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Abstract
School policies regarding homework and grading are among the most controversial areas of education 
reform. This quantitative study investigates differences in various stakeholders’ perspectives on these 
important issues. A survey with common items related to homework and grading policies was administered 
to all parents/families, teachers, principals, and district leaders in a medium-size Midwest school district in 
the United States prior to the development and implementation of policy change initiatives. Results from 
1,765 responses showed statistically significant differences in stakeholders’ views regarding the purpose of 
homework, parents’/families’ role in homework, the purpose of grades, and meaning of grades, especially 
with principals. Principals’ views on homework in grades and what evidence teachers should use to assign 
grades are unlike other stakeholders. Differences also vary depending on the school level of students 
involved. A discussion includes the nature of these differences along with implications and a framework for 
policy development, implementation, and professional learning.
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Homework and grading practices have long been central to the relationship between schools and 
families, serving as key conduits for communication about student learning and academic expec-
tations (Cooper et  al., 2006; Gill & Scholossman, 2003; Grolnick & Pomerantz, 2022; Van 
Voorhis, 2004). These educational practices not only provide families with crucial information 
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about learning objectives but also serve as mechanisms for parental involvement in the educa-
tional process (Acock & Demo, 1994; Epstein et al., 1997; Link & Guskey, 2022; Murray, 2023). 
However, the landscape of homework and grading is far from uniform, with significant variations 
in stakeholder perspectives and practices across different educational levels and contexts 
(Baumgartner et  al., 1993; Jargon, 2019; Kralovec & Buell, 2000; Lacina-Gifford & Gifford, 
2004; Lahey, 2017; Payne & Swanson, 2022; Warton, 1998).

Recent investigations highlight the evolving nature of homework and grading in the digital age, 
with new technologies reshaping traditional practices and introducing novel challenges (Timotheou 
et al., 2023). This technological shift adds another layer of complexity to the already multifaceted 
issues surrounding homework and grading, necessitating a reevaluation of long-held assumptions 
and practices (Link & Guskey, 2019). Despite these changes, the fundamental questions about the 
purpose and utility of homework and grading remain at the forefront.

A synthesis of the literature reveals several key trends and points of contention. First, there is a 
general consensus among stakeholders—including parents/familes, teachers, and school leaders 
about the potential benefits of homework for learning and the development of non-cognitive 
(behavioral) skills such as responsibility and self-regulation (Hoover-Dempsey et al., 2001; Xu & 
Corno, 2003). However, this agreement is tempered by widespread concerns about the utility of 
homework assignments, with many stakeholders believing that improvements are necessary to 
fully realize these benefits (Cooper et al., 2006; O’Sullivan, 2023).

The interconnected nature of homework and grading practices adds another layer of complexity 
to this issue. Cooper (2007) found that homework typically accounts for a significant portion of 
students’ grades, often around 20-25%, with this percentage increasing when homework is closely 
tied to classwork. This interrelationship underscores the need for a comprehensive examination of 
both practices to fully understand their impact on student learning and stakeholder perceptions.

Grading practices, like homework, are characterized by significant variation and ongoing debate. 
Studies have consistently shown that teachers consider a mix of cognitive (achievement) and non-
cognitive (behavioral) factors when determining grades (McMillan & Nash, 2000; Russell & Austin, 
2010; Sun & Cheng, 2013; Svennberg et al., 2014; Yesbeck, 2011), often resulting in what Brookhart 
(1991) termed a “hodgepodge” grade (p. 36). This amalgamation of achievement, effort, behavior, 
and improvement can be challenging for parents and students to interpret and utilize effectively 
(Link, 2018; Link & Guskey, 2022; Swan et al., 2014). The subjectivity inherent in this approach to 
grading has led to calls for more transparent and standardized grading practices.

While the literature provides a wealth of information on stakeholder views and practices related 
to homework and grading, it also reveals several critical gaps. First, there is a need for more 
research on how these views and practices evolve across different educational levels. As students 
progress through their academic careers, expectations for their learning and behavior change, and 
it is reasonable to assume that stakeholder perspectives on homework and grading might shift 
accordingly (Hoover-Dempsey et al., 2001; Payne & Swanson, 2022; Wright, 2010).

Secondly, the existing research often fails to fully explore the multidimensional nature of con-
flicts surrounding homework and grading. These conflicts are not solely academic in nature but are 
influenced by cultural, socioeconomic, and educational factors (Link & Kauffman, 2021). For 
instance, recent studies have highlighted how traditional homework and grading practices can 
exacerbate educational inequities, particularly for students from lower socioeconomic backgrounds 
or culturally diverse communities (Rønning, 2011; Feldman, 2019).

Furthermore, the methodological approaches used in previous studies have limitations. For instance, 
Fan et al. (2017) employed meta-analytic techniques to analyze 30 years of research on homework’s 
impact on math and science achievement. This study offered a comprehensive overview of research 
trends but was restricted to these two subject areas, potentially overlooking the nuances of homework's 



Link et al.	 3

effects in other disciplines. One significant limitation of previous grading studies is the tendency to 
focus on specific grade levels without providing a comprehensive view across the entire K-12 spec-
trum. For instance, Brookhart et al. (2016) conducted a comprehensive review of grading research but 
noted that most studies concentrated on secondary education, with limited attention to elementary 
grading practices. This gap is particularly problematic given that grading practices and their purposes 
often differ significantly between elementary and secondary levels (Guskey & Link, 2019).

