
GE00 -.__ .15
Consta-1 -.35

2R .45

R2 (Adju.s ed ) = .45

Standard Error of Estimate

Number of MAjors 340

REGIS Code: 1203

82



AN ANALYSIS OF TABLE 32, PHYSICAL THERAPY MAJORS

The adjusted R- was .42. The highlights may be summarized as follows:

There was a constant upward trend between 1971 and 1975, as
the estimator increased by 147%, from .36 in 1971 to .89 in
1975. This represented an average of 37% increase per year.
The total effect between 1971 and 1975 was an increase in
.53 of a letter grade.

On the average, Physical Therapy majors d'd better in PSY (.43);
and FED (.34).

Physical Therapy majors on the average 'did worse in the following
course areas: , BTO (-.64); PHYS (-.86); HIST (-.77); CHEM -.57
ONI -2.68); POLS (-.60 ); MATH (-.43); and ENG (-.22).

The variables Transfer-EPA Indicator (-.05. and Age (-.004 ) had
negative Laapacts, while the variable Freshman Course (.22 ) had a
positive impact.



TABLE 32

REG SAND: GRADES LN ALL COURSES FOR PHYSICAL T1RAPY MAJDRS

Sample Mean m 3.09 S.D. .88 N - 1905

itat517121 Estimators

Standard
Error of
Estimator 8

Year of Course: 75 .89 .35 .50
74 .81 .35 .44
73 .64 .35 .26
72 .37 .35 .10
71 .36 .35 .07

om .91 .04 .51
PSY .43 .06 .13
BIO -.64 .08 .16
PHYS -.86 .12 -.19
DIST -.77 .14 -.13
CHEM -.57 .11 -.16
Dm -2.68 .68 -.07
POLS -.60 .15 -.09
HOUrs Attempted .001 .001 .04
FED .34 .14 =04
Sophomore Course -.09 .10 -.03
Transfer--GPA Indicator -.05 .02 -.07
MATH -.43 .13 -.08
Jn.ior Co _se -.07 .04 -.04
EC .46 .34 =02
GEOG .62 .48 .02
Missing Data=-H.S. CPA .13 .07 =06
,ECI 1.10 .67 .03
Freshman Course .22 .11 .10
ENG .-.22 .05 -.11
PHIL -.34 .22 -.03
High School- A .07 .07 .02
Age -.1:0+ .01 -.01
GEOL -.32 .35 -.02
AC .55 .67 .01
Hours Transferred -.0004 .001 -.02
CJ -.26 .39 -.01
SPCH .39 .68 .01
SAT-Math -.0001 .0003 -.01
minority -.04 .07 -.01
RE -.28 .67 -.01
Female .01 .04 =01
MSS -.21 .68 -.01
Veteran -. .08 -.004
HPRS -.09 .48 -.003
SAT--Verbal -.0001 .01 -.01
Missing Deta--SAT Verbal -.01 .04 -.003
SPAN .04 .31 .002
GER -.08 .68 -.002
Constant =.48

R2 .44

H2(Adjusted ) .42

Standard Error of Estimate

Number of Majors m 83

HEGIS Code: 1212

.67
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N ANALYSIS OF TABLE GASSICS MAJORS

Due to the small number of majers valid statistical conclu-
sions cannot be stated as significant; however, the findings
will be presented in order that some notion of causal effect
is conveyed.

The adjusted R2 was .35. The highligh may be summarized az follows:

After a strong upward trend between 1971 and 1972, the
estimator reversed itself from 1972 to 1973 by establishing
a brief downward trend; but from 1973 to 1975 the estimator
again reverted to an upward trend. The final effect was an
increase in the estimator of 1971 (.44) by 22% to 1.41 in
1975 or in other words an increase of 97 of a letter grade.

On the average, Classics majors performed better in the
following course areas: PSY (.43); and MATH (.18). (Neither
of the above variables was statistically significant

Classics majors on the average performed worse in the
following course areas: HIST (-.42); and POLS,'(-:.89).

The variable Missing Data--Age(.60) bad a positive weight'
but was not statistically significant.
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TABLE 33

MGRESSAND: GRADES IN ALI COURSES IOR CLASSICS MAJORS

Sample Mean 3.34 S.D. = .72 N = 126

Regressors

Standard
Errnr of

Estimators Estimator

Year of Course: 75 1.41 .45 .93
74 1.34 .45 .86
73 .93 .45 .53
72 1.10 .46 .51
71 .44 .72 .06

GPA .43 .56 .15
Hours Attempted .01 .002 .52
HIST -.42 .17 -.21
POLS -.89, .36 -.19
0E00 -1.13 .61 -.14
PSY .43 .27 .14
ART -.57 .36 -.12
GMT, -.52 .28 -.16
ENG -.31 .21 -.
FR -.26 .26 -.08
Missing Da J!6e .60' .38 .24
JOUR -.77 .63 -.10
Missing Data-SAT Verbal -.17 .17 -.12
DIO .48 .64 -.06
Senior Course -.11 .21 -.05
MATII .18 .29 .05
PHIL -.22 .43 -.04
Junior Course .06 .15 .04
Sophomore Course -.04 .16 -.02
Constant, .04

,
R
2

=7 .47

2
1-(Adjusted) = .35

Standard Error of stimate . .58

NUmber of Majors = 6

REGIS Code: 1504

8 6
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AN ANALYSIS OF TABLE ENGLISH JOBS

_o
The adjusted W- was 7. The highlights may be summarized as follows:

An upward trend was observed between 1971 and 1974, as the
estimator increased from -.01 to .28 over the two year
period; however, the estimator was constant between 1974
and 1979. The results of the above trend description from
1971 to 1972 was a. .29 increase in a letter grade.

On the avera e, English majors performed better in the
following course areas: YED .36); and ECT (.34).

English majors on the average performed worse in the
following course areas: MATH (-.52); HIST (-.42
FR (-.43); BIG (-.47); GEOG (-.50); CHEM C.-J-1Z);
GEOL (-.43); and GER (-.44).

Transfer-GFA Indicator (-.04), had a negative impact.

* The following variables had a positive impact on English
majors: Veteran (.07); Sophomore Course .12); and SAT--
Verbal 0005).



RESSAND GRADES TN ALL COURSES FOR ENGLISH MA _RS

Sample Mean . 2.84 S.D. = 1.04 N 5237

Regressors Es

Standard
Error of

_-sAmator

.12

.12

.08

.04

-.003

Year of Course: 75
74
73
72
71

.28

.20

.11

-.01

.08

.08

.08

.08

.09

GPA .97 .02 =57
Freshman Course .09 .05 .04
ENG .04 .04 .02
FED .36 .09 .05
ECI .34 .09 .04
Transfer-GFA Indicator -.04 .01 -.05
MATH -.52 .07 -.10
HIST -.42 .06 -.10
FR -.43 .06 -.09
MUG .14 .09 .02
DIO -.47 .09 -.06
GEOG -.50 .10 -.06
C10.1 -.48 .10 -=05
GEOL -.43 .08 -.06
GER -.44 .09 -.06
Ms -.67 .18 -.04
POLS -.32 .08 -.05
ART -.33 .08 -.05
DR -.63 -.03
SophoMore Course ._ ._ .05
AC -.56 .25 -.02
Veteran .07 .03 .02

PHIL -.15 .06 -.03
JOUR -.20 .10 -.02
MK -.42 .26 -.02
SPE 1.26 .83 .02
Hours Attar% e .0003 .0003 .02

Missing Data--H.S. OPA .05 .04 .02

SAT--Verbal .0005 .0002 .03

EC -.23 .14 -.02
Junior Course .05 .04 .02

Missing Data-SAT Math .05 .04 .02

Hours Transferred -.001 .0004 -.02
RE -.40 .34 -.01:
Misaing Data--Age -.07 .08 -.01
SAT--Math -.0002 .0002 -.01
SPCH .09 .12 .01

MGT . -.19, i .22 -.01
PEN -.06 .07 -.01
Female .02 .03 .01

High School--OPA -.03 .05 -.01
MFRS .14 .01

CJ -.15
..22

.23 -.01
IS -.14 .22 -.01
NURS -.13 .25 -.01
INS .41 .82 .01

BED .05 .17 .003

FI .21 .83 .003

UL -.20 .82 -.003
SPAN -.02 .08 -.003
BL -.04 .28 -.002
AS .12 .82 .002

Minerity -.01 .06 -.002
Age .0003 2 .002

COnatant -.18

112 .38

B2(Adjuseed) = .37

Standard Error of Estimate .82

NUMber or Majors = 241

REGIS Cede: 1502

8 8
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AN ANALYSTS OF TABLE 35, PHILOSOPHY MAJORS

The adjusted R2 was .32 The highlights may be summarized as follows:

* An upward trend was observed between 1971 and 1975, as
the estimator increased from .02 in 1971 to .35 in 1975.
The overall effect was an increase of .33 of a letter grade.

On the average, Philosophy majors did better In the following
course areas: MGT 1.71); and RI, (.96).

Philosophy majors did worse on the average in the followin
course areas: BIO -1.18); MATH (- FR - 45); GER - 41);
and CHEM (-.75).

Tranofer-GPA indicator .06 had a significant negative impact.



TABLE 35

SAND: GRADES MALL COURSES FOR _PILOSOPITY MA _ 0

Sample Mean 2 S.D. . 1.07 N = 969

Regressors Estimators

Standard
Error of

Eztimator

Year of Course: 75 .35 .20 .14

74 .25 .19 .10

73 .16 .19 .__

72 .10 .20 .03

71 .02 .19 .01

GFA .99 ;07 .51

BIO -1.18 .30 -.11
MATH -.62 .18 -.11

FR -.45 .17 -.09

GER -.41 .17 -.08

CHEM -.75 .29 -.07
MGT 1.71 .63 .07

BD .36 .07

FHIL .21 .11 .09

HPRS 1.22 .64 .05

Transfer-GPA Indica -.06 .03 -.08

FED .80 .45 .05

PSY .24 .15 .06

Freshman Cour-7,0 .18 .10 .08

GE00 -.45 .24 -.

RIOT -.19 .14 -.05

MUS .27 .20 .04

is -.59 .46 -.04

How's Attempted .001 .001 .05

SEAN .20 .25 .02

ED .32 .29 .03

Female .10 .07 .05

Veteran .11 .10 .04

JOUR -.49 .46 -.03

ART -.18 .20 -.03
Missing Data-SAT Verbal -.25 .26 -611
missing Data-- GPA .07 .10 .03

SOC -.14 .22 -.02

Missing Data--SAT Math .16 .24 .07

Fi .58 .90 .02

SophOmOre Course -.05 .09 -.02

SPCH .16 .31 .01

High Sohool--GPA -.02 .05 -.01

Hours Transferred .001 .01

BED -.10 .53 -.01

Ac .14 .46 .01

CJ .16 .52 .01

RE -.17 .89 -.01

Mino y .04 .15 .01

ENG .03 .14 .01

POLS .04 .17 .01

SAT--Verbal -.0002 t- .001 -.01

Missing Data--Age -.03 .19 -.01

SAT-Math .0001 .001 .004

Constant -.26

R
2
m .36

2
R (Adjusted

Standard Error of EstiMa e = .88

Number of Majors = 48

REGIS Oode-z 1509

-81-



AN ANALYSIS OF MABLE 36, MATHEMATICS MAJORS

The adjusted R2 was .44. The highlights may be summarized -s follows:

A downward trend was observed from 1971 to 1972. After 1972,
an upward trend set in and continued through 1975. The total
inflationary effect was mall between 1971 and 1975, as the
increase in the estimator was only 38% or .03 of a letter pade.

On the average, Mathematics majors did better in t e following
cOurse areas: ECI (.4o); and DM (-49).

* Mathematics majors on the average performed worse in the
following course areas: HIST (-.68); AS (-1.00); ART (-.67);
FI (-1.54); BIO (-.63); PHYS (-.40); CHEM (-.)41); ENG (-.30);
POLS (-.4o); FR (-.30); and IS (-.23).

* Veterans tended not to do as well in Mathematics; the impact
nas negative (-.11).

Senior Courses .(-.21 ) tended to be more difficult for Mathematics
majors



TALJ1,6

RADES IN AIL COURGES FOR TICS MAJORS

ample Mean = 2.75

Recressors

S.D. = 1.11

Dusters

N 3086

Standad
Error of

Estimator

Year of Course: 75 .11 .12 .04
74 .12 .12 .05
73 .05 .12 .02
72 =12 -.01
71 .08 .13 .02

GPA .98 =03 .63
HIST -.68 .11 -.15
Senior Co se -,21 .05 -.08
ECI .40 .16 .04
DM .49 .18 .04
EC .21 .13 .03
AS -1.00 .21 -.07
Junior Course .09 .06 .03
MUS .15 .14 .02
ABT -.67 .16 -.07
FT .49 -.o4
BIO -.63 .16 -.06
FED .14 .15 .02
RE .36 .24 .02
MGT .26 .22 .02
UPPS .48 .35 .02
PHYS -.40 .12 -.06
CHEM -.41 .12 -.07
ENG -.30 .10 -.06
POLS -.40 .12 -0)6
PSY -.001 .13
Freshman Course =09 .05 .04
Veteran .05 -.o4
INS .26 .31 .01
Age .01 .01 .o3
CJ .22 .39 .01
SPAN -.44 .25
MK .12 ,29 .01
SOC -.06 .15 -.01
Female =o4 -.02
gER :.33 =18 -.03

-.30 .15 -.03
Bt) .21 .49 .01
IS -.23 =n -.05
MATH -.19 .lo -.o8
SPCH -.32 .24 -.02
Minority -.02 -=05 -.01
JOUR -.52 .59 -.01
AC -.17 .14 -.02
PHIL -.15 .14 -.02
GEOL -.16 .17 -.01
GEOG -.16 .19 -.01
BL -.16 .27 -.01
SAT--Verbal .0002 .0003 .01
Hours Transferred -.0003 .001 -.01
Transfer-GPA Indicator .01 .02 .0X
UL -.24 .84 -.004
Missing Data--H.S. GPA .03 .06 .01
Missing Data--SAT Verbal -.03 .06 -.01
_Hours Attempted .0001 .0004 .004
Missing Data--Age -.01 .08 -.003
High School--GPA -.01 ..05 -.002
SAT--Math -.00001+ .0004 -.003
Constant .03

R! = .45

R2(Adjusted) = .44

Standard Error of Estima e

Number of Majors = 144

HEGIS Coder 1701

-8
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AN ANALYSIS OF TABLE 37, CHEMISTRY MAJORS

The adj sted R- was .49. The h ghl]ght., may be ctumnarized as follows:

Although there was a considerable increase in the estimator
from 1971 to 1972 (200% or 14 of a letter grade), since
1972 the grading trend has been rather stable.

