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ACCURACY OF SELF-REPORTED COURSE WORK
AND GRADE INFORMATION OF HIGH SCHOOL SOPHOMORES

Joft Schiel
Julie Noble




ABSTRACT

Hmmm'mwmmwwawmuzsmmm
as pan of a fall, 1891 P-ACT + administration. The accuracy with which students reported courses taken
wmmmmmwbymmmwmﬁmmmmmmmm
TNW(MW)M&WMMMQMdWM&nm.N. The typical
mpuﬂmdawmmumdympwmmadesm.sd.wmmmmmm
between self-reported and transcript grades was .79. Variation in reporting accuracy was found across
schools, and for selected subgroups of students. Students’ seif-raported course work and grade information
apmmmmyawumnobemwfammhoomemmgnnadumhuwmopmdm
of students, SdfqemnedgmdesdHMappearwbesumaamyamumtefmusemdeclsbmcomnﬂng
the educational development of individual students.




ACCURACY OF SELF-REPORTED COURSE WORK
AND GRADE INFORMATION OF HIGH SCHOOL SOPHOMORES

Anlm«asthrmbmladueaﬂanlrefmnhasbempmsoms!metheeany1m ts origins are
reflected In the writings of such groups as the National Commission on Excelience in Education (1983) and
the National Science Board Commission on Precollegs Education in Mathematics, Science, and Technology
(1883). In response to the reform movement, statewide assessment programs are being developed
(Firestone, 1990). Such programs typically use tests to measure the academic skills and knowledge
mmacqmm&asammdemwetoedumtwm It is not uncommon for these tests
to be standardized measures, the scores of which have been validated for use as measures of educational
development.

Standardized tests are increasingly being used as part of outcomes assessment studies, for the purpose
of evaluating educational programs. It has been suggested that other indicators of educationa! development,
such as surveys, interviews, and school records also be used for this purpose (Cohen, 1988). Interpreting
the relationships between students’ test scores, and their course work and grade information obtained from
school records can be useful in outcomes assessments. For exampie, a program may receive some form
of support (e.g., funding, personnel) on the basis of its students’ test scores. This practice could be justified,
in part, by investigating whether sufficiently strong relationships exist between the scores and students’
grades, which: are an alternative measure of performance. Data on students’ course work and grades,
therefore, are important in outcomes assessments.

One traditional source of course work and grade information is school transcripts. There are practical
problems assoclated with using transcript data from different schools, however: In most states, course
offerings and grading standards are school-specific. making comparisons across schools difficult.  For
example, & course titled "Algebra I" at one high school may be identified as "Mathsmatics I at another
school. In addition, similar grades from two high schools may represent different levels of achievement,
In order to compare educational growth across schools, course offerings and grades must therefore be
converted to common scales. The course work, grades, and GPAs recorded on students’ transcripts need

to be transcribed, recoded, and key-entered prior to analysis. These tasks are tedious, often time-
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emsmﬂng.andmystmndmwmdemwcmmmmsorgradlngpmwcesdiﬂersubmmmy. For

these reasons, an alternative to using transcript data Is desirable. One option is 10 use students' self-reports
of course work and grade information, provided that such raportsaresuﬁclanﬂyaccurateforthelrlnmnded
use.

The P-ACT+ Program Is an assessment system designed to provide tenth-grade students with
information that will be helpfti as they plan for postsecondary education. Students’ performance on the
P-ACT + Is reported as scaled scofes, ranging from 11032, in four academic areas: English, Mathematics,
Reading, and Science Reasoning. A Composite score, bused on the average of the four scaled scores, is
aiso reported.

The P-ACT + Is increasingly being used in outcomes assessment. The current P-ACT + system collect:;
general information about the number of years of course work planned In English, mathematics, social
studies, natural science, and foreign language. It does not, however, collect specific course work and grade
information. Further, the courses a student has taken cannot be distinguished from those s/he plans to
take. As part of a pilot project for an assessment program in nne southem state, a one-page form, called
the Course Grade Information Section (CGIS) was developed for administration with the P-ACT+ (see
Appendix A). The CGIS collects course work and grade information for 26 courses in the areas of English,
mathematics, social studies, natural science, arts, and foreign languages.

The purpose of this study was to verify the accuracy with which high school sophomores reported
course work and grade information, as collected on the P-ACT+ CG!S. ii sufficiently accurate, this
information could be used as an alternative to that obtained from transcripts in outcomes assessment
studies.

For several years, ACT has examined the ralationships between students’ self-reported course grades
and the contesponding grades obtained from school transcripts. Strong relationships betwesn self-reported
and transcript grades indicate accurate reporting onthe part of students Correlations between seif-reported
and transcript grades have been found to be fairly strong, ranging from .80 (Sawyer, Laing, & Houston,

1988) 1o .91 or .93 (Davidsen, 1963; Richards, Holland, & Lutz, 1966; Valiga, 1986).
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Data

The P-ACT+ was administered during October and November, 1990, 1o a representative sample of
sophomores from 83 high schools in a southem state. Each student compisted the CGIS and the planned
course work items on the answer folder as part of the test administration. All completed test materials and
m&smmmmmmmmmmmm

CGIS forms were optically scanned and students’ responses were entered into a computer file. This file
contained students’ reports of courses taken and grades eamed, as well as each studert's name, SSN, race,
gender, high school cods, and P-ACT+ Composite score.