Another limitation is the lack of diverse stakeholder perspectives in many grading studies. 
While teacher perspectives on grading have been well-documented (e.g., Link, 2018; Randall & 
Engelhard, 2010), other key stakeholders are often underrepresented. For instance, despite being 
the primary subjects of grading practices, student voices are often missing from grading research 
(Link & Hunter, 2024). Studies like those by Kunnath (2017) have begun to address this gap, but 
more comprehensive research including students across all grade levels is needed. While some 
studies have examined parental involvement in education broadly (e.g., Barger et al., 2019), spe-
cific research on parents' understanding and perceptions of grading practices across different grade 
levels is limited. School and district administrators play a crucial role in shaping grading policies, 
yet their perspectives are often underrepresented in grading research (Link, 2019). Few studies 
have systematically compared the perspectives of multiple stakeholder groups within the same 
educational context. Such comparisons are crucial for understanding alignment or misalignment in 
grading expectations and interpretations.

In light of these gaps, our study aims to investigate a comprehensive range of grade levels and 
diverse stakeholder perspectives regarding the purpose and utility of both homework and grading. 
Specifically, we seek to determine if parents/families, teachers, principals, and school leaders hold 
similar views, and if these views vary depending on school level (i.e., elementary, middle school, and 
high school). By examining these perspectives across different educational levels, we aim to provide 
insights into how stakeholder views evolve as students progress through their academic careers.

Theoretical framework

The complex interplay between homework practices, grading systems, and educational outcomes 
has been a subject of extensive research in the field of education. At the core of this framework is 
the understanding that homework serves multiple purposes across different educational levels, and 
these purposes are intrinsically tied to broader educational goals and grading practices. The frame-
work draws upon social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986) and expectancy-value theory (Eccles & 
Wigfield, 2002) to explain how homework and grading practices influence student motivation, 
engagement, and achievement.

Research consistently demonstrates that teachers assign homework for different reasons at the 
elementary and secondary levels, reflecting the developmental needs of students and the changing 
educational priorities across grade levels. At the elementary level, homework is predominantly 
viewed as a tool for developing non-cognitive (behavioral) skills and preparing students for future 
academic challenges (Fox, 2016; Mulhenbruck et al., 1999). This aligns with Bandura’s (1986) 
concept of self-efficacy, as early positive experiences with homework can foster a sense of compe-
tence and motivation in young learners.

Moreover, elementary-level homework serves as a crucial communication bridge between 
school and home. Numerous studies highlight its role in involving parents in their children’s educa-
tion and fostering family-school partnerships (Epstein & Van Voorhis, 2001; Gill & Schlossman, 
2004; Linek et al., 1997; Murray, 2023). This aspect of homework aligns with Bronfenbrenner’s 
(1979) ecological systems theory, emphasizing the importance of connections between different 
microsystems in a child’s life.
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As students progress to secondary education, the primary purpose of homework shifts toward 
deepening subject matter knowledge (Cooper et al., 2006; Korkmaz, 2007; Xu & Corno, 2003). 
This transition reflects the increasing complexity of academic content and the growing emphasis 
on subject specialization in higher grades. Recent research by Wu et al. (2023) further supports this 
trend, noting that the relationship between homework and academic achievement generally 
strengthens as students move from elementary to high school. However, it is important to note that 
homework purposes are not mutually exclusive across educational levels. Contemporary studies 
suggest a more nuanced understanding, identifying instructional, communicative, and political 
purposes of homework across both elementary and secondary levels (Link & Guskey, 2022; 
Moroni et al., 2015; Van Voorhis, 2011; Wright, 2010). This multifaceted approach to homework 
aligns with expectancy-value theory (Eccles & Wigfield, 2002), as different homework purposes 
can influence students' expectations of success and the value they place on academic tasks.

The effectiveness of homework in achieving educational goals has been a subject of ongoing 
research. Meta-analytic reviews generally reveal a positive influence of homework on academic 
achievement (Fan et  al., 2017; Marzano & Pickering, 2007; Van Voorhis, 2011). However, the 
magnitude of this influence varies by school level (Cooper, 2007; Cooper et al., 2006). A recent 
meta-analysis by Fan et al. (2017) found a small but positive overall relationship between home-
work and students’ academic achievement in math and science, with stronger relationships observed 
for elementary and high school students compared to middle school students.

Despite the general consensus on homework’s potential benefits, views on what constitutes 
homework vary among stakeholders. Recent studies indicate diverse perspectives among parents/
families, teachers, and school leaders regarding the characteristics of effective homework (Fox, 
2016; Miller et al., 2013; Payne & Swanson, 2022; Van Voorhis, 2011). This diversity of views 
underscores the need for clear communication and alignment between home and school regarding 
homework expectations and purposes.