On the average, Chemistry majors perfolmed worse in the
following course areas: HIST (-.56); POLS (-.56); BIO (-.39
PHYS (-.32); GER (-.63); and PHIL (-.50).

* Course areas in which Chemistry majors attained notable positive
estimators are: EC (.35); SOC (.29); ECI (.58); and MK ()40).

Even when controlling for other factors, the estimator -.18)
of the Minority variable had a fairly strong negative impact
for Chemistry majors

There was no significant difference in the perfo -ance of
females when controlling for all other factors.

The iable Age .02) had a. significant positive impact



MNBLE 37

REG ,,SANM7 GRADES IN ALL COURSES DOR cflaiISTRY MAJORS

Sample Mean . 2.83 S.D. 1.11 N . 1782

EnE2122E2 Fatima o-

Standard
Error of
Estimator 8

Year of Course: 75 .36 .15 .15
74 .29 .14 .12
73 .30 .14 .10
72 .26 .15 .08
71 .12 .15 .03

GFA .95 .03 .66
HIST -.58 .11 -.11
Hours Attempted .001 .0006 .05
BIO -.39 .11 -.08
POLS -- .14 -.08
Freshman Course .09 .06
PHYS -.32 .11 -.07
GER -.63 .22 -.05
EC .35 .21 .03
PHIL -.50 .19 -.05
soc .29 .20 ,03
Age .02 .01 .07
Veteran -.15 .08 -.05
ART -.65 .34 -.03
MATH -.20 .09 -.06
ENG -.20 .10 -.05
CHEM .08 -.05
AC -.30 .20 -.03
Minority -.18 .08 -.06
Missing Data--Age .27 .13 .06
ECI .58 .42 .02
FR -.20 ..21 -.02
DM -.32 .37 -.02
Hours Transfe -d -.0007 .001 -.02
MK .40 .41 .02
BL .33 .34 .02
JUnior Course -.08 .09 -.03
FI -.38 .57 -.01
FED .31 .85 .02
SAT-Math -.0003 .0004 -.02
Missing Data--H.S. CPA -.10 .08 -.04
Transfer-GPA Indicator

, .02 .02 .03
SPAN .38 .57 .01
CJ -.32 .57 -.01
Missing Da -SAT Math .05 .08 .02
GEOL -.16 .41 -.007
MGT .15 .87 .007
NUB .08 .17 .01
SPCH .10 .27 xi
is .05 .14 .01
Sophomore COUrse -.03 .09 -.01
RE .07 .28 .005
JOUR -7.04 .30 -.003
GEOG .07 .87 ._ Q
SAT--Verbal .0001 .04003 .004
Female -. .06 -.003
Constant -.39

'-2
R = .50

2
R (Adjusted) . .49

Standard Error of Estimate =

NUMber Of Majors = 72

REGIS Code: 1905 94
85-



AN ANALYSIS OF TABLE 3h, GEOLOGY MAJORS

The adjusted R
2
was .35. The highlights may be summarized as follows:

A continued upward trend was observed between 1971 and 1975,
as the estimator increased by 54%, from .57 in 1971 to .88 in
1975, which is equivalent to a .31 grading inflationary factor
on a letter gr de.

On the average, Geology majors performed better in the following
course areas: GEOL (.26 ); BED (.83); and PSY ( 45).

* Geology majors on the average.performed worse in_ the following
course areas: MATH (-.40); ART (-.74); CHEM (-.49); GER (-.89
HIST (-.32); and PHYS -.53).

Variables having notably positive impact on Geology majors are:
Freshman Course .22) Hours Attempted .002); and Hours Transferred
(.003).

The variable Trans er-GPA Indica or -.10) had a negative impact
on Geology majors.

-86-
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TABLE 38

REGRESSAND: GRADES IN ALL COURSES FOR GEOLOGY MAJORS

Sample Mean -= 2.79 S.D. .97 N 1081

112ZESE21E1 Estimators

Standard
Error of

Estimator

Year of Course: 75 .88 .19 .43
74 .74 .19 .35
73 .63 .19 .25
72 .60 .19 .20
71 .57 .21 .12

GPA .98 .06 .49
GEOL .26 .10 .12
Transfer-CPA Indicator -.10 .04 -.12
Missing Data-Math .09 .11 .04
MATH -.40 .12 -.14
ART -.74 .22 -.09
CHEM ;-.49 .14 -.13
GER -.89 .35 -.07
PHIL -.33 .19 -.05
BED .83 .34 .06
PSY =45 .22 .06
Freshman Course .22 .11 .11
HIST -.32 .14 -.07
PHYS -.53 .20 -.07
Hours Attempted .002 .001 .12
Hours Transferred =003 .001 .11
CJ .78 .41 .05
Junior C- .,e -.13 .10 -.05
MUS .29 .20 .04
BL -1.22 .eo -.04
Age -.02 .02 -.06
GEOG .21 .18 .04
Missing Data-H.S. GFA .13 .11 .07
SOC .28 .29 .03
RE .66 .7 .03
SPAN .39 .41 .02
SPCH .42 .47 .02
IS -.30 .27 -.03
mx -.84 .80 -.03
ECI -.75 .80 -.02
AC -.34 .37 -.02
POLS -.13 .17 -.02
High School--GPA .06 .08 .02
RIO -.16 , .24 -.02
JOUR -.27 .39 -.02
DM -.17 .25 -.02
Minority -.08 .12 -.02
Veteran -.07 .11 -.02
EC -.18 .30 -.02
SAT-Verbal .0003 .0004 .02
SAT-Math -.0002 .0005 -.01
FED .25 .ao .01
Sophomore Course .03 .11 .01
Female -.01 .06 -.01
MGT .10 .57 .005
ENG -.02 .12 -.01
COnst -.74

R2(Adjusted) = .35

Standard Error of Estimate = .79

Number of Majors = 51

REGIS Code: 1914

-87-
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Alf ANALYSTS OF TABLE 9, PIFfEICS t-JOE°

The adjusted R2 was .4o. The highlights -ay be stunznarzec1 es follows:

There was a strong upward trend between 1971 and 1972, as
the estimator increased from -.27 in 1971 to .17 in 1972;
this is equivalent to 43 of a. letter grade increase in a
one year period! The estimator declined a bit from 1972
to 1973, but_again reverted to en upward trend between
1973 and 1974, at which point it remained relatively stable
through 1975. The results over the period from 1971 to 1975
was an inerea e in .43 of a letter grade.

On the average, Physics majors do better in the following
course areas: MGT (.42); and HPRS P" her course
area was significant).

Physics majors on the average performed worse in the following
course areas: MATH (-.96); FR (-1.67); CHEM (-.) HIST (-.69);
and SPAN (-.79).

The variable Age (- 05) had a significant negative impact, indicating
that older students did not do as well as younger students.

9

-88-



.yi

Sample Mean 2.82 S.D. 1.04 N = 397

ESEMaal; Es

Standard
Error of
Es H

Year of Course: 75 .15 .38 .07
74 .16 .38 .07
73 .07 .38 .02
72 .17 .37 .05
71 --27 .38 -.07

CFA .97 .13 .58
GEOL -.02 .40 -.003
MATH -.56 .25 -.21
SAT--Verbal .002 .002 .17
FR -1.67 .85 -.08
Age -.05 .02 -.26
Missing Da T Math .73 .58 .35
CHEM -.53 , .25 -.18
HIST -.69 .29 -.14
SPAN -.79 .56 -.07
MGT .42 .65 .03
HPRS .41 .85 .02
Sophomo -.11 .11 -.05
ART -.83 .65 -.06
90C .10 .55 .01
BL .44 .86 .02
DM .44 .86 .02
RE .44 .86 .02
SAT--Math .001 .004 .05
HOurs Transferred .002 .003 .09
BED .28 .66 .02
PSY -.62 .36 -.09
POLS -.63 .37 -.09
FED -.95 .86 -.05
SPCH -.18 .48 -.02
BIO -.51 .31 -.10
Female .20 -.03
PHIL -.53 .34 -.08
PUS .24 -.17
ENO -.41 .27 -.10
AC -.63 .53 -.05
IS -.54 .44 -.06
GEOG -,68 .87 -.03
MUS -.30 .33 ,

-.05
/CC -.56 .86 -.03
Transfer-GPA Indicator -.09 .12 -.11
Minority -.29 .31 -.07
MisSing Data--H.S. GRA .22 .25 .09
Hours Attempted -.001 .001 -.05
High SehOol--GFA -.21 .34 -.08
Veteran -.12 .23 -.04
EC -.15 .48 -.01
Senler Course .04 .15 .01
Constant .60

2
.47

2
R (Adjusted) =

Standard Error of Est e .81-

Number of Majors = 22

HMIS Code:



AN ANAMSIS OF TABLE ) O, PSYCHOLOGY MAJOHS

The adjusted R2 was The highlights may be sinmarized as follows:

During the period from 1971 to 1975, the grading trend for
Psychology majors has experienced only a slight inflationary
effect; moreover, there was a uniform-trend between 1971 and
1972, and the yearly i:-a.ease for the estimator from 1972
to 1975 was 597 or .08 of a letter grade. However, this slight
upward trend seems to be approaching a peak since the trend is
increasing at a decreasing rate.

Psychology majors on the average performed better in Education
and Urban Life courses. Notable positive weights included
FED .51); ECI (.47); HPRS (.42); and UL (.27).

Psychology majors on the average performed wor e in courses in
the following areas: BIO (-.50); HIST -.43); INS -.51);
GER (-.29); POLS -.25); and IS (-.25).

When controlling for all other factors, the Female and Minority
estimators, -.01 and -. 5 respectively, have no significant
impact.

The variable Senior Course (.10) had a positive ipact, while
Transfer-CPA Indicator -.03) had a negative impact.

-90-
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EllEnEE1,2172 Estimatorr;

Standard
Errcr of
Er.timator

Yea of course: 75 .35 .07 :15
74 .30 .07 .13

73 .23 .07 .09
72 .10 .07 .03

71 .10 .07 .03
GPA .97 .02 .56
FTC .20 .04 .08
Freshman Co e .01 .03 .01
BIO -.50 .06 -.08
HIST -.43 .05 -.09
FED .51 .08 .05
Transf _FA Indicator -.03 .01 -.04
Senior Course .10 .03 .03
MS .23 .07 .03
SOC .11 .05 .03
ECI .47 .12 .03
EMS .42 .19 .02
MATH -.23 .05 -.05
TOLS -.25 .06 -.04
GER -.29 .07 -.04
ART -.31 .09 -.03
CM,M -.22 .06 -.01
FE -.18 .05 -.03
PHYS -,26 .09 -.03
GEOG -.24 .08 -.03
PHIL .05 -.03
Hours Attempted .0003 .0002 .01
INS -.51 .22 -.02
Missing Data--SAT Math .10 .16 .05
GEOL -.19 -.02
BED .30 .15
IS -.25 .13 -.02
AC -.22 .10 -.02
SAT--Math .0002 .0001 .01
MK .33 .18 .01
Hours Transferr d -.004 .0003 -.02
MGT .14 .09 .01
Veteran -.04 .03 -.01
Minority -.05 .03 -.01
UL .27 .19 .01
NUBS .13 .15 .01
Age -- .002 -.01
BL .09 .14 .005
ENO -.04 .04 -.01
C./ -.08 .11 -.01
MiSsi_ ta--1 GPA -.02 .03 -.01
SPAY -.04 .07 -.01
SPE .09 .23 .003
OFCB .05 .13 .003
HE .14 .002

-.05 .16 -.002
_le -.01 .02 -.003

-.co .09 -.002
Missing Data--SAT V rbal -.04 .16 -.02
Missing Bata--Age -.01 .05 -.002
MDR -.03 .17 -.002
SophoMore Course .01 .03 .002
Nigh School-SPA .0014 .02 .001
SAT--Vcrhal .00002 .0001 .001
Constant -.19

R .39

R (Adjusted) = .38

Standard Error of Estinate = .83

Number of Majors .

REGIS COdo: 2001

10 0
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AN ANALYSIS

The adjusted R2 was .

LE 41, ANDHROPOLOGI_ MAJORS

The hich1iGL may be sunmiarized as follows:

There was a continual ucward oping grading trend from 1971
to 1975. The estimator increa3ed from -.08 in 1971 to .55 in
1975. This resulted in a .63 inflationary factor on a letter
grade during the period from 1971 to 1975.

Anthropology majors on the aver _ge performed bc ter in the
course area of Music (-32).

On the average, Anthropology majors.performed wonle in the
following course areas: HIST (-.36); BIO (-.53); GER -.59);
PHYS (-.93);. CHEM (- MATH ART (-.52); BED -.95
and UL (-1.67).