To verify the seif-reported course work and grade data, participating high schools were asked to send
transcripts for a representative subsample of their P-ACT +-tested students. This subsample, consisting of
about 1,400 students, was originally selected for use in ancther study, and was stratified on the basis of
such varlables as schodl size and control (e.g., public, private). Some schools also provided transcripts for
their P-ACT + -tested students who were not included in the subsample. Data for these students were
included In the study, thereby augmenting the subsample by about 300.

Schools were also asked to send either course listings or a course catalog, to fachiitate the review of
transcripts and classification of courses (described below). Transcripts and course listings were received
In January and February, 1991. All high schools used a five-point grading scale (A, B, C, D, F), when
awarding grades to students. This scale was consistent with that of the CGIS.

The transcript data were transcribed onto specially-developed coding forms (see Appendix B), which
allowed the recording of both primary and alternate courses. If a student's transcript indicated that a certain
coursa was not taken, then the transcript reviewers searched for any potential aiternate courses, using the
coursae listings for assistance. In cases where courses were not readily identiflable, the reviewers contacted
the relevant high school and inquired about the contents of the courses. For example, if General
Mathematics (a primary course) did not appear on the student's transcript, then the roviewers looked for
an altemate course, such as Arithmetic or Pre-Algebra. Or, ¥ the reviewers noticed that Agricultural Science
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was taken Instead of Physical Sciencs, but were not certain whether R ‘vas equivalent to the primary course,
they contacted the school for additional information.

After the course work and grade data were transcribed, they were key-entered and matched to the CGIS
fie. The resulting analysis fila contained 1,717 matched student records from 55 high schoois.

Method

Procedures developed by Sawyer, Laing, and Houston (1988) were used to investigate the accuracy with
which students reported course work and grade information. Two typas of comparisons were made
between the student-reported data and the transcript data: students’ reports of course work taken and the
course work indicated on their transcripts, and students’ reporis of the grades earned in those courses and
the grades reported on their transcripts.

Course Work Taken

The self-reported course work information collected on each student's CGIS was compared to the
information from the transcript. If the student and transcript data for a course agreed (l.e., they both
indicated that the student had either taken or not taken the course), then the student’s response for that
course was classified as consistent. Otherwise, the response was classitied as inconsistent. This
classification procedure was used for each of the 26 courses from the CGIS.

Frequencles of consistent and inconsistent responses were computed for each of the 26 courses. The
analysis for sach course was done using student information pooled across schools. The analysis was also
done within each school; school statistics were then summarized across schools. A school had to have a
minimum of 15 students who reported having taken or not taken a particular course 10 be included in a8
summary. Performing the analysis across and within schools was intended to determine whether accuracy
of students’ self-reports was related to the particular high schools they attended.

Frequencles were also calculated for selected student subgroups across all schools. The subgroups
included race (black, white), gender, and P-ACT+ Composite score range (1-14, 15-15, 17-18, 19-32). The
categories of P-ACT+ Composlite score were selected 1o cormespond to the quartiles of the distribution of
Composite scores for the sample.




Lourse Grades
Students’ seif-reported grades and transcript grades were first converted to numsric equivalents (A=4,

B=3, C=2, D=1, F=0). Then, for sach courss, the grades reported by a student were compared to the
grades reporied on the transcript. Tohahdwedinthlsemnpaﬂson.mesmdemhadtohavempMeda
grade for a particular courss, andhisorherhamuiwhadtoshowammspommcoumgrade. Sawyer,
et al. (1968) used an additional requirement: Students must also have indicated that they had taken the
course to be included in the comparison. Further analysis of these data showed that this requirement
ywwmwbmﬂwwmmammmmk#mﬂm.

Thelasl(l.a..secondsamester)gmderecordedfmacoumaonthetrawcdptwasmedfor
comparison to the self-reported grade. The last recorded transcript grade was selected because it was the
last grade received before completing the CGIS. For those transcripts where a primary second semester
grade was not recorded, the primary first semester grade was selected. If both the second and first
semester grades for the primary course were missing, the second semester alternate course grade was
selected. If the second semester alternate course grade was also missing, the first semester alternate
course grade was selected.

Alternative hierarchies of grade selection could have been chosen. The hisrarchy used by Sawyer, et
al. (1988), consisted of second semester primary, second semester alternate, first semester primary, and
first semester alternate course grade. This higrarchy was also examined; it yielded results virtually identical
to those used here.

The following statistics used by Sawyer, et al. were calculated for each course:

1. Proportion of student records for which the difference between the self-reported grade and the
- transcript grade (denoted by D) equaled zero,

2. Proportion of records for which the absolute value of D (1D]) was less than or equal to 1,

3. Average valus of the difference between the self-reported grade and the transcript grade (average
value of D),

4. Average value of the absolute value of the difference between the self-reported grade and the
transcript grade (average value of |D]), and




5. Strength of the relationship between self-reported grades and transcript grades (represented by a
cofrelation coefficient).

These statistics were computed using data poolad across schoois. The statistics were also computed within
each school and then summarized across schools. At least 15 students with self-reported and transcrnps
gmdesmmquiradforaschodtobelndudedmmesummwfmeaohcourse. Due to small sample
sizes, subgroup analyses by race, gender, and P-ACT + Composite score could not be performed within

schools. Theseandweswere,hmever.peﬁomwdushgdatapodedacmssschods.