Closely tied to homework practices are educators’ perspectives on grading. Research has long 
identified varying views among educators about the purpose of grades (Frisbie & Waltman, 1992; 
Guskey & Bailey, 2001). More recent investigations have extended this understanding to include 
parents’ perspectives on grading (Barger et  al., 2019; Dumont et  al., 2014; Swan et  al., 2014). 
These studies highlight the importance of considering multiple stakeholder perspectives in devel-
oping effective grading policies.

Furthermore, recent research reveals significant differences among teachers at different school 
levels regarding the purpose of grades and the sources of evidence used in grading decisions 
(Guskey & Link, 2022). These differences are particularly pronounced at the middle and high 
school levels, where grading aims, formats, and practices can vary considerably (Link, 2019; 
GradingRx, 2024; Patrick, 2015). This variability in grading practices underscores the need for a 
more aligned approach to ensure fairness and consistency in student assessment.

The integration of homework and grading practices provides a comprehensive lens through 
which to examine their combined impact on student outcomes. By considering both practices 
simultaneously, we can better understand how they interact to influence student motivation, 
engagement, and achievement across different educational contexts and demographic groups.

Methods

Instruments

Three forms of a Grading and Reporting Survey were developed and administered to parents/
families, teachers, principals and district leaders in the study. Each survey consisted of 20 selected-
response items drawn from scales developed in the research of Liu et al. (2006) and Guskey (2013). 
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Pilot testing of the parent/family, teachers, and principal/district leader surveys with samples of 
20+ individuals each yielded internal reliability coefficients (α) of .81, .88, and .87 respectively. 
Responses to six, multi-part items, common to all three surveys, provided additional of data for the 
study.

The first two common items focused on demographic information. One asked respondents to 
identify their role as a parent/guardian, teacher, principal, or district leader. The second item asked 
parents/families to identify the school level of the child on which their responses would be based 
as elementary, middle school, or high school. Teachers, principals, and district leaders were asked 
to identify their primary professional assignment as elementary, middle school, high school, or 
district-level.

The next four items addressed homework and grading issues. Items presented multiple options 
and asked respondents to “check all that apply.” The first homework item asked:

I believe the purpose of homework is to:

__ Reinforce classroom content/ Practice skills learned at school

__ �Teach students life skills such as time management, organization, effort and 
responsibility

__ Teach students work ethic

__ Prepare students for assessments

__ Accommodate for different learning styles

__ Engage parents/families in their child’s learning

Response options to this item were drawn primarily from the research of Cooper et al. (2006), and 
Cooper (2007) to capture the multifaceted nature of homework’s perceived functions.

A second item addressed grading and asked:

I believe the purpose of grades is to:

__ Measure student achievement

__ Compare student performance

__ Determine students’ level of effort and responsibility

__ Communicate students’ performance to parents/families

__ �Assign students to appropriate courses/programs (i.e., Advanced Placement, Special 
Assistance, etc.)

__ Predict performance on standardized assessments

Response options for this item were drawn from the research of Brookhart (2011), Guskey (2015), 
and McMillan (2001) to encompass various purpose functions of grades. A third, multiple-response 
item addressed parents/families’ role in homework and asked:

I believe a parent’s/ guardian’s role in the homework process is to:

__Create a space that is conducive to doing homework
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__Ask about assignments and actively encourage children to complete homework on time

__Convey to children that completion of homework (and learning in general) is important

__Help children so they are completing their homework correctly

__Set rules about homework completion before other activities take place

The item was drawn from the research of Cooper et al. (2006) to explore homework’s home-school 
connection.

The final, dichotomous-response item addressed the information communicated in grades 
recorded on report cards and asked:

Students’ report card grades reflect their mastery of course concepts

__Yes

__No

For items that asked respondents to “check all that apply,” each response alternative was coded “1” 
if checked and “0” if unchecked. Since checking one response alternative did not influence check-
ing any other, response alternatives to the three, multiple-option items were considered 18 inde-
pendent, dichotomously-scored items for the analysis. All parents/families, teachers, principals, 
and district leaders were assured anonymity in all recorded responses and only summaries of group 
data would be reported.

Data sources and evidence

Surveys were distributed at mid-year via email to all K-12 parents/families, teachers, principals, 
and district leaders in a medium size school district in the Midwestern U.S. where major reforms 
in homework and grading policies were being considered. The district serves approximately 7,400 
students in 10 schools and employs 460 full-time teachers and 25 administrators. The district is 
classified as suburban, and 85% of students are White/Caucasian. Approximately 15% of students 
across the district come from economically disadvantaged homes, and only one elementary school 
is classified as a Title I school; that is, a school with a high percentage of children from low-income 
families. Approximately 12% of students in the district receive special education services.

A total of 1,520 of the 7,362 parents/families of district students completed and submitted the 
survey, yielding a response rate of approximately 21%. Among teachers, 229 of the 460 returned 
fully completed surveys for a response rate of 50%, and 16 of the 25 principals and school building 
administrators submitted completed forms for a 64% response rate.