The variable Transfer-ODA Indicator

101
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Standard
Error of

j_grpsr..prs Estimators Estimator -6

Year of Course: 75 .55 .12 .24

74 .38 .12 .16

73 .34 .12 .13
72 .20 .12 .07
71 -.08 .12 -.02

GFA .92 .04 .52
Transfer-GFA Indicator -.05 .02 -.07
HIST -.36 .07 -.09
BIO -.53 .11 -.08
GER -.59 .14 -.08
MUS .32 .11 .06
MIS .4 -.07
CHEM -.66 .17 -.07
MATH -.82 .09 -.07
AT -.52 .15 L.06
FR -.36 .11 -.06
POLS -.30 .11 -.05
Missing Data--2AT Math .06 .06 .03
BED -.95 .36 -.05
Hours Attempted .001 .001 .04
UL -1.67 .80 -.04
SPAN -.15 .09 -.03
HFRS 71 .40 .03
DM -.62 .36 -.03
Minority .14 .10 .03
SAT-Math .0004 .0003 .03
Senior Course .07 .05 .03
0E00 -.14 .12 -.02
SOC .10 .10 .02
FSY .10 .09 .02
Freshman Course .04 .05 .02
ECI .30 .33 .02
FED ,16 .20 .01
Hours Transferred -.001 .001 -.03
High Schoo1-01'A .05 .07 .02
Missing Data--Aae -.09 .10 . -.02
SAT-Verbal .0003 -.01
CJ -.16 .26 -.01
MGT -.28 .46 -.01
ENG .07 -.01
PRIL -.05 .10 -.01
SPCH -.15 .27 -.01
SFE -.17 .46 -xi
Missing Data-H.S. CFA .03 .08 .01
EC .05 .18 .005
0E01, .03 .10 .005
JOUR .11 .46 .004
Female .008 .04 .004
NK .08 .57
Constant -.33

2
R (Adju- = .36

Standard Error of Estimate

Number of Majors m 94

HEGIS Code: 2202
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AN ANALYSIS OF TABU 42, CC4UNITY RELATIONS. MAJORS

The adjusted The highlights may be :uminarized as follows:

With the exception of a. slight and brief downward trend
from 1972 to 1973, tne overall trend from 1971 to 1975
was upward in slope. The estimator increased from .21
in 1971 to .69 or 228%, which is equivalent to .48 of an
increase in a letter grade.

On the average, Community Relations majors did bcttr in
course area of Foundations of Education .97).

Community Relations majors perfofmed worse in the following
course areas: HIST (-.31); MATH (-.42); SPAN (-1.49).
(None of the above weights were significant

The variable Freshman Course -.20) had a negative impact,
but was not statistically si nificant.

-94-

103



Sample Mear_ = 2.65 S.D. = .93 N 355

Ea_rsssors

Standard
Error of

E2timator

Year of cours-: 75 .69 .29 .33
.51 .28 .24

73 .34 .27 .14
72 .36 .27 .14
71 .21 .27 .07

GPA .75* - .28 .37
Freshman Cear -se -.20 .18 -.09
HIST -.31 .19 -.10
MATH -.10
SPAN -1.49 .82 -.09
FED .97 .43 .11
ECI .38 .10
Hours Tranfcrrcd .004 -.15
DL .54 .33 .08
SOC .22 .15 .09
MK .78 .59 -
ENG .30 .21 .08
Veterans -.15 .20 -.08
PHIL -.27 .26 -.05
MGT -.41 .3d -.05
Female -.02 .21 -.01
DIO .82 -.04
HED .77 .83 .04
MUS .78 .64 .044ieeng _ - CPA .40 .38 .11
Junior Course .06 .17 .03
GEOL .29 .49 .03
CHEM .39 .59 .03
DM -.29 .60 -.02
JOUR .26 .36 .04
Age -.01 .01 -.06
HMh 1--GPA -.29 .TT -.07
AET -.22 .42 -.02
CJ -.12 .32 -.02
GER .83 -.03
SAT-Verbal -.00000 .002 -.0001
UL .10 .18 .03
Senior Course .18 -.04
POLS .09 .21 .02
SAT-Math .003 .01 .10
Missing Da --SAT Verbal -.13 .26 -

PUY .04 .17 .01
SPCH -.15 .32 -.01
IS .09 .50 .01
Hours Attempted -.001 .003 -.a
Missing Data--Age -.10 .32 -.03
COnstant .23

R
2
= .37

2
E CAdjUsted

Standard Er

28

of Estimate = .79

NUmber of Majors = 17

HEGIS Code= 2214
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AN ANALYSIS OF TABLE CRIMINAL ; MICE MAJORS

The adjuoted R2 was .32. The highlights may be summarised as follows:

* A continued upward, c:rading trend was observed between TQ71 and
1,975, a the estimator increased from .05 to .26. The resulting
effect was the equivalent of .21 increase in a letter grade.

On the average, Crlsvival Justice majors did better in the following
course areas: MI'S .27); aud (.64). (Neither was statistically
significant).

Criminal Justice majors nerformedon the average worse in the
following course areas: HIST (-.63); BIO (-.97); AC -.65);
CJ (-,20); SOC -.21); POLO (-.35 ); and GER (-1.19).

The following variables had a significant negative weight on
Criminal Justice majors: Freshman Course (-.17); Transfer-GFA
Indicator (-.03 ; and Sohpomore Course -.12).

-96-
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Regyeaspr7 Estimittors

Standard
Error of

En_timntor_

Year of Course: 75 .26 .07 .13
74 .16 .07 .07

73 .12 .07 .05

72 .06 .07

71 .05 .08 .01
GPA .96 .02 .50
HIST -.63 .06 -.18
Freshman Couzse -.17 .04 -.07
DID -.97 .10 -.Jo
Transfer-CPA Indicator -.03 .01 -.04
Sophomore Course -.12 .03 -.05
PSY -.a ,.06 -.01
Hours Tranftrred .001 .0003 -.06
(IL -.09 .06 -.02
AC -.65 .11 -.o6
BL -.03 .08 -.004
CJ -.20 .06 -.09
SOC -.21 .06 -.07
FED .16 .16 .01
SFCH .02 .13 .001
KU, .27 .22 .01
ECI .64 .36 .02
MATH -.45 .07 -.09
GEOL -.52 .08 -.07
PHIL .09 -.06

-.73 .19 -.04

-.53 Ai -.0
GER -1.19 .40 -.03
IS -.67 .17 -.04
RED .04 .18 .002
POLS -.35 .06 -

missing Data-aAT .06 .14 .03
ART -.60 .20 -.03
EC -.35 .06 -.09
ENG -.32 .06 -.09
0E00 -.29 .06 -.06
MK -.61 .19 -.03
CIUM .13 -.03
MGT -.28 .08 -.04
JOUR -.35 .13 -.03
INS -.59 .27 -.02
FR -.32 .18 -.02
RE -.31 .22 -.01
SAT--Verbal .0002 .0002 .02
Hours Attempted .0002 .0003 .01
High Sehool-OFA -.02 .02 -.01
Minority .02 .02 .01
Female -.03 .02 -.01
Veteran -.02 .02 -.01
SPE .60 .79 .01
Senior Course -.02 .03 -.01
SAT--Math -.0001 .0002 -.01
Missing Data-Age -.03 .05 -.01
NUBS .30 .56 .005
HPRS .13 .33 .004
Missing Data--H.S. GFA .01 ..03 .01
SPAN -.08 .22 -.003
Missing Data-SAT Verbal -.03 .14 -.02
Constant . .34

R-
2
= .32

R -2(Adjusted) = .32

Standard Error of Estimate

NUmber of Majors = 386

HMIS Code: 2211

. 9
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AN ANALYSIS OF TABIR 44, FINANCIAL SECURITY PROGRAMS MAJORS

* Due to the mall number of majors (9), valid statistical
conclusions ca,nlo'c, be sl,ted as cignificant; however, the
findings will -Je pr :A in order that some notion of
causal effect is con'eyA.

The adjusted R' was .27. The highlights may be summarized as follows:

* An upward sloping grading trend existed 1,2twen 1971 and 1974.
From 1974 to 1975, a slight downward trer6 way observed. The
overall effect was an increase in the e6imator from -.06 in
1971 to .1?) in 1975, or an increase in .19 of a letter grade.

There were no course areas in whieh Financial Security Programs
majors had significant positive wights.

* On the average, Financial Security Programs majors performed
worse in the following course areas: AC ,2.24 ; and MATH
(-2.15).

No other variables had statistically significant weights.
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------- is-
Sample Mean = 2.60 S.D. = .89 N 170

EnBI2P°rs Eltimators

Standard
Error of

Estimator

Year Of Courso: 75 .13 .50 .07
74 .19 .48 .10

73 .04 .47 .02
72 -.06 .52 -.02

AC -2.44 .92 -.42
GPA .82 .42 .26
MATH -2.15 .98 -.32
CHEM 1.11 1.22 .10
rm =1.73 1.02 -.21
BIO -1.61 .98 -.24
Mianing Data--Age -.24 .70 -.09
ENG -1.15 .88 -.31
HIST -.61 .86 -.23
FI -1.26 1.01 -.15
C..T -.89 .90 -.15
SOC -.70 .85 -.21
SAT-Verbal .001 .002 .07
MGT -.74 .88 -.17
RE -.82 .91 -.14
Age -.005 .03 -.02
BED .19 1.18 .02
SPOH .16 1.19 .01
FED .09 1.17 .01
UL -.31 .85
Hours Attempted .005 .01 .21
Female .29 .33 .15

GEOG -.69 .93 -.12
IS -.59 .93 -.10
INS -.52 .86 -.16
MK -.73 1.15 -.06
EC -.46 .83 -.21
PHIL -.44 .97 -.05
Frenhman Course .08 -33 .03
SophOmore Course .05 .24 .02
Veteran -.08 .35 -.04
POLS -.39 .84 -.12
EM -.38 .85 -.12
PSY -.38 .92 -.07
COnatant .15

13' .43

2
R (Adjuat m .27

Standard Error of Estima

Number of Majom = 9

REGIS Code: 2214

108



AN ANALYSTS OF TABLE 5 GEOGRAPHY MAJORS

The adjusted R
2

was .28. The highlights may be s ized as follows:

The estimator increased each year from 1971 to 1973. !here
was a slight decrease in the estimator from 1973 to 1974; but
the period from 1974 to 1975 represented a reversal of the
estimator to an upward trend.. As a result of the above described
trend between 1971 and 1975, there was an increase of .28 of a
letter grade.

On the average, Geography majors did better in the following
course areas: GEOG .41) MUS (.61); SPCH (.60); and ECI .60).

Geography majors on the average performed worse in the following
course areas: MATH (-.63); HIST (-.3)4); and AC (-1.20).

No other variables had a statistically significant impact
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TABLE 45

REG 'SAND: GRADES IN ALL COURSES R

Sample Mean = 2.84 S.D. = .98

Regressors Estimators

GEOGRAIY MAJORS

N = 769

rd
-ror of

EstimAtor

Year of Course: 75 .46 .22
74 :34 .22 .15

73 .39 .22 .15
72 .37 .22 .12

71 .18 .22 .05
GFA .92 .10 .41
GEOG .41 .12 .18
MATH -.63 .17 -.14
MUS .61 .18 .13
HIST -.34 .15 -.09
AC -1.20 .50 -.08
SPCH .60 .31 .06
GEOL .17 '.05

ECI .66 .30 .07
HFRS .69 .44 .05
PHYS -.62 .40 -.05
ART -.42 .24 -.06
UL 1.43 .86 .05
Transfe -GPA Indicator -.06 .05 -.08
BED -. .37 -.05
nt -.31 .21 -.05
POLS -.29 .21 -.05
FED .70 .51 .04
EC -.21 .28 -.03
MX -.84 .85 -.03
Minority -.18 .23 -.03
BIO .42 .45 .03
JUnior Course .08 .11 .03
ENG .07 .15 .02
JOUR -.23 .30 .03
Hours Transferred -.001 .002 -.04
SophOmore Course -.01 .13 -.005
IS .08 .29 .009
CJ .19 .61 .01
Missing Date--H.S. GPA .17 .16 .08
Missing Data--SAT Math -.13 .13 -.06
High Seh001--GEA .02 .05 .02
SOC . .20
Pa .22 -.01
PHIL -.07 .25 -.01
Freshman Course .03 .0 .01
SPAN -.04 .18 -.01
EAT-Verbal -.0002 .001 -.02
GER -.10 .50 -.006
Age -.003 .01 -.01
RE .06 .32 .01
INS .15 .86 .01
Hours Attempted .0002 .001 .01
CHER -.04 .29 -.01
SAT--Math .0001 .001 .01
Constant -.10

14 = .32

0(Adjusted) = .28

Standard Error of Estimate = .84

NUmber of Majors 0 31

HEGIS Code= 2208
110
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AN ANALYSIS OF TABLE 46, HISTORY MAJORS

The adjusted R was .41. The highlights may be summarized as follows:

There was a continued upward grading trend from 1971 to
1975, as the estimator increased from .03 in 1971 to .25
in 1975. This trend resulted in a .22 increase in a letter
grade during the period from 1971 to 1975.

On the average, History majors performed better in the course
area of Education. The following weightswere, found: FEP 0);
ECI .11); HPRS .24); and BED .05).

History majors on the average performed worse in tho following
course areas: GER -.71 ; AC -1.12 DM (-1.16); BIO (-.72);
and MATH (-.50).

The variables Sophomore Course -.12 and Transfer-GRA Indicator
-.02 had significant negative impact on History majors.