To Investigate whether the accuracy of students’ seif-reports of courses taken and grades eamed was
related 1o characteristics of the high schools they attended, correlations were computed between several
of the accuracy statistics and high school characteristics {e.g., number of students enrolled, annual per-pupil
expenditure, percentage of students in the district below federal poverty level, percentage of black and white
students in the district). The school, rather than the studen, served as the unit of analysis in this case. For
example, there were 39 schools with sufficient numbers of students to allow an average value of D to be
calculated for English 1. When the average values of D were correlated with school characteristics, the
resulting correlation cosefficient was based on 39 observations.

Results
Accyracy of Course Reporting

Proportions of consistent responses between students’ self-reports of courses taken and the information
obtained from transcripts are reported for each course in Table 1. Four courses had 100% consistent
responses between students’ and transcript repors of courses taken: Other Mathematics, Astronomy,
German, and Other Language. Large proportions of consistent responses were also found for French {(.99),
U.S. History (.88), and English | (97). The smallest proportions of consistent responses occurred for
General Mathematics (.83) and Algebra | (.87). The typical (median) proportion of consistent responses
across courses was .96, as shown at the bottom of Table 1.

The results of the within-school analysis, indicating the extent to which students at different schools

accurately reported courses they had taken, are reported in Table 2. This analysis showed some variation
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in accuracy across schools for some courses, as Mustrated by the minimum and maximum values for such
courses as Algebra 1l (.60 and 1.00, respectively), General Mathematics (.65 and 1.00), and Aigsbra | (68
and 1.00). However, greater variablity occurred between schools with proportions of consistent responses
mmmmmmmmmhmmdmemmmamm
median proportion, mem.ammmsmnmmmummem
Mathematics courses, four had median proportions of consistent responses that were greater than or equal
to .65 and less than .90, and four had medlanpmportionstimweregmterman.mandlassthanorequal
to 1.00. Therefore, half of the schools for any particular course had proportions of consistent responses
greater than .90 (which is the smallest median proportion reported in Table 2).

Ons high school was assoclated with the minimum praportion of consistent responses for six of the:
courses (Algebra i, World History/Civilization, Physical/Eanth Science, Biology |, Spanish, and Other
Languags). Had this particular high schoot not been included in the analysis, the ranges of proportions of
consistent responses for three of these six courses would have changed considerably: The minimum and
maximum proportions for Algebra Il would have both been 1.00, and the proportions for Spanish and
Physical/Earth Sclence would have ranged from .96 to 1.00 (instead of from .90 to 1.00), and from .76 to
1.00 (instead of from .71 to 1.00), respectively. The range of proportion of consistont responses for the
other three courses would have been nearly identical, with each minimum proportion changing by no more
than .02.

Subgroup analyses. Proportions of consistent responses across all students and schools by race,
gender, and P-ACT + Composite score range are reported in Table 3. Males and females tended to report
courses taken with comparable accuracy (median proportion of consistent responses across courses = .96
vs. .97, respectively). The accuracy of seif-reported course work of black and white students was also
comparable (medlan =96 vs. .97). Other raclal/ethnic groups were not examined due to small sample sizes.

Most of the courses had only small differences in the proportion of consistent responses between

gender or race subgroups. The largest race or gender difference identified for any particular course




g
wcunadfaPhydcd/EaﬁhScbnceWasmm&eMmpomsmdmaﬂm,whmsm rate for

males was 92%).

mmmdmmmmmmmmnmP-ACH Composlte score ranges.
Students with Composite scores of less than 1sqaveoutsls!emtemsofcoursestaken96%onheﬂme.
Students with Composite scores between 17-18 were similar in the accuracy of thelr reporting, as were those

wmmnposheseoresdworm(nwdlanproponbndeons&emresponses:.983nd.97.

The resuits for the accuracy of self-reported grades for each of the 26 courses are reported in Table 4.
Courses with fewsr than 15 students (e.g., Computer Mathematics) were excluded from the analysis. The
correlations between seif-reported and transcript grades for all students ranged from .58 to .85, as shown
in the last column of Table 4. The courses with the largest correlations between seif-reported and transcript
grades were Spanish (.85), Geography (.84), French (.83), and Civics/American Government (.82). The
courses with the smallest correlations included Art (.58), General Mathematics (.66), Music (.67), ard
Chemistry (.70).

The propostion of students for which the difference between the self-reported grade and the transcript
grade equaled zero (D) ranged from .51 (General Mathematics) to .83 (Music). The average value of the
difference between the self-reported grade and the transcript grade ranged from .02 (Chemistry) 10 .50
{General Mathematics). The proportion of students for which the absolute value of the difference between
grades (]D|) was less than or equal to one ranged from .89 (General Mathematics) to .98 {Chemistry). The
average absolute value of the differance between grades ranged from .22 (Music) to .63 (General
Mathematics). General Mathematics yielded, for four of the five grade accuracy statistics, the least amount
of correspondence of any course between students’ reports of grades earned and the grades reported on
their transcripts.

The within-school analysis yielded results for some courses that varied considerably from one high

school 10 another. The results are reported in Table 5. The largest difference (D) between the minimum

13
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and maximum proportior:s of students reporting accurate grades occurred for General Science I: 35% of

the students at one school reported accurate grades, as comparsd to 100% of the students at ancther
school (the median for this course was 63%). On average, the difference belween the minimum and
maximum proportions of accurate reports for all courses was about .44. One high school had the minimum
proportion of accurate reports for four of the courses (English Ii, Biology I, Ant, and Music). Had this
particular high school been removed from the analysis, the minimum proportions of accurate responses for
these four courses would have changed from .45, .39, .41, and .57, respectively, to .53, .50, .50, and .70,
thereby decreasing the variation in grade reporting accuracy.