Several strategies were employed to address and increase response rates. An initial email invita-
tion was sent to all potential participants, explaining the importance of the study and how their 
input would contribute to district decision-making. Two reminder emails were sent to non-respond-
ents at 1-week intervals following the initial invitation, and the survey remained open for 3 weeks 
to accommodate participants’ schedules.

Analytical techniques

This study employs a multi-faceted analytical approach to examine differences in perceptions 
about homework and grading practices across groups and school levels. Radar diagrams are 
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initially utilized to visually display the means of survey item responses for each sample group and 
school level, providing a quick overview of response patterns (Seide et al., 2020). This technique 
allows for cursory inspection and compact way to compare multiple variables across different 
groups simultaneously (Evergreen & Metzner, 2013; Kaczynski et al., 2008). To test the statistical 
significance of these observed differences, two-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) 
was conducted. MANOVA allows for the simultaneous analysis of multiple dependent variables 
(in this case, each survey item) while controlling for Type I error that could result from conducting 
multiple separate analyses (Meyers et al., 2016).

Following the MANOVA, a univariate analyses of variance (ANOVAs) was used to more thor-
oughly analyze the differences between groups and across levels for individual survey items 
(Meyers et  al., 2016). This step-down analysis is to address the study’s multiple interrelated 
dependent variables and allow for a more detailed understanding of where specific differences lie 
(Huberty & Morris, 1989). The combination of these analytical techniques provide a comprehen-
sive examination of the survey data, helping to identify both broad patterns and specific areas of 
divergence in perceptions about homework and grading practices. All procedures were reviewed 
and approved through an institutional ethical review process.

Results

The distribution of respondents by subgroup and across school levels is shown in Table 1. The 
decision was made to eliminate district leaders’ responses from all analyses because of their limited 
number as a subgroup (i.e., n = 5). The response rates for parents/families and teachers across 
school levels were fairly comparable and roughly proportional to the student populations at each 
level. In other words, while overall response rates differed among groups, response rates across 
levels were quite similar.

Reading radar diagrams

To interpret Radar diagrams, as shown in Figures 1 and 2, each spoke of the diagram represents a 
survey item, with the center of the diagram representing the lowest possible survey score and the 
outer edge representing the highest possible score. The position of each point on a spoke indicates 
the mean score for that item for a particular group. To decipher, focus relies on both the overall 
shapes and individual spokes. A larger shape indicates higher overall scores, while differences in 
specific spokes highlight areas of divergence between groups. For example, in Figure 1, one can 
quickly see how teachers, students, and parents/families differ across all survey items by compar-
ing the shapes and individual points. Unlike bar graphs or scatter plots, radar diagrams do not 
require multiple charts to illustrate data.

Table 1.  Respondents by subgroup role and school level (n = 1,765).

School level Elementary Middle High Total

Role
  Parent/Guardian 712 384 424 1,520
  Teacher 95 50 84 229
 � Principal/Building Administrator 5 5 6 16
Total 812 439 514 1,765
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Figures 1 and 2 show Radar diagram displays of the means of survey item responses for each 
sample group (parents/families, teachers, and principals/building administrators) and school level 
(elementary, middle, and high school), respectively. Since items were scored dichotomously (1 or 
0), a mean of greater than .5 indicates a majority of respondents in that subgroup agreed with the 
statement and offered an affirmative response.

Cursory inspection of item means in Figure 1 reveals that groups responded similarly to several 
of the items. For example, all groups generally agree that homework should reinforce classroom 
content, grades should reflect classroom achievement, grades should not compare students’ perfor-
mance, and the purpose of grades is not to predict students’ performance on standardized assess-
ments. Groups also agree that parents/families’ role regarding homework should involve creating 
space conducive to doing homework, asking about assignments, and conveying that completing 
homework is important. However, groups were evenly split between agree and disagree on par-
ents’/families’ role in setting rules about homework completion before other activities take place.

On other items, differences among groups appear evident. For example, parents/families and 
teachers seem to put more emphasis on the role of homework in teaching life skills and work ethic 
than do school principals. Likewise, parents/families and teachers also appear to place more impor-
tance on grades reflecting effort and responsibility than do principals but, surprisingly, less impor-
tance on grades communicating to parents/families.

Furthermore, parents/families appear to believe grades are used to assign students to appropri-
ate programs more than do teachers or school principals. In addition, they also appear far more 

Figure 1.  Comparison of survey item means by subgroup.
Note. Radar diagram displays means from each participant subgroup. Standard deviations and standard errors are avail-
able in Table 3.
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confident than educators that report card grades reflect students’ mastery of course concepts. This 
may reflect an apparent mismatch between what parents/families believe grades represent and 
what teachers and school principals know about how grades are determined.

Figure 2 shows differences across levels. Specifically, respondents at all levels believe grades 
should reflect classroom achievement, but should not be used to make comparisons between stu-
dents or to predict standardized assessment performance. Responses further suggest that home-
work is leveraged as a communication and engagement tool with parents/families at the elementary 
school level, but less so in middle and high school levels. Tests of the statistical significance of 
these differences are described below.