-102-
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TABLE 46

RECRESSAND: GRADES m ALL COURSES FOR }EST0X MAJORS

Samle Mean 2.70 S.D. = 1.07 N = 3441

R&L'tA!2E2

Standard
Error of

Estimators Estimator

Year of Course: 75 .25 .10 .10
74 .16 .10 .07
.73 .11 .10 .04
72 .10 .10 .03
71 .03 .10 .01

CPA .99 .03 .60
GER -.71 .11 -.10
AC -1.12 .21 -.07
DM -1.16 .20 -.08
BIO -.72 .12 -.08
FED .30 .13 .03
MATH -.50 .09 -.09
Sophomore Course -.12 .04 -.05
cHEm -.54 .14 -.05
SPAN -.39 .09 .06
HIST -.22 .05 -.09
Eel .11 .12 .01
MUS .04 .10 .01
SPCH .. .24 .20 .02
SOC -.01 .09 -.001
SPE -1.26 .59 -.03
Transfer-GFA Indicator -.02 .01 -.02
CEOL -.33 .12 -.04
IS -.56 .25 -.03
PHIL -.26 .09 -.04
MK -.45 .23 -.03
FR -.23 .09 -.04
GEO° -.24 .10 -.04
PHYS -.41 .23 -.02
Age .003 .003 .01
UL -.59 .34 -

HPRS .24 .30 .01
JOUR -.30 .18 -.--
pus -.17 .06 -.03
ENG -.15 ..07 -.04
EC -.19 .11 -.03
Fl -. .82 -.02
PSI -.13 .10 -.02
RE -.27 .25 -.01
ART -.14 .11 -.02
CJ -.15 .15 -.01
Missing D .06 .07 .01
Female .03 .03 .01
Veteran .03 .04 .01
Minority 414 .06 .01
MGT .11 .01
SAT-Math .0002 .0003 01
SAT-Verbal -.0002 .0002 -.01
Hours Transferred -.0004 .001 -.01
Junior COUrse -.01 .04 -.01
Missing Data--H.S. CFA .02 .04 .01
BL -.07 .18 -.01
High School--GFA -.01 .03 -.01
BED .05 .20 , .004
Hours Attempted -.0001 .0004 -.003
Senior Course .01 .05 .003
INS .06 .48 .002
Constant .05

'R2 == .42

R2(Adjusted) = .41

Standard ErrOr of Esti= e = .82

NUmber of Majors = 162

HEGIS Code: 2205

112
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AN ANALYSIS OF TABLE 47, HOUSDIG ADMINISTRATION MA

* Due to the small number of majors (4 -valid statistical
conclusions cannot be stated as significant; however, the
findings will be presented in order that some notion of
causal effect is conveyed.

2
The adjusted R was .42. The highlights may be summarized as follows:

The estimator decreased from 1971 to 1972, but at that point
an upward trend set in through 1975. In 1971 the estimator
was 1.07, and in 1975 it was 1.49, which is equivalent to an
an increase of .42 of a letter grade during the entire period.

There were no course areas in which Housing Administration
majors registered positive impact.

On the average, Housing Administration majors performed
worse in the following course areas: IS -2.51); MATH
(-1.46); GEOG (-.89); and AC (-1.41).

The variable Freshman Course had a negative impact (-
while Sophomore Course (.23) had a positive impact.

=



TABLE 47

REGRESSAND: GRADES IN ALL COMES FOR HOUSING ADMINISTRATION MAJORS

Samle Mean = 2.88 S.D. = .92 N = 128

Regressors

Standard
Error of

Estimators

Year of Course: 75 1.49 .80 .66
74 1.26 .ao .54
73 1.05 .79 =47
72 1.03 =78 .48
71 1.07 .76 =39

GPA 1.04 =23 .44
IS -2.51 .71 -.34
MATH -1.46 .55 -.28
GROG -.89 .49 -.26
114 -1.08 =52 -.23
AC =1.41 .70 -.19
ENG -.86 .49 -.26
GEOL - -.92 .68 -.12
HIST -.60 .47 -.19
RE -.19 .51 -.07
POLS -.08 .51 -.02
Sophomore Course .23 =28 .10
UL -.26 .51 , -.08
EC -.66 .51 =.21
SAT-Verbal .06.4F .col
MOT -.71 =59 -.13
soc -.54 .49 .19
EL -.62 .61 -.12
Freshman Course -.13 .28 ,.:=6
JOUR -.57 .86 -.05
SPCH -.40 .82 -.04
PHIL -.36 .64 -.06
PSY -.36 .64 -.06
Junior Course .04 .20 .02
Constant 06

2
R- - .55

2 _

R (Adjusted) = .42

Standard Error of Estimate

Number of Majors = 4

HEGIS Code: 2214



AN ANALYSIS OF TABLE 48, lAND DEVEtORflIiT MAJORS

2
The adjusted R was .40. The highlights may be summarized as follows:

The trenewas fairly stable between 1971 and 1973, as the
estimator increased slightly from 1971 to 1972 and decreased
slightly from 1972 to 1973. However, this fairly stable
trend ceased during the period fran 1973 to-1974, as the
estimator increased by 164%. The estimator was relatively
constant between 1974 and 1975. The effect of the above
described grading trend from 1971 to 1975 was an increase
of .22 of a letter grade.

On the average, Land Developmen
the following course areas: RE .36 F 1.81); UT (.28);
and GEOG .25

majors perfolmed better in

* Land Development majors, on the average, performed worse in
the following course areas: HIST -.23); DM (-.38 ); and
BIO (-1.12

The variables Hours Transferred -.002 and Missing Data--
SAT Verbal (-.03) had negative impacts on Land Development
majors.
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TABLE 48

GRADES IN ALL COURSES FOR LUIT DEVTLOYMENT MAJORS

Seisole Mean 2.49 S.D. = .98 N 1472

Regressors Estimators

Standard
Error of

Estimator

Year of Course: 75 .36 .16 .16

74 .37 .16 .17

73 .14 .o6 .16

72 .17 .16 .05

71 .14 .16 .04

GPA 1.08 .05 .61
H7ST -.23 .12 -.07
RE .36 .12 .13

DM -_.38 .18 -.05
Hours Transferred -.002 .001 -.10
AC -.38, .21 -.04
FI 1.81 .77 .05

UL .28 .12 .08

GEOG .25 .11 .08
EIO -1.12 .55 -.04
MiSsing Data--H.S. CPA .14 .11 .06
Veteran .10 .05

Transfer-GFA Indicator -.04 -006
PHIL -.18 .20 -.02
SPAN -93 .55 .03

ART -.42 .45 .02

IS -.23 -.02
JOUR 50 .40 .03
Female -.08 .08 -.02
EC , .004 .12 .001
Freshman Course -.04 .07 -.02
EL -.01 .16 -.001
Junior Course .04 .06 .02

ENG .15 .12 .04

PSI .18 .17 .03

SAT--Verbal -.0004 .0005 -.02
MATH .15 .15 .03

MGT .14 .16 .03

POLS .11 .12 .03
SOC .08 .12 .02
SAT-Math .0002 .0004 xi
CJ .09 .17 .01
INS .21 .46 .01
Missing Data--SAT Verbal -.03 .09 -.01
SPCH .11 .33 .01

High Sehool--GPA .08 .01

Minority .10 .01

HOurs Attempted -.0002 .001 -.01
Age -.002 .01 -.01
MiSsing Data--Age .03 .22 .003

NUS -. .4o -.00
Constant .46

2
R (Adjusted) = .40

S andard Error of Estimate = .76

Number of Majors 66

HEGIS Code: 48
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AN ANALYSIS OF TABLE 49, LITIGAL SCIENCE MAJORS

2
The adjusted R was 39. The highlights may be sunnarzed as follows:

* The estimator was constant between 1971 and 1972, increased
by 137% from 1972 to 1973, and again was rather stable from
1973,to 1975, as the increase was about 45% over the two year
period. From 1971 to 1975 the estimator increased from -.08
to .16, which is equivalent to an increase of .24 of a letter
grade.

On the average, Political Science majors performed better in
the following course areas: HPRS .71); and FED (.12).

Political Science majors on the average performed worse in the
following course areas: FI (-1.01); BIO (-.96); GER (-.88);
DM (-.93); AC (-.76);and HIST (-.42).

The variables Sophomore Course (-.09) and Freshman Cour e -.09)
had negative impacts.
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TABLE 49

REGRESSAND: GRADES IN ALL COURSES FOR LTICAL °C CE MAJORS

Sample Mean = 2.73 S.D. = 1.03 N =

Regres

Standard
Error of

Estkmators
- Estimat9r _a

Year of Cou.rae: 75 .16 .11 .a7
74 .13 .11 .06
73 al .11 .04
72 -.08 .11 -.02
71 -. _ ,A.1 -.02,-

GPA 1.00 .03 .59
BIO 96 .13 -.11
GER -.88 .13 -.10
Freshman Cour..e -.09 .05 -.04
DM -.93 .16
AC -.76 .16 -.06
HIST -.42 .07 -.13
Sophomore Course -.09 .04 -.04
Hours Transferred -. 1 -.04
FR -.44 -.08
PHIL -.38 . -.07
MATH -.41 .09 -.08
CHEM -.71 .19 -.05
GEOL -.46 .11 -.06
SPAN -.35 = .98 -.07
HFRS .71 .41 .02
PI -1.01 .47 -.03
GEOG -.32 .10 -.05
FED .12 .18 .01
RE -.62 .29 -.03
IS .22 -.03
ART -.34 .15 -.03
ENG -.21 .07 -.06
POLS -.19 .06 =.
EC -.24 .10 -.04
INS -.44 .25 -.02
PHYS -.49 .31 -.02
JOUR -.31 .18 -.02
Missing Data- SAT Verbal . .04 .01
CJ -.21 .13 -.02
MIC -.35 .23 -.02
Female -.05 .04 -.02
Minority. .06 .05 .02
Missing Data--Age -.10 .10 -.01
Veteran -.03 .04 -.01
Senior Course .03- .04 .01SH -.16 .12 -.02
SOC -.12 .09 -.02
PST -.10 .10 -.02
KUS -.11 .11 -.01
Transfer-GPA Indicator -.01 .01 -.01
Missing Data--H.S. G2A -.ce .04 -.01
Hours Attempted .0001 .0004 .01
High 'School-Mt -.01 .02 -.01

-.07 .14 -.01
BED -.11 .28 -.01
MGT -.07 .18 -.01
UL -.22 .81 -.003
Age .0004 .003 .002
SAT--Verhal .0001 .0002 .004
SAT- -Math -.0001 .0002 -.004
Constant .27

R m .40

.R2(Adjusted ) 39

Standard Error Of Eatimate .81

Number of Majors = 191

REGIS Code: 2207
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AN ANALYSIS OF TABLE 50, SOCLAL WELFARE MA A1S

The adjusted R2 was .35. The highlights may be summarized as follows:

* A continued upward trend was observed from 1971 to 1975, as
estimator increased from 0.21 in 1971 to .30 in 1975.

The result was a letter grade inflated by a factor of .51.

Social Welfare majors on the average did better in the following
course areas: UL (.36); SPCH .48); and FED (.31).

7f
* On the average, Social Welfare majors performed worse in the

following course areas: BIO (-.58); HIST (-.30); FR (-.86);
GEOG (-.27); F1 (-2.24); MATH (-.28); and SPkN

The variable Junior Course (.15) had a positive impact,
while Hours Transferred -.002) had a negative impact.
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TABLE 50

REGRESSAND: GRADES DI ALL COURSES FOR SOME WELFARE MAJDRS

Sample Mean = 2.65 S.D. - 1.01 N 2283

EaLlIEREE

Standard
Error of

Estimators Estimator

Year of Course: 75 .30 .13 .14
74 .16 .13 .07
73 .04 .13 .02
72 -.01 .13 -.004
71 -.21 .13 -.06

GPA .89 04 .46
Junior course .15 .06 .07
UT, .36 .11 .12
Hours Transferred -.002 001 -.08
Freshman Course .01 .07 .005
BIO -.58 .15 -.08
HIST -.30 .11 -.08
FR -.86 .30 -.05
GEOG -.27 .12
Fi -2.24 .83 -.05
Senior Course .04 .07 =01
SAT-Verbal .0004 0003 .03
SKS .48 .24 .04
PsY .18 .11 .06
soc .13 .11 .05

. FED .31 .16 .04
Veteran -.09 .06 -.03
NURS .81 .43 .03
CJ .10 .13 .02
Transfer-GPA Indicator -.03 .02 -.04
BL .26 .22 .02
MATH -.28 .13 -.05
SPAN -:83 .30 -.04
DM -.49 .26 -.03
GEOL -.30 .16 -.04
Hours Attempted .001 .0005 .03
CHEM '-.41 .24 -.03
MK -.76 .59 -.02
Missinz Data--H.S. CPA .05 .07 .02
-MUS .25 .29 .02
ART .22 .30 .01
IS -.52 .48 -.02
INS .21 .31 .01
SPE .41 .59 .01
Minority -.02 .05 -.01
AC -.26 .33 -.01
SAT--Math .0001 .0003 .01-
BITS .26 .83 .01
PHIL -.12 .15 -.02
MGT .01 ', .23 .001
Age -.002 .004 -.01
High Sehool--GPA -.02 .04 - -.01
Missing Data--SAT Math .02 .05 .01
JOUR -.18 .33 -.01
'BED .15 .83 .003
ENG -.08 .11 -.02
POLS -.08 .11 -.02 .

EC -.08 .12 -.02
Female -.01 .05 -.01
Constant -.05

R2 = .36

R
2
(Adjusted) = . 5

Standard Error of Estimate

NuMber of Major

REGIS Code: 2214

=7

.82
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AN ANALYSIS OF TABLE 51 SOCIOLOGY MAJORS

The adjusted R2 was .46. The highlights may be summarized as follows:

The estimator was rather stable between 1971 and 1972. From
1972 to 1975 the trend was upward sloping. The estimator in-
creased from .02 in 1971 to .20 in 1975, which is equivalent
to an increase in .18 of a letter grade.

* On the average, Sociology majors did better in the following
course areas: ECI (.38); HPRS (.36); and MGT (.16).

Sociology majors on the average did worse in the following
course areas: BTO (-.82); HIST (-.59); MATH -.48); GER 66
DM (-.85); FR (-.33); and IS (-1.69).

* Transfer-GRA Indicator (-.03) had a negative impact.