Variation across high schools was evikient for the other indices of reporting accuracy. For exampls, the
minimum and maximum correlations between self-reported and transcript grades for all courses differed, on
average, by about .44. One high school had the minimum correlation for six of the courses (English 1,
Algsbra I, World History/Civilization, Civics /American Government, Blology |, and Spanish). This particular
high school was not the same high school that had the minimum proportion of accurate reports for four
courses. Had this high school been excluded from the analysis, the minimum correlations for five of the six
coursss would have increased significantly. The minimum correlation would have increased from .40 to .80
for English i, from .39 to .60 for World History/Civilization, from 56 to .65 for Civics/American Govemnment,
from .48 to .54 for Biology |, and from .67 to .76 for Spanish. The variation in reporting accuracy across
schools would consequently have been diminished. Nevertheless, the variation across schools suggests
that the particular high school a student attends is somewhat related 1o the accuracy of the grades s/he
reports on the CGIS.

Subgroup analyses. Grade accuracy statistics for subgroups of students across all schools are reported
in Tables 6, 7, and 8. A comparison of results for females and males is provided In Table 6. The strength
of the relationship between self-reported and transcript grades was almost identical for females and males
(median r=.77 vs. .78). Howsver, the two subgroups differed somewhat with respect 1o the average value

of the difference between self-reported and transcript grades (.26 vs. .31).

14
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All grade accuracy statistics differed for black and white students (see Tabie 7), with white students, in

general, reporting grades more accurately than black students. For example, the proportion of students for
which the difference between the self-reported grade and the transcript grade equaled zero was 52 for
blacks and .65 for whites. Theavemgevalueofmedmemmebetweenthesdf-reponed grade and the
transcript grade was .49 for blacks and .23 for whites, and the average absolute value of the difference
between grades was .59 for blacks and .39 for whites.

Differences in the accuracy of students’ repoits of grades by range of P-ACT+ Composite score are
provided in Table 8. The largest median correlation across courses between setf-reported and transcript
grades for any of the P-ACT+ Composite score ranges was found for the Composite score range of 15-16
(r=.76). The smallest median comelation occurred for the 14 or less range (r=.66). The resuits for
Composite score ranges of 17-18 and 19-32 were similar (r=.71 and .73, respectively).

As the P-ACT+ Composite score Increased, the median average value of the difference betwsen grades
decreased. A similar relationship was found between the median average of the absolute value of the
difference between grades and the Composite score. Consistent with this finding, a direct relationship was
observed betwesn the median proportion of differences between grades equaling zero and the P-ACT+
Composite score: The median proportion of differences between grades equaling zero increased as the
P-ACT + Composite score increased. These findings suggest that students with higher P-ACT + Composite
scores report their course grades more accurately than those with lower scores. In addition, students with

lowsr Composite scores appear to exaggerate their course grades.

Relationships

For four courses, there were sufficient numbers of high schools (10 or more) for correlations between
accuracy statistics and high school characteristics 1o be computed. Correlations between these variables
were computed for English I, Algebra 1, Physical/Earth Sclence, and Biology |.

For English |, a statistically significant (p < .05) correlation of -.50 was found between the percentage
of students In the district living below the federal poverty level, and the correlation between students’ reports

of grades and transcript grades. For Biology |, a correlation of .68 {p < .05) was found between the average

15
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valmdbmﬂwpercemgedsmdemsbelownmpmnylm. These results suggest that less accurate
reporting of grades in English | and Biology | is associated with schools located In districts that have larger
percentages of students below the poverty level.

A correlation of -.82 (p < .m)mhuMMﬂmmmgevmwdemPM/&nhScmam
the percentage of white students in the district. A correlation of .75 (p < .05) was found between the
avemevaluedoforﬂuscourseandmepemdblacksmdemmﬂmdlsmm. These findings imply
ﬂntmasecmateremnhgofPhysml/EarthSchncegrades Is assoclated with schools located In districts
in which there are larger percentages of white students.

Discussion

Students generally gave accurate reports of the courses they had taken, as indicated by the large overall
median proportions of consistent responses. ThenMIanpmponbnofconslstemwsponsesfoundmthis
study (.96) was similar to that found in some previous research. Valiga (1986), for example, reported that
students’ responses and transcript information matched for 95% of the students who had taken the ACT
Assessment in the states of lllinols and Kentucky. The accuracy of reporting found In this study was
somewhat higher than that found by Sawyer, et al. (1988). In the latter study, the typical proportion of
consistent responses was .87 across 30 courses for a nationally representative sample of students who had
compisted the ACT Assessment,

It is not clear why the proportion of consistent responses found in this study differed from that found
in the Sawyer, et al. study. One interpretation relates to the time elapsed between course completion and
the reporting of course information. In this study, the time between course completion and the reporting
of courses taken was somewhat brief; sophomores reported one and one-half years of course work. In the
study by Sawyer, et al., ACT-tested students reported three to four years ot course work. Bacause of the
longer period of time between course completion and the reporting of courses taken, students may not have
remembered specific courses as clearly, or may not have been able to locate records of their course work

as aeasfly.
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One should also consider that the Sawyer, et al. Mymedanaﬁomﬂympmsenmﬂvesamplem
on the basis of school affiiation (e.g., public, Catholic), SES, and 1984-85 ACT Assessment test volume.
Asystemaﬂcmndommmﬂewasselectadhmmachmm In comparison, the sample for this study was
selected from a single siate and less stringent selection procedures were used. For this reason, caution
mustbeusedwheneomparhmthemﬂtsmmemnudm