Inter-item correlations are illustrated in Table 2. Because of the relatively large sample size, a 
conservative statistical significance level of α <.001 was selected for these tests. Strictly defined, 
both group (i.e., parents/families, teachers, principals) and level (i.e., elementary, middle, and high 
school) are categorical variables with nominal properties only. However, the purposeful ordering 
of school level categories makes possible interpretations of some of these measures of linear rela-
tionship. For example, it appears as school level increases, the use of homework to engage parents/
families in students’ learning generally becomes a less important purpose (r = −.307). Similarly, as 
school level increases, the involvement of home support for students to correctly complete their 
homework also appears to decrease in importance (r = −.294).

Figure 2.  Comparison of survey item means by level.
Note. Radar diagram displays means from each school level. Standard deviations and standard errors are available in 
Table 4.
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These results show that responses to most survey items are positively but modestly correlated, 
with the majority of correlations ranging from +.10 to +.35. Exceptions include the relationship 
between homework purpose to teach life skills and homework purpose to teach work ethic 
(r = +.56), and homework purpose to teach work ethic and grading purpose to recognize effort and 
responsibility (r = +.39). Across all groups, respondents who believe homework teaches life skills 
also believe it teaches work ethic. In addition, those who believe homework’s purpose is to teach 
work ethic also believe grades should recognize effort and responsibility.

Table 3 presents survey item means, standard deviations, and standard errors across different 
subgroups: parents/families, teachers, principals, district staff, and a total aggregate. The data 
reveals notable variations in perceptions and attitudes among these stakeholder groups across vari-
ous aspects of homework, grading, and parental involvement in education.

One striking observation is the consistently high mean scores for homework practice (HW 
Practice) across all groups, ranging from 0.90 to 1.00, suggesting a strong consensus on the impor-
tance of homework for skill reinforcement. However, there are marked differences in other areas. 
For instance, parents/families show a higher mean (0.48) for homework ethics (HW Ethic) com-
pared to teachers (0.39) and principals (0.13), indicating potential discrepancies in views on the 
moral value of homework. Additionally, the data reveals interesting disparities in perceptions of 
grading practices. While parents and teachers align closely on grading achievement (G Ach) with 
means of 0.80, there’s a notable difference in views on grading effort (G Effort), with parents scor-
ing higher (0.57) compared to teachers (0.41) and principals (0.19). This suggests that parents may 
place more emphasis on effort in grading than educators do, which could have implications for 
discussions around assessment practices.

Table 4 reveals trends in educational perspectives across elementary, middle, and high school 
levels. As the school level increases, there’s a noticeable decrease in agreement on several key 
aspects. Specifically, support for homework as a means to build work ethic (HW Ethic) declines 
sharply from elementary (0.34) to high school (0.23). Similarly, the belief in homework’s role in 
skill development (HW Skill) drops from 0.61 in elementary to 0.38 in high school. Parental 
involvement in homework (HW Parents) also shows a marked decrease, from 0.51 in elementary 
to just 0.10 in high school.

Middle schools show the highest agreement on several items. They lead in supporting home-
work assessments (HW Assmts, 0.64) and homework style variety (HW Style, 0.49). Middle 
schools also show the strongest agreement on grading based on achievement (G Ach, 0.90) and 
grading effort (G Effort, 0.54). They also have the highest scores for parent-teacher communica-
tion items (P Ask, 0.89 and P Convey, 0.90). High schools, conversely, show the lowest agreement 
on many items. They have the lowest scores for homework ethics (HW Ethic, 0.23), parental 
involvement in homework (HW Parents, 0.10), and grading based on completion (G Comp, 0.11).

High schools also show the least agreement on parental help with homework (P Help, 0.41) and 
establishing clear rules for homework completion (P Rules, 0.47). High schools do show the high-
est agreement on homework as a practice opportunity (HW Practice, 0.95), suggesting a shift in the 
perceived purpose of homework as students progress through the school system.

Table 5 illustrates a comprehensive breakdown of survey item means, standard deviations, and 
standard errors across different subgroups and school levels, offering insights into the varying 
perspectives on homework, grading, and parental involvement across the educational spectrum. A 
notable trend emerges in the perception of homework practice (HW Practice) across all subgroups 
and levels, with consistently high means ranging from 0.80 to 1.00. This suggests a widespread 
agreement on the importance of homework for skill reinforcement. However, there are marked dif-
ferences in other areas. For instance, the perception of homework ethics (HW Ethic) decreases as 
the school level increases, with elementary school parents and teachers showing higher means 
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(0.49 and 0.54 respectively) compared to their high school counterparts (0.45 and 0.24). 
Interestingly, the involvement of parents in homework (HW Parents) also shows a declining trend 
from elementary to high school levels across all subgroups. This could indicate a shift in expecta-
tions and practices regarding parental involvement as students progress through their academic 
careers. Additionally, there are notable differences in the perception of grading practices across 
school levels and stakeholder groups. For example, the importance placed on grading effort (G 
Effort) generally decreases from elementary to high school levels, suggesting a potential shift in 
grading priorities as students advance in their education.