* Even when controlling for other factors, minorities tend to
do better in sociology, as the Minority variable (.09) had a
significant positive impact.
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REGRESSAND: GRADES IN ALL COURSES FOR SOCIOLOGY MAJURS

Sample Mean 2.67 S.D. = 1.06 N = 3408

Standard
Error of

Re ressors Estimator! Estimator 8

ar of Course: 75
74

73

.20

.15

.06

.10

.10

.10

.08

.06

.02
72 -.003 .11 -.001
71 .02 .11 .01

GPA .97 .03 .62
Freshman Course -.07 .06 -.03
RIO -.82 .11 -.11
HIST -.59 .08 -.13
MATH -.48 .09 -.10
GER -.66 .14 -.07
Hours Attemp ed .001 .0004 .03
DM .85 .20 -.06
FR -.33 .109 -.06
Is -1.69 .46 -.05
JOUR -.81 .26 -.04
FHYS .30 -.04
Minority .09 .04 .03
CHEM -.62 .21 -.04
POLS -.28 .10 -.05
Transfer-GPA Indicator -.03 .01 -.03
PHIL -.26 .10 -.04
ECI .38 .20 .03
Junior Course .07 .05 .03
GEOG -.22 .10 -.03
HFRS .36 .25 .02
PSY -.002 .08 -.001
MGT .16 .17 .01
UL -.43 .23 -.02
Female .06 .04 .03
SPCH .18 .19 .01
Fl =.48 .33 -
ENG -.14 .07 -.04
INS .57 .55 xi
GEOL -.19 .12 -.02
SOC -.09 .07 -.04
AC =.29 .20 -.02
RE -.30 .21 -.02
EC -.18 .13 -.02
:Kissing Data-Age -.10 .08 -.02
Hours Transferred -.001 -10005- -.02
Age .002 .003 .01
CJ -.09 .14 -.01
Veteran .04 .06 .01
NURS .19 .30 .01
SPAN -.04 .09 -.01
Sophomore rourse .03 .05 .ol
Missing Data-H.S. GPA .03 .05 .01
SAT-Verbal .000o4 .0002 .003
FED .04 .14 .004
Missing Data- T lath -.01 .04 -.a
DED -.05 .20 -.003

-.07 .35 -.003
ART .15 -.002
SAT--Math .00004 .0003 .002
BL .04 .35 .002
MUS .01 .11
Constant .001

RF .47

R
2
(Adjusted ) 46

Standard Error of Estimate

Nuaer of Majors = 170

UEOIS Code: 2208
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AN ANALYSIS OF TABLE 52, URBAN A INISTRATION MAJtR S

The adjusted R2 was .37. The highlights may be summarized as follows:

A continued upward trend was observed from 1971 to 1975, as
the estimator increased from 48 to .82 or by 34 of a letter
grade.

* On the average, Urban Administration majors did better in the
following course areas: HPRS (.59); MUS (.40); and BED (.27).

Urban Administration majors did worse in the following course
areas: AC -.73); -.79); SPAN (-1.29); HIST (-.47); and
BIO (-.73).

The variable, Transfer-GRA Indica or .05) had a significant
negative impact.
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TABLE 52

REG -S GRADES VI ALL COURSES FOR UREAL A CUSTRATION MAJORS

Sample Mean = 2.67 S.D. = 1.00 N 1635

fLaS22211E

Standard
Error of

Estimators Estimator

Year of Course: 75 .82 .17 .38

74 .78 .17 .36

73 .65 .17 .26

72 .60 .17 .20

71 .48 .18 .11
GPA .88 .04 .53
MGT .002 .15 .001
Trans er CFA Indica or -.05 .02 -.07
AC -.73 .20 -.10
Iti -.79 .20 -.10
SPAN -1.29 .35 -.08
HIST -.47 .15 -.13
BIO -.73 .23 -.07
SAT-Math .001 .001 .05
MATH -.41 .16 -.08
IS -.65 .23 -.07
POLS -.32 .15 -.11
ART -.97 .42 -.05
CJ -.38 .18 -.06
HITS .59 .48 .03
GEOL -.45 .22 -.05
RE -.02 .20 -.003
GER -.85 .48 -.04
Female -. .06 -.03
Minerity -.08 .05 -.04
MUS . .40 .48 .02
BED .27 .38 .02
SL -.10 .18 -.02
spc -.12 .15 -.03
Missing Data--Age -.10 .13 -.02
JUnior .06 .08 .03
MK -.42 .26 -.04
UCH .11 .48 .005
INS -.42 .30 -.03
Veteran .06 .05 .03
Missing Data--SAT Verbal -.04 .05 -.02
PSY -.28 .17 -.06
Age .004 -.01
High Sehool-GPA .10 .02
SOphomere Course .08 -.001
Hours Transferred .001 -.02
HOurs Attempted -. .001 -.01
EC -.23 .15 -.07
ENG -.23 .16 -.06
GEOC -.23 .16 -.05
iii -.22 .16 -.06
JOUR -.26 .22 -.03
PHIL -.20 .20 -.03
PHYS -.32 .57 -.01
Senior COUrSe .02 .08 .01
FR -.08 .38
SAT-Verbal .00004 0004 .003
Constant -.50

= .39

R2(Adjusted) = .37

Standard Error of Estimate = .79

Number of Majors = 74

REGIS Cede: 2214

-115-
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AN ANALYSIS OF TABLE 53 URBAN ECONOMICS MAJORS

Due to the small number of majors (5), valid statistical conclu-
sions cannot be stated as significant; however, the findings will
be presented in order that some notion of causal effect is conveye,

The adjusted R was .56. The highlights may be summarized as follows:

The estimator was rather stable from 1971 to 1972, increased
from -.29 in 1972 to -.01 in 1974, and again decreased to -.38
in 1975. The overall effect was a decrease in the estimator
from -.31 in 1971 to -.38 in 1975, which is equivalent to a
letter grade being deflated by a factor of -07.

On the average, Urban Economics majors did better in the following
course areas: UL (.12); GEOG ( 49 ), P`'Y (.60); MGT ( 37 ) and SOC
(.37).

Urban Economics majors did worse in the following course areas:
AC (-.95); BIO (-.75); CJ (-1.07); and HIST (-.27).

No other variables had a sigificant impact on Urban Economics
ma ors.



TABLE 53

REGRESSAND: GR1 IN ALL COURSES FOR URBAN ECONO _C MAJORS

Sampl, Mean = 2.89 S.D. = .97 N = 148

ReEressor: im a ors

Standard
Error of
Estimator

Year of Course: 75 -.38 .24 .16
74 -.01 .17 -.002
72 -.29 .20 -.11
71 --31 .45 -.04

CPA 1.09 .24 .79
AC -.95 .61 -.14
BIO -.75 .54 -.14
Senior Course .11 .26 .06

-1.07 .70 -.13
HIST -.27 .51 -.o8
POLS -.07 .52 -.02
UL .12 .58 .03
BED 1.51 .91 .13
CEOC .49 .54 .11
Missing Data--H.S. GPA -.38 .48 -.19
Junior Course .36 .26 .16
PSY .60 .66 .07
MOT .37 .55 .09
SOC .37 .53 .09
SAT--Math -.002 .01 -.08
Freshman Course .10 .23 .04
BL .05 .62 .01
MK .08 . .59 .01
RE .26 - .56 .06
IS .34 .83 .03
PHIL .28 .68 .03
ENG .20 .51 .05
EC .19 .51 .09
MATH .15 .54 .03
DM .15 .69 .02
INS .14 .63 .02
Constant .77

e(Adjusted) = .56

Standard ErrOr of Estimate .65

Number of Majors = 5

HMIS Code: 2214
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AN ANALYSIS OF TASTR 54, URBAN GOVERNWAT MAJORS

Due to the oven number of majors (10), valid statistical conclu-
sions cannot be stated as significant; however, the findings will
be presented in order that some notion of causal effect is conveyed.

The adjusted R2 was .46. The highlights nay be summarized as follows:

* Generally, an upward trend was observed between 1971 and 1975,
as the estimator increased from .37 in 1971 to .96 in 1975.
This resulted in an increase in .59 of a letter grade fran
1971 to 1975.

On the average, Urban Government majors performed worse in the
following course areas: DM (-3,34); HIST (-2.01); BIO (-2.)19);
MATH -1.95); and CJ (-2 63).

The variable, Minority (-1.02), had a significant negative
impact.

-118-
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TABLE 54

GRADES IN ALL COURSES FOR URBAN OVERMENT MAJORS

Sample Mean = 2.43 S.D. 1.20 N = 164

Regres;orn

Standard
Error of

Es imatori Estimator

Year of Course: 75 .96 .75 .36
74 .98 .75 .36

73 .56 .74 .18
72 .21 .75 .06

71 .37 .72 .19
GFA 1.26 .29 .78
Hours Attempted .01 .002 .35
DM -3.34 .91 -.31
SAT--Verbal .01 .003 .38
HIST -2.01 .71 -.42
BIO -2.49 .98 -.23
MATH -1.95 .70 -.42
CJ -2.63 .99 -.214

Sophomore Course -.32 .26 -.09
POLS -1.16 .68 -.32
RE -2.42 .94 -.22
Minority 1.02 .48 .21
EC -1.71 .69 -.45
Hoare= Trans e ed -.00li. .01 -al
GE0G -1.74 .71 -.33
Female -.61 .50 -.20
UL -1.46 .70 -.39
T--Math -.002 .002 -.10

MGT -1.59 .74 -.25
JOUR -1,61 .79, -.23
Senior CoUrse -.12 .22 -.05
CHEM -1.51 .87 -.19
AC -1.66 1.13 -.11
SOC -1.26 .69 -.34
ENG -1.23 .71 -.27
GEOL -1.51 .89 -.17
MK -1.55 1.16 -.14
PSY -1.07 .72 -.19
BL -1.14 .85 -.13
SPCH -.99 1.16 -.06
PHIL -1.03 1.12 -.07
Transfer-GFA Indicator -.06 .32 -.

Constant -2.82

2
R- .57

2
R-(AdjUsted) = .46

Standard Error of Estimate = .89

NUmber Of Majors 10

MOTS Code: 2214
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AN ANALYSIS OF TABTZ,55, UNDECLARED MAJORS (ASSOCIATE OF ARTS DEGREE)

The adjusted R2 was .37. 'The highlights may be summarized as follows:

A downward trend was observed from 1971 to 1972, as the eStimator
decreased from .12 in 1971 to -.10 in 1972. An upward trend began
in 1972 and continued through 1974, at which point a stable trend
established between 1974 and 1975. The overall effect was an in-
crease in .43 of a letter grade during the entire period from 1971
to 1975.

On the average, Undeclared majors AA degree) did better in the
following course areas: SOC (.39 ); RE (.56); BED (.67); and
MGT (.63).

Undeclared majors (AA degree) on the average did worse in the
following course areas: MATH (-1.37); DM 89); FI -1.49);
HIST (-.70); POLS (-.76); and AC (-.61).

No other variables had a significant impact on Undeclared majors
(AA degree
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TABLE 55

RECRESSAND: GRADES EN ALL COURSES FOR UNDECLARED MAJORS (ASSOCIATE OF ARTS DEGREE

Sample Mean = 2.47 S.D. = 1.01 N = 307

Regressors

Standard
Error of

Estimators Estimator

Year of Course: 75
74

73
72

71

.55

.56

.36

-.10
.12

.49

.49

.48

.47

.48

.27

.24

.12

-.03
.03

GPA .83 .21 .43
MATH -1.37 .32 -.23
DM -.89 .26 -.21
FT -1.45 .52 -.14
HIST -.70 .26 -.15
POLS -.76 .29 -.14
AC -.61 .25 -.13
SAT-Verbal .004 .003 .18
IS -.77 .41 -.11
BIO -1,29 .62 -.10
CHEM =1.53 .93 -.09
GEOG -.70 .40 -.09
Hours Attempted .003 .003 .14
SOC .39 .36 .05
ART -.68 =59 -.05
Missing Data--Age -.53 .33 -.15
Missing Data-SAT Verbal .47 .63 .23
Veteran -.29 .20 -.13
Age -.02 .06 -.09
BE .56 .66 .014

GEOL -.36 .32 -

BED .67 .51 .07
Senior Co- -e -.34 .28 -.09
ENG -.16 .21 -.05
ra -.52 .60 -.04
JOUR -.37 .63 -.03
PHIL .63 .84 .04
MGT .27 .36 .05
High Sehool--GFA -.14 '.39 -.03
EC -.13 .24 -.03
'INS -.22 .52 -.02
-SAT-Math -.005 .01 -.15
MK .20 37 .04
Hours Transferred -.001 .002 ..o4
SPAN -.13 :63 -,01
Minority -.06 .26 -.02
PSY, .10 .34 .01
BL .12 .46 .01,
Junior Course -.04 .20 -.01
Missing Data--H.S. GFA .15 .47 .07
Transfer-GPA Indicator -.04 .15 -.04
SPCH .06 43 .01
Constant 1.15

2
R- = .46

2
R (Adjusted) 7

Standard Error of Estimate . -.80

Number of Majors = 19

HECIS Code: 4999
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AN ANALYSIS OF TABLE 56, GENERAL STUDIES MAJORS

The adjusted R2 was 43. The highlights may be summarized as follows:

A downward trend was observed between 1971 and 1972, as the
estimator decreased from .02 to -.17. An upward trend was
established in 1972 and continued through 1975. The result'
of the above trend from 1971 to 1975 was a .29 increase in
a letter grade, as the estimator increased from .02 in 1971
to .31 in 1975.

On the average, General Studies majors did better in the
following course areas: FED (.6)4 '-SPCH (.12); UL (.94);
and BED (.17).

General Studies majors on the average did worse in the following
course areas: HIST -.54); AC (-.)42); BIO (-.50); CHEM -.56
MATH (-.30); and POLS .31).

No other variables had a significant
majors.

-122-
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GROES IN ALL COURSES FOR GEM-HAL sru-DrEs, MAJORS

Sample Mean = 2.35 S.D. = 1.10 N = 1584

Regressors

-1

Standard
Error 0f
EAtimator

.14

.06
-.01
-.03
.003

.57
-.16
.01

-.05
-.07
.04
.01

-.06
-.08
-.07
-.04
-.05
.03

-.05
-.04
-.05
-.03
.06
.03

.02
-.06
.02

.02
-.02
.02

-.03
-.02
-.02
-.02
.01

-.02
.03

-.02
-.02
-.01
-.01
.01

-.01
.01

-.01
.01

-.003
.03

-.005
.01

.01
-.01
.01

-.01
.01
.01

Year of Course: 75
74
73
72
71

GPA
HIST
Freshman Course
AC
BlO
FED
SPCH
CHEM
MArH
POLS
PHIL

GEOL
ART
GEOG
ENG
Age
BED
MUS
Hours Transferred
SPAN
Transfer-GPA Indicator
JOUR
HPR$
DM
Minority
RE
MGT
Female
CJ
junior Course
IS
BL
GER
INS
High School--GPA
Missing Data--Age
Masi:rig Data--SAT Ver
FR
SAT--Verbal
SOC
Hours Attempted
MIC

ECI
Missing Data--H.S. GPA
SAT--Math
Senior Course
Veteran
EC
PSY
Constant

.31

.15
-.04
-.17
.02

.93
-.54
.03

-.42
-.50
.64
.12

-.56
-.30
-.31
-.36

-.53
.94

-35
-.42
-.30
-.08
.02
.17
.14

-.003
.20
.02

.52

.28
-.19
-.05
-.41
-.26
.01

-.22
.11

-.19
--23
-.26
-.22
.02

-.05
.