The median corelation between self-reported and transcript grades (.79) was nearly identical to the
median correlation of .80 reported by Sawyer, et al. (1988). Other grade accuracy statistics, such as the
mgsdmeabsdmevalueofmedlﬂemneebaweonsw-reponed and transcript grades, showed some
discrepancies between the two studies. The medlan average absolute value of the difference in grades In
this study was higher than that reported by Sawyer, ot I, (.42 vs. .33), and the median average value of the
difference in grades also tended to be higher (28 vs. .23). These discrepancies, while not large, suggest
that there may be some differeiices in accuracy of seif-reports of course grades for the P-ACT + and ACT
Assessment. The sarlier qualification conceming the differences between the samples for the two studles
applies here as well.

The typical average difference between self-reported and transcript grades (.28) indicated, as in previous
research, a tendency for students to inflate thelr reports of grades eamed. Further, when students
overstated (or understated) their grades, it was unusual for them to do so by more than one letter grads,
as Indicated by the median propostion of students for which the absolute value of the difference between
self-reported and transcript grades was less than or equal 1o one (.95).

Students with high P-ACT + Composite scores tended 1o report grades more accurately, as compared
to students with low P-ACT + Composite SCOres. There were only very small differences in the accuracy of
grade reporting between females and males. These findings are simllar 10 those reported by Sawyer, et al.
(1988). In contrast, somewhat larger differences were found for biack and white students; compared with
black students, white students typically reported grades more accurately. Sawye -, et al. found smaller
differences In reporting accuracy between black and white studen.s; typically, the differences were less than

5%. The within-course sample sizes for black ar.d white students in the present study differed considerably,
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however. Samples!zesforblacksrangadfrmnzztmm,depemmgonmeooum;ﬂwsnmpledsza
whites ranged from 37 to 1275. Snunsamplesizesforsomooumsowdmﬂummeamcydﬂm
results.

The results of the within-school analysis showed some variability in accuracy among schools. This
WM:hmmyhmmhmmmwndMammmaMsmmW
with which s/he reports grades in certain courses. Indesd, decreased reporting accuracy appears to be
associated with schools located in districts where larger percentages of students live bralow the federal
poverty level, and where there are larger percentages of black students. (For those schools participating
in this study, there was a statistically significant correlation {r=.26, p < .05) between the percentage of
studentslnthedismctbelowthepovertylavelandthepememageofblacksmdentsinthedistﬁct.)

Theambiguitypmsen!insmmofthecoursenamesmlglﬁhaveoormbmadtotheomewedvaﬂatbn
in reporting accuracy among schools. The course title “Civics/American Government”, for example, may
have different meanings across schools. The varation in reporting accuracy among schools should be
veﬂﬂedmroughfmmrlnvesﬂgaﬂon,duetothssmaﬂnumbersofschodslncludedlnﬂmanalyseshfsome

colrses.

Implications

Cayrse Work Taken

The relatively large median proportion of consistent responses (.96) suggests that students’ self-reports
of course work taken are sufficiently accurate to be used in program evaluation. For example, a reference
group of students who Indicated that they had completed their general education requirements for
graduation could be identified. Students’ reports of course work taken could also be used for predicting
student performance. Self-reported information on the number of mathematics courses taken could, for
example, be used to estimate P-ACT + performance. It would, of course, be necessary to validate the
accuracy of such estimates by comparing them to estimates based on transcript information, particulary
if the results were used to make important decislons that could affect individual students.
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14
Course Grades
s:wm'mponsdeoumegmdesmﬂedmmamdptgmdestothemﬁemha ranscripts should
probably be consulted when making crucial decisions about individuals. However, self-reported grades
appear 10 be of sufficient accuracy for mseamhconcemhgtheedueationaldevelopmemOfgroupsof

School Msmlmmmmmommamnmuﬂsm make Important decisions (e.g..
performance funding) should remember that grades (and course work taken) may be reported more
accurately by students at some schools relative to other schoals. This situation could be monitored, to
some extent, by routinely investigating the accuracy with which students report grades and course work.

Since this study was completed, the P-ACT+ CGIS has been revised to collect information on course
work taken and planned, but not course grades. The abbreviated CGIS was added to the P-ACT + system
for all participating schools In the fall of 1991.
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Course Grade Verification Study

, Coding Form #1
EQM)EHH HSCODE

Transcript date {_ED_]! l I GPA

Transcript class level Class Rank

taken Primary course Alternativwe course

Class |
Caurse {(1=4) . M

EMZJ? Final | Conments {1-4) | s2a

. 1. English 9th grade ? ) |
2. English i0th grade; | ‘ | ‘

3. Other Engl.iSh !

4. General math

el e (D WIS DUy SSR

6. &ﬂ"ye&f Algo

|
5. lst—year Alg, i |
: !

— el . 4. 4

70 Gmtry b

[ SRS WU U

8. Computer math

9
— e e

9. Other math !

10. W. History/Civil. |

11. U.S. History

12. Ci.ﬁm/Am- GOV.

e I S

14+ General Science I L

(RO S

15. General Science I

|

16. Astronomy : i

PR Sy W

[ TN S S

17. Ph./EarthSci. |

18. Biology I f

S ISUIS S

19. Chemistry

20. Spanish

21. French

dRaRaEE SR NI U W

[ SRR .