To test the statistical significance of differences in responses among groups and across school 
levels, a 2-way, multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted in which group and 
level were considered two crossed, independent variables, and responses to the 18 items were con-
sidered a set of interrelated dependent variables (Table 6). Although the sample size in the groups 
varied, MANOVA procedures are generally considered sufficiently robust to account for such dif-
ferences (Kariya, 1981; Meyers et al., 2016). Nevertheless, results from the relatively small group 
of principals and school building administrators were interpreted with marked caution. In addition, 
because of the large sample size, the more conservative level of α<.001was again used for all tests 
of statistical significance.

The results of this analysis show statistically significant main effects for the multivariate tests 
for both group, F (36, 2,644) = 8.51, p < .001, and level, F (36, 2,644) = 2.50, p < .001, as well as a 
statistically significant group-by-level interaction, F (72, 5,296) = 1.98, p < .001. This means that 
not only do responses differ by group (parents/families, teachers, and principals or building admin-
istrators) and by level (elementary, middle, and high school), but the nature of the differences 
among groups varies depending on the level. Multivariate testing for main and interaction effects 
at the item level are also included.

Follow-up ANOVA tests of these main effects by subgroup (Table 7) and by school level (Table 8) 
were then conducted to more thoroughly analyze the differences (Meyers et  al., 2016). These 

Table 6.  MANOVA results. 

Effect Value F Hypothesis 
df

Error df Sig. Partial Eta 
Squared

Intercept Pillai’s Trace .661 143.414 18.00 1324.00 .000 .661
Wilks’ Lambda .339 143.414 18.00 1324.00 .000 .661
Hotelling’s Trace 1.950 143.414 18.00 1324.00 .000 .661
Roy’s Largest Root 1.950 143.414 18000 1324.00 .000 .661

Group Pillai’s Trace .204 8.365 36.00 2650.00 .000 .102
Wilks’ Lambda .799 8.729 36.00 2648.00 .000 .106
Hotelling’s Trace .247 9.094 36.00 2646.00 .000 .110
Roy’s Largest Root .230 16.948 18.00 1325.00 .000 .187

Level Pillai’s Trace .065 2.480 36.00 2650.00 .000 .033
Wilks’ Lambda .936 2.486 36.00 2648.00 .000 .033
Hotelling’s Trace .068 2.492 36.00 2646.00 .000 .033
Roy’s Largest Root .049 3.604 18.00 1325.00 .000 .047

Group 
level

Pillai’s Trace .105 1.988 72.00 5308.00 .000 .026
Wilks’ Lambda .899 1.993 72.00 5208.00 .000 .026
Hotelling’s Trace .109 1.998 72.00 5290.00 .000 .026
Roy’s Largest Root .051 3.769 18.00 1327.00 .000 .049
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Table 7.  ANOVA results by subgroup. 

Variable Sum of squares df Mean square F Sig.

Group Between groups  
Within groups  
Total  

HWPractice Between groups .271 3 .090 1.074 .359
Within groups 112.918 1,341 .084  
Total 113.189 1,344  

HWSkill Between groups 2.361 3 .787 3.597 .013
Within groups 293.450 1,341 .219  
Total 293.811 1,344  

HWEthic Between groups 3.601 3 1.200 4.920 .002
Within groups 327.173 1,341 .244  
Total 330.774 1,344  

HWAssmts Between groups 5.852 3 1.951 8.384 .000
Within groups 311.985 1,341 .233  
Total 317.837 1,344  

HWStyle Between groups 4.300 3 1.433 8.058 .000
Within groups 238.541 1,341 .178  
Total 242.841 1,344  

HWParents Between groups .227 3 .076 .363 .779
Within groups 279.097 1,341 .208  
Total 279.324 1,344  

GAchieve Between groups .261 3 .087 .537 .657
Within groups 217.653 1,341 .162  
Total 217.914 1,344  

GCompare Between groups .399 3 .133 .865 .459
Within groups 206.316 1,341 .154  
Total 206.715 1,344  

GEffort Between groups 6.634 3 2.211 9.117 .000
Within groups 325.248 1341 .243  
Total 325.882 1,344  

GParents Between groups 1.596 3 .532 2.362 .070
Within groups 301.962 1,341 .225  
Total 303.558 1,344  

GAssign Between groups 16.004 3 5.335 22.616 .000
Within groups 316.326 1,341 .236  
Total 332.330 1,344  

GPredict Between groups .393 3 .131 1.113 .343
Within groups 157.672 1,341 .118  
Total 158.065 1,344  

PSpace Between groups .235 3 .078 .456 .713
Within groups 229.987 1,341 .172  
Total 230.222 1,344  

Pask Between groups .237 3 .079 .541 .654
Within groups 196.194 1,341 .146  
Total 196.431 1,344  

 (Continued)
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Variable Sum of squares df Mean square F Sig.