.

-.01
.0003

-.09
.24
.03

-.0001
.05

-.02
.05 .

.03

-.29

.19

.19

.19

.20

.20

.04

.12

.07

.18

.16

=32
.19
.20

.12

13
.19
.24
.60
.17
.22

.16

.11

.01

.16

.18

.002

.20

.04

.43

.31

.17

.06

=39
.25

.05

.26

.10

.26

.28

.39

.44

.03

.11

.08

.18

.0004

.14
-001
.40
.84
.09
.0004
.16

.10

.16

.14

le = .45

2
B-(Adjnated) = .43

Standard Error of Estimate = .83

NUMber of MajOrs = 135

HEGIS Code: 4999
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AN ANALYSIS OF TABLE 57, COMMERCIAL MITIfIfECORDING MAJORS

The adjusted R2 was .41. The highlights may be summarized as follo s:

* A continued upward trend was observed between 1971 and 1975,
as the estimator increased from .14 in 1971 to .07 in 1975.
This obvious upward grading trend resulted in an increase in
.56 of a letter grade from 1971 to 1975.

On the average, Commercial Music Recording majors did better in
the following course areas: SPCH (.36); INS (.8)4); and HPRS (.69).

Commercial Music Recording majors on the average performed worse
in the following course areas: HIST (-.8)4); AC (-.55); EC (-.49);
MATH (-.41); PHYS (-.43); POLS -.44 ; and GEOL (-.96).

No other variables had a significant impact on Commercial Music/
Recording majors.
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TULE 57

REGRESSAD GRADES IN AIL COURSES FOR COMMERC- L MUSIC RECORDITKIMWORS

Sample Mean = 2.53 S.D. . 1.09 N . 689

Regressors

Standard
Error of

imators Estimator

Year of Course: 75 .70 .38 .32

74 .63 .37 .25

73 .48 .38 .14

72 .36 .38 .09

71 .14 .38 .03

GFA .90 .08 .51
81sT -.84 .16 -.18
Is 1.33 .46 .09

AC -.55 .14 .13
BL -.33 .22 -.06
EC -.49 .18 -.09
MATH -.41 .17 -.08
PUS -.43 .18 -.08
PHIL =. 55 .314 -.05
POLS -.44 .21 -.07
GEOL -.96 .44 -.07
ENG -025 .13 -.07
Junior Course -.30 .16 -.09
DIO -.52 .32 -.05
ART -.46 .27 -.05
M -.72 .50 -.04
DM -.40 .29 -.04
Veteran -14 .12 -.05
ECI 1.24 .88 .04
UCH .36 .30 .04
Female -.11 .11 -.04
Senior Course -.18 .20 -.03
INS .84 .86 .03
FED -.72 .87 -.03
HPRS .69 .85 .02

GEOG -.34 .50 -.02
Hours Attempted .001 .001 .03
Minority -.12 .13 -.03
SAT-Verbal -. .001 -.02
PSY .13 .20 .02
six .18 .28 .02
Age .02 .02 .05
MGT -.42 .62 -.02
High Sehool--GPA .12 .12 .05
Hours Transferred -.001 .001 -.04
Missing Data--SAT Verbal -.07 .11 -.03
Missing Data--Age -.16 .29 -.02
BED .17 .40 .01
JOUR -.07 .26 -.01
CHEM -.10 .41 -.01
GER .14 .61 .01
Sophomore Course -.G2 .10 -.01
SAT--Math -.0001 .001 -001
MUS .03 .17 .01
Mx .07 .51 .004
Constant -.53

-2

-2
R (Adjusted) . .41

Standard Error of Est

Number or Majacs - 46

DEZIS Code: 5

_,5-
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AN ANALYSIS OF TABLE 5' HOTEL GEMENT MAJDRS

The adjusted R was .47. The highlights may be sununarized as fo o s:

There was a downward trend between 1971 and 1973, as the
estimator decreased from -.66 to -.88. An upward trend was
observed from 1971 to 1974, and the period from 1974 to 1975
represented another slight downward trend, as the estimator
again reversed itself. During the period fran 1971 to 1975,
the estimator increased from -.66 in 1971 to -.64 in 1975,
which represents an increase of only .02 of a letter grade
during the entire period.

On the average, Hotel Management majors performed worse in
the following course areas: AC (-.91); DM (-1.35); BIO (-2.20);
HIST -1.06); MATH (-1.01); EC (-.75); and POLS (-1.13).

Hotel Management majors tend not to do as well in,Senior Courses
(-.68).

The variable, Veteran, (-.20 ), had a significant positive impact,
which can be interpreted to mean that veterans typically performed
better than non-veterans in the area of Hotel Management.

13.
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TABLE 58

REGRESSAI D: GRADES IN ALL COUESES FOR HOTEL MANAGEYENT MAJORS

ean = 2.67 S.D. = 1.12 N 586

BREESIEEE

Standard
Error of

Ectinators EstLma_tor

Year of Course: 75 -.64 .43 -.28
74 -.61 .43 -.25
73 -.88 .43 -.28
72 -.87 .44 -.23
71 -.66 .46 -al

GPA -.91 .07 -.50
AC -.91 .13 -.24
DM -1.35 .21 -.22
BTO -2.20 .35 -.20
HIST -1.06 .17 -.23
MATH -1.01 .19 -.18
EC -.75 #15 -.17
Junior Course -.31 .20 -.08
POLS -1.13 .24 -.16
Senior Course -#68 .21. -.12
PSY -.79 .22 -.11
Transfer-OPA Indicator -.05 .c6 -.06
PHIL -1.22 .38 _JO
OEOL -1.21 .39 -.10
BED -.56 .20 -.10
ENG -.53 47 -.11
GE00 -1.35 .49 -.09
MFRS 1.45 .84 .05
Veteran .20 .10 .08
CJ -1.65 .83 -.06
CHEM -.93 .45 -.07
SOC -. .23 -.07
Missing Data--Age -.23 .16 -.06
Hours Attemoted .003 .002 .o8
FI -.76 .42 -.06
Missing Data--H.S. GPA .05 .17 .02
MA -.63 .41 -.05
RE -.58 .39 -.05
Is -.54 .47 -.04
_ urs Transferred -.001 .002 -.04
SPCH -.25 .22 -.04
Freshman Course .09 .10 .04
INS -.16 .29 -.02
BL -.17 .36 -.02
Minority -.09 .12 .04
Female .07 .11 .03
FR -.18 .49 -.01'
Missing Data--SAT Verbal .07 .14 .03
Age -.002 .01 -.01
SAT--Verbal - .0002 .001 -.01
High Seh001--GPA -.01 .06 -.°05
Constant 1.41

n2

2
R-(Adjusted) m .47

Standard Error of Estimate = .82

Number of Majors = 36

REGIS Code: 5010

136

-127-



AN ANALYSIS OF TABLE 59, SECRETARIAL SCIENCE

The adjusted R2 was .45. The highlights may be summarized as foll s:

The estimator was rather stable between 1971 and 1972,
increased by 17% from 1972 to 1973 and increased by 6%
from 1973 to 1974. From 1974 to 1975 the estimator
decreased by 13%. The final result was an increase in
the estimator from -1.13 in 1971 to -1.01 in 1975, which
calculates to an increase in .12 of a letter grade.

On the average Secretarial Science majors performed better
in the following course areas: BED HPRS .27); and
RE (.74).

Secretarial Science majors on the average performed worse in
the following course areas: HIST -1.15); POLS (-1.10); AC (-1.01
GEOG -1.00); and GEOL -.90).

The variables, Senior Course (.67), Age (.03), and Freshman Course
(.40) had positive weights, while Hours Attempted (-.002) had a
negative weight.
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TABLE 59

REGRESSAND: GRADES al ALL COURSES FOR SECREMIAL SCEENCE MAJORS

SamTle Mean = 2.57 S.D. 1.04 N = 811

Standard
Error of

Regressors Estimators Estimator

Year of Course: 75 1.01
74 -.89
73 -.96
72 -1.15
71 -1.13

GPA .88
BED .13
HIST =1.15
POLS -1.10
Senior Course .67
AC -1.01.
GEOG -1.00
HPBB .27
GEOL -.90
ART -1.10
Sophomo:_ course .15
PSY .01
Transfer-GM Indica- -.03
Hours Attempted -.002
Age .03
'DM -.78
RIO -.75
MGT -1.00
ENG -.48
MATH -.51
Freshman Course .40
SPAN -1.00
Hours Transferred -.002
EC -.39
High dhool--GPA .07
RE .74
CJ -.47
FED .14
BL .35
FR
NURS -.39
Roc -.22
SPE -.36
Veteran .12
UCH -.18
_T--Verbal .0001

PHIL .19
GER -.23
CHEM -.18
SAT-Math .0001
PHYS .17
Constant .79

R2 m .48

2
(Adjuated) = .45

Standard Error of Estimate

Number of MajOrs = 47

HMIS Code:, 5005
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,.36

.38 -.39

.36 -.34

.36 -.31

.38 -.20

.06 .52

.19 .06

.20 -.35

.22 -.23

.23 .13

.31 -.11

.24 -.17

.32 .03

.25 -.14

.39 -.08

.18 .07

.23 .002

.04 -.03
=001 -.06
.01 =06
.29 -.09
.29 -.09
.80 -.03
.19 -.17
.21 -.13
.20 .19

.58 -.05

.002 -.05

.23 -.07

.08 .03

.81 .03

.42 -.03

.31' .01

.58 .02

.33 -.03

.44 -.03

.24 -.03

.47 -.02

.21 .02

.33 -.02

.001 .01

.58 .01

.82 -.01

.59 -.01

.0004 .01

.80 .01



AN ANALYSIS OF TABLE 60, MENTAL HEALTH ASSISTA S

The adjusted R
2
was .50. The highlights may be summarized as follows:

A fairly stable grading trend was observed between 1971 and
1973, at which point an upward trend set in and continued
through 1975. The overall effect of the above trend was an
increase in the estimator fram .30 in 1971 to .59 in 1975,
which is equivalent to an increase in .29 of a letter grade.

Mental Health Assistants majors on the average performed
better in the following course areas: SPAN .51 and
BED (.57>.

On the average, Mental Health Assistants majors per ormed
worse in the following course areas: BIO (-1.20)7 MATH 92
HIST -.82); POLS (-.70); ART (-.94) and SOC

The variables Junior Course (.24) and Hours Attempted (.002)
had positive impacts.
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TABLE 60

RESRESSAND: GRADES IN ALL COURSES FOR HERTA HEALTH ASSISTANTS MAJDRS

Smmple Mean = 3.01 S. _ 1132

EWE= Estimators

Standard
Error of

Estimator P

Year of Course: 75 .59 .22 .29
74 .50 .21 .23
73 .29 .21 .11
72 .33 .22 .09
71 .30 .23 .06

GYA .75 .06 .44
BIS -1.20 .10 -.27
MATH -.92 .11 -.20
HIST -.82 .11 -.17
POLS -.70 .15 -.10
ART -.94 .22 -.09
SOC -.64 .13 -.11
.CHEM -.W .20 -.09
ENG -.38 .08 -.11
Transfer-GRA Indicator -.05 .03 -.07
PHIL -.84 .23 -.08
AC -.99 .36 -.06

.30 .08 -.10
alln or Course .24 .10 .10
EC -1.20 .42 -.06
NURS -. .33 -.06
JOUR -1.06 .51 -.04
GEOG -.89 .41 -.05
FED -.42 .18 -.05
Minority -.12 .07 -.05
SRCH -.68 .36 -.04
PHIS -.57 .41 -.03
SPAN .51 .29 .04
BED -57 .36 .03
CJ -1.11 .71 -.03
SAT--Verbal .001 .001 .05
Hours Attempted .002 .001 .07
Veteran -.23 .14 -.05
Missing Data--H.S. GRA -.14 .09 -.07
High School-SPA .13 .10 .04
INS --95 .72 -.03
Age .001 .003 .01
SAT-Math .0001 .0005 .004
RIMS .0 .23 .01
Sophomore Course .04 .10 .02
PR -.13 .27 -.01
MGT -.15 .41 -.01
Female .01 .09 .002
Missing Data--Age -.04 .13 -.01
GEOL -.08 .30 -.01
Missing Data--su verbal .41 .27 .20
Missing Data-SAT math -.41 .28 -.20
HOurs Transferred .0003 .001 .01
Freshman Course .02 .11 .01
Constant -.32

m .52

R2(Adjusted ) .50

tandard Error of Estimate .70

Ntmber Of Majors = 59

IEGIS Code: 5216



AN ANALYSIS OF TABLE 61, PEDIATRIC ASSISTANTS MAJORS

The adjusted R2 was 47. The highlights may be summarized as follows:

There was a downward trend between 1971 and 1972, as the
estimator decreased from .27 in 1971 to .09 in 1972. An
upward trend was established in 1972 and continued through
1975. The result for the entire period between 1971 and
1975 was an increase in the estimator from .27 in 1971 to
.42 in 1975.

On the average, Pediatric Assistants majors did better in
the following course areas: PSY (.29); and MUS .27).

Pediatric Assistants majors on the average did worse in the
following course areas: BIO (-.53); HIST -.58); and ENG
(-.38).