22, German

U

23. Other Language - J

26+ Art (painting)

tT1r 1t b - -} ..

25. Music

43 .

SN W
}»--«.— L"‘"‘r‘*
[

.
b

Comments:
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TABLE 1

Proportion of Consistent Responses Between Student
Reports and Transcripts of Courses Taken

1. English i 97
) 2, English fi 90
| 3. Other English 96
| 4. General Mathematics 83
5. Algebmal 87
| 6. Algebra il 96
7. Geometry 96
8. Computer Mathematics .96
9. Other mathematics 1.00
10. World History/Civilization 96
E 11.  U.S. History 98
u 12. Civics/American Government 97
& 13. Geography .96
14. General Science | .88
15. General Science |l 97
16. Astronomy 1.00
17. Physical/Earth Science 89
18. Biology | 93
ﬂ 19. Chemistry .98
" 20. Spanish 97
21. French 99
I 22. German 1.00
23. Other language 1.00
24, An .96
25. Music
26. Drama/Theater




TABLE 2

Proportion of Consisten: Responses Between Student
Reports and Transcripts of Courses Taken

(Within School)
2. Enclish li 4 .83 .88 1.00
3. Other English - - - -
4. General Mathematics 8 65 .90 1.00
5. Algebra | 20 68 91 1.00
6. Algebrall 4 60 1.00 1.00
7. Geomstry 5 94 .98 1.00
8. Computer Mathematics - - - -
9. Other mathematics - - - -
10. World History/Civilization 5 87 97 1.00
11. U.S. History - - -~ -
12. Chivics/American Government 5 .84 .99 1.00
13. Geography 6 75 97 1.00
14. General Science | 8 .90 .98 1.00
15. General Science Il - -- - -
16. Astronomy - - -- -
17. Physical/Earth Science 14 71 92 1.00
18. Biology | 11 84 97 1.00
19. Chemistry - - - -
20. Spanish 8 .90 .98 1.00
21. French 2 .99 - 1.00
22. German - - -
23. Other language 3 97 .99 1.00
24. Art 4 95 97 .98
25. Music 9 .89 .96 1.00
26. Drama/Theater - -- - -
Maedlan {across courses) .88
— SRS

3uU
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TABLE 3

Proportion of Consistent Reaponses Between Student Reports
and Transcripts of Courses Taken, by Gender, Race, and P-ACT+ Composite Score

P-ACT + Composite score range
1-14 15-16 17-18
J 1350) ) In=387) | {n=361) | )
1. Englishi .98 96 96 .98 92 97 99 99
2. English i .90 .89 .90 91 84 .90 92 92
3. Other English .95 .96 96 50 97 98 85 .93
4. General Mathematics .84 82 83 83 82 .78 85 84
5. Algebral .86 89 84 88 .89 .93 92 .79
6. Algebrall .96 97 98 .96 .89 97 96 95
7. Geometry .97 96 98 96 98 96 97 95
8. Computer Mathematics 97 .96 5O .96 94 85 97 .98
9. Other mathematics 1.00 99 99 1.00 .88 1.00 1.00 00
10. World History/Civilization 95 96 .96 .96 95 94 97 .96
11.  US. History .98 97 85 98 97 .96 a9 98
12. Civics/American Government 97 .96 .98 96 97 .96 88 95
13. Geography 95 .96 93 . 97 82 96 98 .97
14. General Sclence | .87 .89 .80 .88 .85 86 .90 .90
15. Gereoral Science Il 97 96 96 97 93 .95 o8 .99
16. Astronomy 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 .00
17. Physical/Eanth Science 87 92 80 88 80 .86 91 89
18. Biology ! 94 92 92 94 89 92 93 96
19. Chemistry .98 98 1.00 .98 1.00 .99 98 97
{continued on next pags)
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TABLE 3 (continued)

{ 20. Spanish 97 97 o7 98 97 97 98 % |
| 21. French 99 99 29 99 2 | 100 99 9 |
| 22 German 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 i
i 23.  Other language 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 29 1.00 1.00 99 i
{ 24 An 96 95 91 97 92 95 98 97 ;
| 25. Music 04 97 90 96 93 9 96 % |
26 Drama/Theater .99 .99 1.00 1.00 99 99 .99 1.00 z
L Median (across courses) o7 | s % | 97 % | 9 | w_{
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TABLE 4

Summary Concordance Between Student Reports and Transcript Grades

| 2. English il 279 59 83 27 49 80 |
% 3. Other English 2 - - - - -
| 4. General Mathematics 440 51 89 50 53 66 |
{ 5. Algsbral 924 64 95 28 a2 7 |
i 6. Algebrall 136 57 84 13 49 73 ;
i 7. Geometry 240 65 97 23 38 77 ;
| 8. Computer Mathematics 0 - - - ~ - i
| 9. Other mathematics 0 . ~ - ~ - |
[ 10.  World History/Criization 256 65 95 32 A1 .|
i 11.  U.S. History 5 - - - - -~ |
i 12.  Clvics/American Government 252 66 96 33 38 82 ;

13.  Geography 237 70 .96 22 34 84 :
‘ 14.  General Science | 385 56 91 38 56 71 !

15.  General Science i 1 - - - - - i

16.  Astronomy 0 - - - - - j

17.  Physical /Earth Science 706 65 95 28 40 80 ;

18.  Biology | 491 67 96 23 39 79 i
’ 18.  Chemistry 50 60 98 02 A2 70 ;
| 20.  Spanish 358 57 g5 A1 49 85 ;

39 (continued on next page) 3 6
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German

Other language

Ant

Music

Drama/Theater

Note: Entries in the first column represent the number of students with both a self-reponted grade and a transcript grade. D denotes the

difference between the self-reported grade and the transcript grade. | D]

denotes the absolute value of D.