PConvey Between groups .176 3 .059 .412 .744
Within groups 190.618 1,341 .142  
Total 190.794 1,344  

PHelp Between groups 1.495 3 .498 2.166 .090
Within groups 308.513 1,341 .230  
Total 310.008 1,344  

PRules Between groups .231 3 .077 .309 .819
Within groups 334.631 1,341 .250  
Total 334.862 1,344  

Mastery Between groups 20.513 3 6.838 41.834 .000
Within groups 219.185 1,341 .163  
Total 239.698 1,344  

Table 7.  (Continued)

Table 8.  ANOVA results by school level. 

Variable Sum of squares df Mean square F Sig.

Level Between groups 28.274 3 9.425 13.089 .000
Within groups 1270.838 1765 .720  
Total 1299.112 1768  

HWPractice Between groups .322 3 .107 1.207 .306
Within groups 151.075 1696 .089  
Total 151.398 1699  

HWSkill Between groups 3.010 3 1.003 4.489 .004
Within groups 379.107 1696 .224  
Total 382.118 1699  

HWEthic Between groups 4.140 3 1.380 5.611 .001
Within groups 417.189 1696 .246  
Total 421.329 1699  

HWAssmts Between groups 3.754 3 1.251 5.226 .001
Within groups 405.834 1695 .239  
Total 409.588 1698  

HWStyle Between groups 3.447 3 1.149 6.545 .000
Within groups 297.570 1695 .176  
Total 301.017 1698  

HWParents Between groups .852 3 .284 1.235 .296
Within groups 389.854 1695 .230  
Total 390.706 1698  

GAchieve Between groups .240 3 .080 .501 .682
Within groups 268.276 1684 .159  
Total 268.516 1687  

GCompare Between groups .553 3 .184 1.166 .321
Within groups 266.148 1684 .158  
Total 266.701 1,687  

 (Continued)
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Table 8.  (Continued)

Variable Sum of squares df Mean square F Sig.

GEffort Between groups 6.949 3 2.316 9.449 .000
Within groups 412.774 1,684 .245  
Total 419.723 1,687  

GParents Between groups 1.824 3 .608 2.629 .049
Within groups 389.380 1,684 .231  
Total 391.204 1,687  

GAssign Between groups 16.881 3 5.627 23.536 .000
Within Groups 402.616 1,684 .239  
Total 419.497 1,687  

GPredict Between groups .448 3 .149 1.208 .305
Within groups 208.282 1,684 .124  
Total 208.730 1,687  

PSpace Between groups .302 3 .101 .575 .632
Within groups 296.703 1,691 .175  
Total 297.005 1,694  

Pask Between groups .034 3 .011 .072 .975
Within groups 266.328 1,691 .157  
Total 266.362 1694  

PConvey Between groups .282 3 .094 .629 .597
Within groups 253.022 1,691 .150  
Total 253.304 1,694  

PHelp Between groups 2.993 3 .998 4.010 .007
Within groups 420.739 1,691 .249  
Total 423.732 1,694  

PRules Between groups .154 3 .051 .205 .893
Within groups 423.454 1,691 .250  
Total 423.608 1694  

Mastery Between groups 26.137 3 8.712 51.643 .000
Within groups 228.926 1,357 .169  
Total 255.062 1,360  

results show that group (parents/families, teachers, or principals and building administrators) had 
a significant effect regarding the purpose of homework as an assessment, F (2, 1,344) = 11.506, 
p < .001, as well as homework accommodating for different learning styles, F (2, 1,344) = 8.624, 
p < .001. Specifically, teachers and parents/families believed homework should prepare students 
for assessments more than did principals.

In addition, teachers and principals believed that homework should accommodate different 
learning styles more than did parents/families. A similar group effect was identified regarding the 
use of grades to reflect students’ level of effort, F (2, 1,344) = 12.823, p < .001, where parents/
families believed this more strongly than teachers or principals. Parents/families also supported 
more strongly than either teachers or principals the use of grades to assign students to specialized 
instruction, F (2, 1,344) = 35.394, p < .001.

Although no statistically significant group differences were identified for the role of the parents/
families in the homework process, parents/families more strongly believed that report card grades 
reflect students’ mastery of course concepts, F (2, 1,344) = 74.180, p < .001, than did teachers or 
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principals. This indicates miscommunication between school and home about what report card 
grades truly represent.

Results of elementary, middle, or high school level comparisons showed significant differences 
between elementary level responses and those of the middle and high school levels regarding the 
purpose of homework as assessment preparation, F (2, 1,344) = 9.347, p < .001, and as a parent 
engagement tool, F (2, 1,344) = 76.449, p < .001. Statistically significant effects based on level 
were also found for parents/families’ role in encouraging students to ask about assignments and 
timely completion of homework assignments, F (2, 1,344) = 8.980, p < .001, and in providing sup-
port to complete homework correctly, F (2, 1,344) = 55.040, p < .001. Regarding grades, level had 
a significant effect on perceptions of report card grades as a parent/family communication tool, F 
(2, 1,344) = 10.862, p < .001, and as a reflection of students’ mastery of course concepts, F (2, 
1,344) = 16.454, p < .001.