No other variables had a signt icant impact on Pediatric
Assistants majors.
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REGUSSAl

TABLE 61

GRADES IN ALL COURSES FOR PEDIATRIC ASSISTANTS MAJORS

Sample Mean = 2.98 S.D. = .85 N = 474

Mgrt4E9rs

Standard
Error of

Estimators Estimator S

Year of Course: 75 . 42 .39 .24
74 .25 .39 .14
73 .08 .39 .04
72 -.09 .39 -.03
71 .27 .42 .04

GFA .92 .10 .55Freshman Course -.13 .18 -.08
BIO -.53 .11 -.22
HIST -.58 .13 -.19
ENG

-.33 .11 .12
Transfer-GPA Indicator -.05 .04 -.09
POLS -.50 .80 -.06
MATH -.23 .15 -.06SAT-Math .001 .001 .06
PSY .29 .25 .04
GEOG

.37 -.04
Missing Data-Math .18 .12 .06
Age - -.01 .02 -.06
Hours Attempted .002 .002 .07
IS -.43 .65 -.02
MUS .27 .45 .02AMT .30 .65 .02
UL .30 .65 .02
GEOL -.U. .33 -.01
Hours Transferred .0004 .002 .01
FED -.07 .21 -.02
Missing Data--H.S. GPA .03 .13 .02
SAT--Verbal -.0001 .001 .02
SOC .04 .17 .01
SOphomore Course -.04 .18 -.02
High School--GPA -.05 .15 -.02
Minority .06 .20 .02
Female -.09 .28 -.03
Veteran -.03 .13 -.01
HPRS .05 .45 .004
Constant .25

R? .51

R;(Adjusted) = .47

Standard Err

Number of Majors = 27

HMIS _ode: 5299

.e= .62



AN ANALYSIS OF TABT.E 62 RESPIRATORY THERAPY MAJDRS

The adjusted R
2
was ;28. The highlights may be summarized as follow..

The grading trend was relatively stable from 1971 through
1975. The estimator decreased slightly between 1971 and
1972, at which point a stable trend was established and
remained during the period from 1972-to 1975. The results
of the above described trend was a decrease in the estimator,
from .34 in 1971 to .27 in 1975, or a deflationary letter
grade factor of .08.

* Respiratory Therapy majors on the average performed better
in the following course areas: FED .26 ART (1.45); and
HPRS (.74).

On the average, Respiratory Therapy majors performed worse
in the following course areas: CHEM (-.43); PHYS (-.58);
HIST -.57); PHIL .90); DM (-1.41); and SPAN (-1.00 ).

No other variables had a significant impact on Respiratory
Therapy majors.



TABLE 62

REGRES GRADES IN ALL COURSES FOR RESPIRATORY THERA:fl

Sample Mean = 2.79 S.D. = .88 N = 1493

226EnER2172 Estimators

Standard
Error of
Estimator 8

Year of Course: 75 .26 .17 .14
74 .27 .17 .14

73 .29 .17 .12
72 .e6 .17 .09
71 .34 .17 .10

GPA .88 .05 .44
Freshman Course -. .07 -.05
CHEM -.43 .08 -.14
PHYS -.58 .12 -.11
HIST -.57 .13 -.10
PHIL -.90 .26 -.08
DM -1.41 .44 -.07
SEAN -1.00 .31 -.07
FED .26 .12 .06
ENG -.24 .09 -.06
POLS -.140_ .14 -.06
ART 1.45 .75 .04
EC -.65 .38 -.04
GEOL -1.48 .75 -.04
MATH -.18 .09 -.05
BIO -.14 .08 =.
MK -.95 .53 -.04
Senior Course .14 .09 .04
HPRS .74 .53 .03
MUS .91 .76 033
Transfer-SPA Indica or -.03 .02 -.06
Minority -.07 .08 -.03
SPCH .47 .53 .02
Missing Data--SAT Verbal -.04 .05 -.02
FR -.37 .44 -.02
Hours Attempted -.001 .001 -.03
Female .04 .08 -. _
SAT--Verbal .001 .001 .03
PSY -.09 .13 -.02
High School-SPA .05 .16 xi
So- omore Course .07 -.02
Age -.004 .01 -.02
Hours Transferred .0004 .001 .02
AC .38 .75 .01
Veteran .02 .05 .01
SAT--Math -.0002 .001 -.01
MGT -.03 .12 -.01
Missing Data--Age -.07, .24 -.01
Missing Data--H.S. GPA .03 .13 .01
BL' .17 .75 .01
RE -.09 .54 -.004
SOC -.03 .25 -.002
Constant .12

ggf .30

R2 (Adjusted) = .28

Standard Error or Est e = .75

Number of Majors = 78

IffYS Code: 5215
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AN ANALYSIS OF TABLE 63, UNDECLARED MAJORS

2
The adjusted R was .39. The highlights may be summarized as folio

The grading trend was stable between 1971 and 1972, at which
point an upward trend was established and continued through
1975. The overall result was an increase in the estimator
fram .06 in 1971 to .29 in 1975, or by .23 of a letter grade.

On the average, Undeclared majors performed better in the
following course areas: MGT (.08); MUS (.27); and HPRS (.51).
These positive weights seem to imply that Undeclared majors
are pursuing areas of special interest.

Undeclared majors on the average performed worse in the following
course areas: HIST (-.55); AC (-.50); BIO (-.59 IS -.43);
DM -.28); AS (-1.37); and FI (-.35).

Freshman and Sophamore Courses, (-.04) and -.07) respe ti-ely,
were significantly more difficult for Undeclared majors.

The Transfer-GPA Indicator, (-.04), had a negative-impact and
Minority, _05), also had a significant negative impact.
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TABLE 63.

REG _ SSAKD: GRADES IN ALL COURSES FOR UNDEClARED MAJORS

Sample Mean 2.46 S.D. = 1.09 N = 17760

EWEIMnE Estimators

Standard
Error of

Estimator

Year of Course: 75 .29 .05 .13
74 .22 .05 .09

73 .13 .05 .05
72 .06 .05 .02
71 .06 .05 .ce

SBA .93 .01 :57
HIST -.55 .03 -.13
AC -.50 .03 -.12
BIO -.59 .05 -.08
MGT .08 .04 .ce
Freshman Course -.04 .02 -.02
MUS .27 .07 .02
Transfer-GPA Indicator -.04 .01 -.04
Sophomore Course -.07 .02 -.03
IS .05 -.06
DM -.28 .03 -.07
AS -1.37 .25 -.03
HPRS .51 .14 .02
FI -.35 .06 -.04
GEOL -.38 .05 -.05
MATH -.31 .04 -

POLS -.28 .04 -.05
CHEM -.32 .05 -.05
PLUS -.43 .07 -.04
Missing Data--SAT Math .04 .02 .02
GE00 -.30 .05 -.04
EfiG -.17 .03 -.05
PHIL -.26 .05 -.03
Hours At mnpted .001 .0002 .03
AAT -.21 .06 -.02
M4nority -.05 .02 -.02
MK -.02
SOC -.12 .04 -.02
Age -.00 .002 -.01
INS -.16 .06 -.02
FR -.20 .07 -.02
CJ -.15 .06
SER .29 .12 -.01
EC -.07 .03 -.
RE -.08 .05 -.01
JOUR -.14 .03
Missing Data-- GFA .05 .03 .02
SAT--Verbal .0001 .0001 .01
SPCH .11 .09 .01
SFE .20 .19 .01
FED .11 .09 .01
BED .08 .08 .01
BL .04 .05 .01
Female .01 .02 .005
SPAN -.06 .08
SAT--Math .0001 - .0001 .005
BURS .LI .17 .004.
Hours Transferred -. .0002 -.01
Veteran -.01 .02 -.003
Senior Course .01 .003
UL -.02 .08 =.001
High School--CPA .003 .02 .001
Constant .15

.39

R2(Adjusted .39

Standard Error of Estima

Number of Majors 1126

/MIS Code: 0000
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ajor Field by Individual Courses

Chart 2 depicts the performance of the major fields by specific courses

within the different academac disciplines, based on the 144 courses analyzed

in.Prather and Smith (1976b). The coefficients in Chart 2 are the regression

estimators for 27 majors delineated in the previous study. The estimator

may be interpreted as the weight, expres ed in proportion of a letter grade,

a particular major has in the respective courses. Highlights of, the per-

formance of each major field in the academic disciplines listed may be

unmarized as follows.

Undeclared majors baccalaureate degree registered notably
negative coefficients in the academic disciplines of
Communications, Physical Science, Psychology and Health
Services and Paramedical Technology; performance in other
disciplines registered a relatively balanced proportion
of negative and positive weights.

Accounting majors registered notable positive coefficients in
the academic disciplines of Business and Commerce, Computer
Science and Systems Analysis, Education and Mathematics.
Notable negative weights were recorded in the disciplines of
Biological Science, Foreign Languages, Letters, Physical
Science and Health Services and Paramedical Technology;
performance in other disciplines registered a relatively
balanced proporpion of negative and positive weights.

Anthropology majors registered notable positive weights in
Communications, Health Services and Paramedical Technology
courses. Academic disciplines in which negative coefficients
were recorded are Education, Foreign Languages, Letters,
Physical Science and Psychology.

Business Education majors recorded positive coefficients in the
academic disciplines of Education and Foreign Languages. Nega-
tive.weights were registered in the course areas of Biological
Sciences, Business and Commerce, Health Professions, Letters,
Mathematics, Physical Science and Social Sciende. Other academic
disciplines registered a relatively balanced proportion of
negative and positive wea ts.

Biology majors registered positive weights in the course areas
of Biological Science, Education, Foreign Languages, Letters, and
Psychology. Negative weights were recorded in the academic
disciplines-of Health Professions, Physical Science and Health
Services and Paramedical Technology; other course areas registered
a relatively balanced proportion of negative and positive weights.

-138-
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Criminal Justice majors recorded a positive coefficient in the
academic discipline-of Health Services and Para-Medical Technology.
Negative coefficients were registered in the academic discipline
of Business and Commerce, Foreign Languages, Letters, Mathematics,
Physical Sciences, Psychology and Social Science. Other academic
disciplines recorded a relative balanced proportion of negative
and positive coefficients.

Economics majors registered positive weights in the course areas
of Business and Commerce and Social Science. Negative weights were
recorded in the academic discinlines of Communications, Foreign
Languages, Letters and Mathematics. Other academic disciplines re-
corded a relative balanced proportion of negative and positive
weights.

Early Childhood Education majors did not register any notable posi-
tive coefficients in any academic discipline. However, negative
coefficients were recorded in the academic disciplines of Biological
Sciences, Business and Commerce, Communications, Foreign Languages,
Letters, Mathematics, Physical Sciences and Social Sciences. The
course area of Education recorded a relative balance between negative
and positive weights and the other course areas included recorded no
coefficients for Early Childhood Education majors.

English majors registered positive weights in the academic disciplines
of Education, Health Professions and Letters. Negative coefficients
were.recorded in the course areas of Foreign Languages, Physical
Sciences, Psychology and Business and Commerce. Other academic dis-
ciplines recorded a relative balanced proportion of negative and pos-
itive weights.

Elementary Education majors did not rekister any notable positive
weights in any course areas. Negative weights were recorded in the
academic disciplines of Siolpgical Sciences, Business and Commerce,
Foreign Languages, Letters, Mathematics, Physical Sciences and
Social Sciences.

Finance majors registered positive coefficients in the academic
disciplines of Business and Commerce and Education. Negative weights
were recorded in the academic disciplines of Communications, Letters,
Physical Sciences and Psychology. Other course areas recorded a
relatively balanced proportion of negative and positive coefficients.

General Studies majors registered positive weights in the academic
disciplines of Biological Sciences, Business and Commerce, Computer
Science and Systems Analysis, Education, Foreign Languages and Social
Sciences. The only academic discipline registering notable negative
coefficients was Letters. The fact that General Studies majors tend
to do well in most academic disciplines suggests that students majoring
in General Studies, compose a rather heterogeneous population.
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History majors registered positive coefficients in the academic
disciplines of Letters and Social Sciences. Negative-weights
were recorded in the course areas of Biological Sciences, Business
and Commerce, Communications, Computer Science and Systems Analysis,
;reign Languages, Mathematics, Physical Sciences and Psychology.

ither academic disciplines recorded a relatively balanced proportion
of negative and positive weights.

Journaliam majors recorded positive weights in the course areas of
Communications, Education, Letters and Psychology. Negative
coefficients mere registered in the course areas of Biological
Sciences, Foreign Languages and Mathematics.

* Mathematics majors recorded positive.weights in the academic disciplines
of Business and Commerce, Education, Mathematics, Psychology and Social
-Sciences. Negative weights were registered in the course areas of
Biological Sciences and Foreign Languages; other academic disciplines
recorded a relatively balanced proportion of 1-kgative and positive
weights.

Management majors registered a positive coefficient in the academic
discipline of Mathematics. Negative coefficients were registered
in the course areas of Biological Sciences, Computer Science and
Systems Analysis, Health Professions and Letters.

Marketing majors recorded positive weights in the course areas of
Business and Commerce and Education. Negative coefficients were
registered in the academia disciplines of Letters, Mathematics and
Physical Sciences; other academic disciplines recorded a relatively
balanced proportion of negative and positive wei ts.

* Medical Technology majors recorded notable positive weights in all
academic areas eXcepting Communications and Letters, in which nega
coefficients were recorded. This suggests that the students that
comprise this major group generally perform well acadeMically.

Music majors recorded a positive weight in the academic disciplines of
Computer Science and Systems Analysis. Negative weights were registered
in the course areas of Foreign Languages, Letters, Mathematics, Physical
Sciences, Psychology and Social Sciences. Other academic disciplines
recorded a relatively balanced proportion of negative and positive weight

Nursing majors registered notable positive weights in the course areas of
Mathematics, Psychology and Social Sciences. Negative coefficients were
recorded in the academic disciplines of Physical Sciences and Health
Services and Para-medical Technology.

Political Science majors recorded positive coefficients in the academic
disciplines of Computer Science and Systems Analysis, Psychology and

.