TABLE §

Summary Concordance Between Student Reports

and Transcript Grades
(Within School)

Number Proportion D=0 Proportion |D|s1 Average D Average {D| Conrsiation
Course whoots | win. | Med. | Mex | M | Med Max. | Min. | Med. | Max. | Min. | Med. | Max. | Min. | med. | Max.
1. English| 39 4 | s3] 93| 8 8% | 100 | -12 2r| &3} o7 43| 75| 33 76 26 ;
2. English il 't 45 ] 59 68 | 85| 83| w97 15 ] 38| 75| .38 46 ] 5] @0 B2 88
: 3. Other English ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - :
4. Gensral Mathematics 8 39 | 81 3] 8 88 | 100 o0 | 23] .81 .1 45 | 69 | .33 73 54 ;
5.  Agebral 20 ¥ | 6] 98| 84 o7 | 100 | -20 25 | 66 | 0s 4| 2| a2 76 98 ;
: 6. Agebrall 4 30 | 89 80 | o 84 96 05| o] 19| 25 38| 9] 5 59 80 l
| 7. Geomerry 5 53| 62| 89| 93 96 | 1.00 00| 2| 291 n 39| 53| 64 75 82 |
i 8 Computer Mathematics - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - o :
i 9. Other mathematics - - -~ - - - - - - - - -~ - - - - f
; 10, World History/Civilization 5 53 1 81 89 | 89 95 | 1.00 05 | 38| a¢ | 1 48 | 84| 39 81 9 f
§ 19, U.SHistory - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
E 12.  Civics/American Governmemt 5 50 87 1.00 84 97 1.00 00 24 83 00 .36 83 56 71 1.00 !

13.  Geography 6 so| 8 | 100} 8 | 100 | 100 00| 06| 45| 00 5| 58| 76 87 | 100 |

14, General Science | 8 3s | 63 | 100 | 67 83 | 100 00| 29{ 88 ] 00 53| 7] 64 75 | 1.00 I
i 15.  General Science | - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - l
{ 16.  Astronomy - - - - - - - - - - -~ - - - - - !
l 17.  Physical/Earth Scisnce 14 30 66 88 | 80 97 | 100 o3| 28] 74 3 38| 8] s2 75 96 l
| 18. Biotogy | 11 39| 61| s ] 75| 98| 100 00| 5| s8 | 06] 0| 88| @8] 77| 9|
' 19.  Chemistry - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ’

7

(continued on next page)
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TABLE § (continued)

Proportion | D} st

Other iIanguage
Art

Music
Drama/Theater

Median {across courses)

Note: D denotes the difference between the self-reported grade and the transcript grade. |D| denotes the absolute value of D.
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Summary Concordance Bstween Student Records

TABLE 6

and Transcript Grades, by Gender

Female Mals §

couse s | b0 | oisr | "5 | “Tor | common | "iens’ | "Beo | "Bier | ™57 | "ToP | cosen |
English | 928 4 98 26 41 76 678 54 85 27 42 ke i
English I 167 63 95 19 44 7 12 54 88 40 58 82 l
Other English 1 - - - - - 1 - - - - - |
General Mathematics 226 54 91 46 58 59 214 49 86 54 69 63 ‘
Algebra | 536 85 ey 27 42 76 387 54 96 30 42 8|
Aigebra I 82 60 95 16 45 76 54 54 83 09 54 70 i
Geometry 159 62 96 25 A2 77 80 T 98 19 31 76 i
Computer Mathematics 0 - - — - — D - - - - - ;
Other mathematics 0 - - - - - 0 - - - - - ;
W. History/Civil. 144 83 84 33 44 76 112 68 96 31 38 82 f
U.S. History a - - - - - 1 - - - - -
Civics/Amer. Gov. 129 71 98 24 30 84 112 59 83 A3 48 80 !
Geography 138 75 88 20 27 28 99 82 84 24 44 80 ;
General Science | 198 80 92 36 48 75 187 51 89 .40 83 68 E
General Science 1l 0 - - - - - 1 - - — - - !
Astronomy 0 - —_— — - - 0 — - - - - ;
Physical/Earth Sci. 392 67 96 26 36 81 33 82 84 31 44 .79 ‘
Biology | 300 70 96 19 35 80 188 62 95 29 45 & |
Chemistry 30 60 1.00 -.07 40 73 20 60 95 15 45 78 !
Spanish 208 58 26 44 48 83 149 57 84 ar 49 86 ;
French 100 89 97 29 35 86 56 54 88 43 81 75 i
German 1 - - - - - 3 - - -— - - {

{continued on next page)



TABLE 6 (continued)

Note: Entries in columns 1 and 7 represent the number of students with both a self-reported grade and a transcript grade. D denotes the difference between

the self-reported grade and the transcript grade. |D| denotes the absofute value of D.

45

Fernale Male
‘Course ety | 0e0 | 1orat ] oo | oL | comiston | st | meo | rorer | o | *Tor" | conveton
23. Other Ianguage ) 81 95 4 A7 78 N 59 54 41 & 83§
24, At ) Y 94 24 48 a7 108 64 90 33 49 84 i
25. Music 283 8 87 A7 20 68 110 83 96 19 25 et |
26. Drama/Theater 8 - -— - - - 2 - - - - - !
Madian (across courses) .83 .96 26 42 77 .61 .94 31 .46 .78 l



TABLE 7
Summary Concordance Between Student Records

and Transcript Grades, by Race
35
0
75
20
4
27
3 0 0
. Othsr mathematics 0 0
i 10.  W. History/Chvil. 38 79 1.00 18 21 84 203 63 95 .33 A .74
11. U.S. History 0 - - - - - 2 - - - — -
12. Civics/Amer. Gov. 27 48 83 52 50 76 201 88 97 2 35 83
13. Geography 23 70 91 .39 .39 B85 186 T2 98 .18 32 82
Genaral Science | k- 47 .78 75 88 .B1 305 .58 83 3 50 .18
Geneval Science Ii 0 - - - - - 1 - — - - -
Astronomy 0 - - - - - 0 - - - - -
Physical/Earth Sci. 124 52 .89 49 80 .58 528 .68 97 .23 .35 81
Biology | 37 A8 89 57 68 71 404 .88 06 20 37 79
Chemistry 1 - -~ - - — 37 65 97 .00 .38 72
Spanish 30 .53 .80 57 57 .76 297 57 88 41 A9 .85
French 22 36 .86 68 a7 B3 122 .68 .96 25 a7 84
German 0 - - - - — 4 - - — - -




Note: Entries in columns 1 and 7 represent the number of students with both a self-reported grade and a transcript grade. D denotes the difference

between the self-reported grade and the transcript grade. |D| denotes the absolute value of D.




TABLE 8

Summary Concordance Between Studant Records
and Transcript Grades, by P-ACT+ Composite Score Rangs

-1 1318 71 %32
Nismder § Noportion Average | Average Number § Froportion § Froportion § Aversge | Aversge Number { Proportion | Propostion | Aversge | Aversge Rumbds | Sroportion Aversge | Aversge
Course m::“ D=0 |Djst o 19 ¥ corpation &;“ D=0 {Dfs D 19 comsistion m;m . o {Dat D I} conemton m;m . e iBlat e 1ol § cormiation
N —
Engiah | b % 91 30 89 9 50 93 3 40 87 xr S0 7 K. .Q 72 343 4 E; ) Rl 2T Ir
Engish i ] E) ) 4 [} 8 £} @ 91 49 84 8 48 63 ] 2 &5 71 103 L\ i) 08 8 L)
Other Engish 0 - - - - - 1 - - - - - o - - - - - 1 - - - - -
Generg) Msthematics 7% 8 0 .81 72 80 19 S0 89 &0 £ L. ] L 83 b 37 4y o8 » 58 08 . R ] 4
Algetirs | a8 k2l 88 3 86 b1 e 82 94 33 L 74 78 2 A3 R -] .29 43 e 4 o . ] 21 p a2
Algetrra i ] - - - - - i) 33 27 K] a0 .53 29 52 k4 Al 52 2 84 L 93 0 R R
Qeomerry ] - - - - - t 4 98 ¢« 59 83 42 .52 E 4] k3] 58 n 193 J2 98 .18 N 2
Computer Mathematics 0 - - - - - 0 - - ~ - - D - ~ - - - 0 - - - - -
Other mathematics D - - - - - 0 - - - - - g - - - - - o - - - —~ ~— I
W, Nistary Ciwt. -] -1 L) E..] 57 L3 S0 28 0 & 2 78 87 84 ® % ” 61 04 .0 a7 24 » 68 I
1.8, History 2 - ~ - - - o - - ~ -~ - [y - ~ - - - 3 - - - - - J
Chtcs/Ames. Gow. &8 42 = 54 87 7 <2 89 fad 1 ki 7 80 82 N X 40 78 29 R, L] 24 ) 84
Orography 52 a8 .94 -] » Be 4 ] 3 k4 » ™ 56 68 L) .14 ] 89 a8 0 990 1% 3 o

. General Sclence | 50 L] [ K14 £ 59 7 32 93 43 £ LAY 72 &0 Ll .33 L1 m 3 B4 1.00 09 hid 88

. Genersl Sctence A 0 - -~ - - - 0 - - - - - 1 - - - - - [ - - - - -

. Astronomy D - - - - - o - - - - - 0 ~ - - - - ) - - - - -
Physical/Earth Sci 124 49 N 48 81 72 134 53 .96 .29 81 kil 183 8% 8 .23 39 £) T4 T4 97 21 o 73
Biotogy ! it o7 R ] R%) €3 &7 ar k] 92 kil 2 4] e T8 E- ] 14 28 83 becd 14 8 13 N T3
Cheniatry 3 - - - - - 17 - - - — - 14 - - - - - 2 58 908 ~09 % 38
Spanish 3 kL & 86 91 74 &8 53 98 30 33 8% 38 kil 8 40 54 8 187 89 ® .29 » 23
Fremh X .35 80 .83 ] 8 a7 .78 93 b 0 [ b o4 Ll 28 .28 87 0 8 28 24 s )
German 0 - - - - - o - - -~ -~ - ’ - - - - - 3 - - - - -~
Deher tanguage 4 - - - - - 10 - - - - - 18 L) 100 o7 X0 9 54 58 F L] A2 L]

Ary b » 80 92 ar L1 L] [} |0 L - ] 4" » 87 92 41 4 & 74 R ] . o3 an 38
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TABLE 8 (continued)
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