Social Sciences. Nbtable negative weights were registered in the course
areas of Business and Commerce, Education, Foreign Languages, Letters,
Mathematics and Physical Sciences; other academic disciplines recorded
a relatively balanced proportion of negative and positive weights.
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Psychology majors registered positive coefficients in the course
areas of Communications, Education, Psychology and Social Sciences.
Negative weights were recorded in the academic disciplines of
Biological Sciences, Computer Science and Systems Analysis, Foreign
Languages, Health Professions and Physical Sciences.

Real Estate majors recorded positive we-ghts in the course areas of
Biological Sciences and Education. Notable negative coefficients
were registered in the academic disciplines of Foreign Languages,
Letters and Mathematics. Other course areas registered a relatively
balanced proportion of negative and positive coefficients.

Secondary Education majors registered positive coefficients in the
academic disciplines of Computer Science and Systems Analysis, Education
and Mathematics. Negative weights were recorded in the course areas of
Biological Sciences, Business and Commerce, Communications, Foreign
Languages, Letters, Physical Sciences and Psychology.

ecial Education majors recorded a positive weight only in the academic
discipline of Education; negative weights were registered in all other
course areas, excepting Computer Science and Systems Analysis, where
no coefficients appeared.

Sociology majors registered positive coefficients in the course areas
of Health Professions, Letters and Health Services and Para-medical
Technology. Notable negative weights were recorded in the academic
disciplines of Communications, Computer Science and Systems Analysis,
Education, Foreign Languages, Mathematics and Physical Sciences.
Other course areas recorded a relatively balanced proportion of
negative and positive coefficients.

Studio majors recorded positive coefficients in the academic disciplines
of Biological Sciences and Computer Science and Systans Analysis.
Notable negative weights were recorded in the course areas of Communica-
tions, Education Foreign Languages, Letters, Mathematics, Physical Sciences.

Social Welfare majors registered a notable positive weight only in
the course area of Health Professions. Negative coefficients were
recorded in the academic disciplines of Business and Commerce, Computer
Science and Systems Analysis, Foreign Languages, Letters, Physical
Science and Psychology; other academic disciplines recorded a relatively
balanced proportion of negative and positive coefficients.
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may be interpreted as the weight, expressed in thn pro)ortion of a letter

grade, that a particular course area impacts on a certain major field. The

coefficients gauge average perfotmarice for students in a major field in that

particular course area relative to performance in other areas. For example,

Philosophy majors, on the average, do much bette- in management courses (1-1.71)

than they do in biology (-1.18). Highlights may be summ rized as follows:

Accounting (AC); although all course disciplines registered more
negative than positive weights in accounting, students from the
course discipline of Business and Commerce performed better of
all disciplines, while the course discipline of Social Science
registered the worse performance in accounting courses.

Art (UR); the course discipline of Education recorded several
positive coefficients, while the other course disciplines recorded
mostly negative weights with few or no positive coefficients.

Actuarial Science (AS ); students taking actuarial science courses
were represented primarily by the course disciplines of Business
and Commerce and Mathematics, in which both disciplines registered
negative impacts in actuarial science.

Business Education (BED); the discipline of Business and Commerce
performed notably well in Business Education courses, while the
course discipline of Computer Science and Systems Analysis recorded
a notably negative weight. Other disciplines recorded an approxi-
mate balance of negative and positive coefficients.

Biology (BIC) while Biology courses had a rather decided negative
Lmpact on all academic disciplines, the discipline of Bio1ogic4
Science registered a much lower negative weight than did the other
disciplines.

Business Law BL); academic disciplines that registered notable
positive weights in Business Law courses were: Community Plann ng;
Area Studies; Business and Commerce; Information Systems. Disci-
plines that registered notably negative weights were: Physical
Sciences; Social Sciences; and Urban Studies. Other academic disci-
plines registered a relative balance of negative and positive weights.

Chemistry (CHEM); all academic disciplines recorded notably negative
weights in chemistry courses. However, the discipline of Education
recorded both the highest percentage of negative weights within a
discipline and also the largest negative coefficient.
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negative weights in decision math courses; the best performance was
found in Business and Commerce and the worse performance was recorded
in Urban Studies.

Economics EC the academic discipline of Community Planning recorded
a notably positive coefficient. Disciplines recording notably negative
coefficients were Education; Foreign Languages; Social Sciences; Urban
Studies and all two-year disciplines.

Educational Curriculum and Instruction (ECI ); all academic disciplines
recorded notably positive weights. The discipline recording the largest
positive coefficients were Business and Commerce, while the discipline of
Education recorded the smallest positive coefficients.

English ENG); the academic discipline of Community Planning recorded
a notably positive weight. Notably negative weights were recorded in
the disciplines of Area Studies; Business and Commerce, Education,
Physical Sciences, Urban Studies and all two-year disciplines.

Foundation of Education (FED); all academic disciplines on the average
recorded more positive coefficients than negative. The largest positive
weight was recorded in the discipline of Communications, and the smallest
positive weight was found in the discipline of Education. However, no
negative weights were recorded in Education.

Finance FI); notably negative coefficients were recorded for the followir
academic disciplines: Business and Commerce; Education; Fine and Applied
Arts; Health Professions; Physical Sciences; Social Sciences; two-year
Business and Commerce. No notably positive coefficients were recorded.

French (FR); all academic disciplines registered notably negative weights
in French courses with the exception of Foreign Area Studies, which
registered a positive wei t.

Geography (GEOG); the disciplines of Community Planning and Foreign Area
Studies recorded notably positive coefficients, while al, other academic
disciplines recorded on the average more negative than positive weights.

Geolbgy (GEOL); the same as with geography, all academic disciplines
recorded on the average more negative than positive coefficients with
the exceptions of Community Planning and Foreign Area Studies, which
both registered notably positive weights.

German (GER); the academic discipline of Community Planning recorded a
notably positive coefficient; all other disciplines recorded notably
negative weights, with the discipline of Information Systems recording
the largest negative coefficient.
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Comparatively, there were no exceptionally large or small coefficients
among disciplines.

Insurance (INS); the academic discipline of Information Science and
Letters recorded notably positive coefficients. Notable negative
weights were recorded in Business and Commerce, Communications,
Education and Psychology.

Information _ystems IS); notably positive weights were registered
in the disciplines of Information Systems and Health Professions.
The discipline of two-year Business and Commerce recorded a relative
balance between negative and positive weights. All other academic
disciplines recorded notably negative coefficients.

Journalism (JOUR ); all academic disciplines with the exception of
Social Sciences and Community Planning recorded notably negative
weights in journalism courses. The discipline of Social Sciences
registered a relatively balanced weight of negative and positive
coefficients, while Community Planning recorded a notably positive
weight.

Mathematics MATH); the academic discipline of Community Planning
recorded a notably positive weight, but all other disciplines
recorded notable negative coefficients in mathematics courses.
The largest negative coefficient was registered in the discipline
of Social Sciences.

Management MGT); academic disciplines recording notable positive
weights were: Business and Commerce; Community Planning; Physical
Sciences; and Letters. Academic disciplines recording notable
negative weights were: Education; Fine and Applied Arts; Foreign
Languages; Social Sciences, Urban Studies, and two-year Business
and Commerce. All other academic disciplines registered a relative
balance of negative and positive coefficients.

Marketing (MKT); academic disciplines registering notable positive
coefficients were Community Planning and Psychology. Notable negative
coefficients were recorded in the disciplines of Business and Commerce,
Education, Fine and Applied Arts, Foreign Languages, Health Professions,
Letters, Mathematics, Social Sciences and Urban Studies. The two-year
program of Business and Commerce and Health Service Curriculum also
registered notable negative weights in marketing courses.

Music MUU excepting the academic discipline of Fine and Applied
Arts, R11 di hiplines recorded a notable positive coefficient in
music courses. The discipline of Business and Commerce registered
the largest positive coefficient.
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Pnilospny (i)H1L); excepting tne Ciscipline or CoMMunity Plannlng,
all acadeMic dASCiplineS recorded notable negative weights in
philosophy courses. The largest negative coefficient was found
in the area of Urban Studies.

phyEL2L PHYS); all academic disciplines recorded notable negative
coefficients in physics courses. The discipline of Biologidal Sciences
recorded the largest negative weight.

Political_ Science POLS excepting Community Planning, all academic
disciplines recorded notable negative coefficients in political
science courses. The largest negative weight was found in the
discipline of Fine and Applied

Psychology (PSY); academic di ciplines recording notably positive
weights in psychology courses were Community Planning, Biological
Sciences, Health Professions, and Letters. Notable negative weights
were recorded in the disciplines of Foreign Area Studies, Information
Systems, Education, Fine and Applied Arts, Social Sciences and Urban
Studies.

Real Estate RE); notable positive coefficients were found in the
academic disciplines of Community Planning, Business and Commerce,
Information Systems and Physical Sciences. All other disciplines
excepting Health Professions and General Liberal Arts, registered
notable negative weights. Health Professions and General Liberal
Arts recorded a balanced proportion of negative and positive weights.

Sociology (SOC); academic disciplines recording notable positive
coefficients were Community Planning, Health Professions, Physical
Sciences and General Liberal Arts. Disciplines recording notable
negative weights were Foreign Area Studies, Education, Fine and
A lied Arts, Social Sciences, Urban Studies, two-year Business
and Commerce and Health Service Curriculum.

22E2211 (SPCH ); notable positive weights were recorded in the
academic disciplines of Community Planning, Communication,
Education and Health Professions. The only discipline registering
a notable negative coefficient was Urban Studies.

Spanish SPAN); academic disciplines recording notable positive
weights were Foreign Area Studies and Foreign Languages. Notable
negative coefficients were recorded in the disciplines of Business
and Commerce, Fine and Applied Arts, Social. Sciences, Urban Studies
and two-year Business and Commerce.
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and_ Uommerce, Health Professions, Psychology, GLneral Llberal Arts
and two-year Health Service Curriculum. Notable negative weights
wore found in the disciplines of Education, rine and Applied Arts,
Letters, Mathematics and Urban Studies. Other disciplines registered
a balanced distribution of negative and positive weights.
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for 62 major fields of study and a group of students without a declac.

major were presented. The study population consisted of 8,735 eurent
undergraduate students as of Fall Quarter, 1975 who had att -Tied 4c credit

hours of course Tork. The tot.1 number of individual grades was 189,013.

The findings of this analysis support the following conclusions:

1) Major field of study is a predictor of the grades received in
courses throughout the university's curriculum offerings. For
example, Psychology majors tend to receive higher grades on the
average in psychology and educational foundation courses, while
biology and history grades are generally lower for the group.

There was a consistent trend for certain components of the
curriculum to have higher estimated grades than other parts.
The physical sciences were generally the most difficult courses
for all majors, including science majors. History courses were
usually difficult for most majors excepting history majors. The
courses in teacher education were generally shown to be those math
the highest positive weights.

Grade distributions were shown to have an upward trend for 45
of 63 major categories (71%) while systematic grade inflation
could be seen in 14 (22%) of the majors. No major had a de-
flationary trend in grades. In the Prather and Smith (1976b)
study of 144 individual courses, however, it was found that 21%
(29 of 140) of the individual courses studied showed an inflationary
trend and 8% of the individual courses showed a deflationary trend.

4) The predictability of course grades by major was found to be
consistent for this tyre of research. The goodness of fit (as
measured by the R2 adjusted for degrees of freedom) ranged from
25% to over 50% in accounting for the variance in individual
course grades.

The estimated base grade (t e constant term of each.equation) was
shown to vary by a factor of over one letter grade among the majors.
This may be interpreted to indicate the presence of different grade
standards among major fields (Goldman and Widawski, 1976).

3)

5)
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Discussion

Student grades are but one measure of studeat learning. Cognitive

education is not the only goal of a college, there being also societal and

personal goals forming th "outcomes" of degree programs. The creative

impulse is most surely independent of grades, for example.

Grades do, however, supply a perceived need of written progress reports.

Grades are said to promote self-discipline and to be a valuable training

for later experiences. After all, the competitiveness of life situations

is manifested in grades which rank and sort individuals though some scholars

wonder where learning fits into the grading model.

The philosophy and rationale of grades, nevertheless, is not the aim

or purpose of these series of research works of grading patterns. Rather,

we have sought to develop a set of empirical reference points about grades

in higher education that will, we hope, enlighten the normative and value-

based debates of what standard 211021 to be reflected in letter grades. At

the risk of repeating ourselves, we are presenting these empirical, research-

based propositions concerning actual grade patterns. These propositions are

a combination of previous research and that conducted in this series of

reports on undergraduate grades. The propositions are as follows:

) Grades have different values in different courses and in
differing curricula.

2) Grades are dependent on values and standards of individual
teachers, but there is a strong and consistent pattern of
grading by ditcipline.

The ability level of students influences both the major
field the students select and how the disciplines set
standards.' That is, poorer students lean toward easy
majors, while better students are likely to select more
stringent-grading major fields.



Teachers generally adapt their grading practices to the
ability and performance level of the student Clientele.

The inflation in higher education is not so much that of
-ade inflation, but rather can be said to be course pro-

liferation. As a consequence, there has been a decline
in the market value of a college degree (Freeman, 1976).

6) Grades are often talked about in absolute terns, but the
actual grading practices of teachers are relative. As
student aptitudes increased in the early 1960's, grades
did not show a corresponding increase. However, as scho-
lastic aptitude levels have been decreasing, on the average,
the grade-point-average has increased throughout higher
education.

7) Poorer students are more likely to have a greater concern
for gritdes alone, and the teachers and the curriculum 4re
pressured to adjust (adapt) to this demand for grades/as
an end in themselves.

The cumulative GPA is not a totally reliable m ueas e of
tudent performance because GPh's are a mixture of grades

fram various disciplines. Course offerings requir after
all, differing skills and have varying standards or emands
on the students. The composite nature of the GPA theoreti-
cally should increase its reliability and validity, but
this does not happen because of the reason stated above.

do not maintain that these propositions axe axiomatic or that they
.

not subject to challenge. Their presentation is meant to stimulate

inquiry about the determinants of grades and possibly learning itself. The

debate about grades has traditionally resided outside the empirical realm.

We hope that these studies will remove the excuse to see grades in an

a riori fashion alone, and Wil .provide insight into the nature of grades

and grading.
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