Further inspection of the estimated marginal means of items regarding homework, suggest that 
teachers at all levels and principals or school building administrators at the middle school level 
were more likely to consider homework as preparation for assessments. Additionally, principals or 
school building administrators at the middle school level also saw homework more as an opportu-
nity to accommodate specific learning styles, in comparison to their counterparts at the elementary 
and high school levels and parents/families across all levels. Elementary parents/families and 
teachers similarly perceived homework as an engagement tool between home and school, whereas 
those at the middle and high school level were less convinced. Principals and school building 
administrators across all levels disagreed with the view that homework should serve as an engage-
ment tool for parents/families.

The estimated marginal means of items regarding grades were also inspected, which suggest 
that parents/families across all levels were more likely to perceive grades to reflect students’ level 
of effort, with middle school principals or school building administrators most likely to hold this 
same view. Teachers across all levels were less supportive of this perspective, as well as principals 
in elementary and high school who expressed minimal agreement. A similar pattern was suggested 
by the inspection of ratings regarding the use of grades to assign students to specialized instruction, 
with middle school principals expressing support of this perception. Somewhat similar to percep-
tions of homework as a tool to engage parents/families, elementary parents/families and teachers 
were most supportive of the use of grades as a communication tool with parents/families, more 
than their middle school counterparts and even less so to their high school counterparts. However, 
principals at all levels held the perception that grades are useful as a communication tool.

Overall, all respondents at each level supported parents’/families’ encouragement regarding 
assignment inquiries and timely completion based on inspection of estimated marginal means of 
items regarding parents/families. However, high school parents/families, teachers, and principals 
or school building administrators expressed less support of this perspective than their counterparts 
at elementary and middle schools. Furthermore, elementary parents/families and teachers expressed 
the strongest support for parents/families helping with homework, along with middle school and 
high school principals. High school parents/families and teachers, as well as middle school parents/
families, were less supportive of the perception that parents/families should be helping with 
homework.

Inspection of the estimated marginal means suggest that parents/families across all levels per-
ceive report card grades to reflect students’ mastery of course concepts. However, only middle 
school teachers share this perspective—which is in contrast with principals or school building 
administrators at that level, and out of alignment with teachers and principals in elementary and 
high schools.
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Discussion

This study reveals significant differences in perceptions of homework and grading practices among 
key stakeholder groups (parents/families, teachers, and principals) and across educational levels 
(elementary, middle, and high school). These findings have important implications for educational 
policy, practice, and future research.

Stakeholder differences

One of the most striking findings was the misalignment between parents’/families’ perceptions of 
grades and those of educators. Parents/families were far more likely to believe that report card 
grades reflect students’ mastery of course concepts, while teachers and principals were much less 
confident in this interpretation (Table 3). This disconnect supports previous research highlighting 
communication gaps between schools and families regarding assessment practices (Brookhart et al., 
2016). The current study extends this work by demonstrating that this misalignment persists across 
all school levels, suggesting a systemic issue rather than one confined to particular grade levels.

Additionally, parents/families placed greater emphasis on grades reflecting effort and responsi-
bility compared to educators, especially principals (Figure 1). This aligns with research by 
McMillan et al. (2002) showing that parents often value effort-based grading more highly than do 
teachers. However, our findings suggest this discrepancy may be even more pronounced between 
parents and school leadership. This raises important questions about how grading policies are 
developed and communicated, and whether current practices adequately balance the values and 
expectations of different stakeholder groups.

The study also revealed that parents/families and teachers put more emphasis on homework’s 
role in teaching life skills and work ethic compared to principals (Figure 1). This finding contra-
dicts some previous research suggesting that teachers are less likely than administrators to see 
homework as valuable for developing such skills (Cooper et al., 2006). Our results indicate a need 
for further investigation into how different stakeholders conceptualize the purpose of homework 
and how these views influence policy and practice.

Educational level differences

Clear trends emerged across educational levels, with several homework and grading practices 
showing declining emphasis from elementary to high school (Table 4). For instance, support for 
homework as a means to build work ethic and develop skills decreased sharply from elementary to 
high school. This trend aligns with research by Epstein and Van Voorhis (2001) showing that 
homework purposes shift as students progress through school, but our findings suggest this shift 
may be more dramatic than previously recognized.

The decline in perceived parental involvement in homework from elementary to high school 
(Table 4) is consistent with prior research (Hill & Tyson, 2009). However, our study adds nuance 
by showing that this decline is observed across all stakeholder groups, suggesting a shared under-
standing of changing expectations for parental involvement as students age.

Interestingly, middle schools showed the highest agreement on several items, including support 
for diverse homework styles and grading based on both achievement and effort (Table 4). This 
unique pattern in middle schools contradicts some previous research suggesting that middle school 
practices often align more closely with high schools (Xu, 2005). This study’s findings indicate that 
middle schools may occupy a distinct position in terms of homework and grading philosophies, 
warranting further investigation.
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Implications & Future Directions

The significant discrepancies in perceptions among stakeholder groups and across educational 
levels have important implications for educational policy and practice. First, the misalignment 
between parents’/families’ understanding of grades and educators’ views suggests a critical need 
for improved communication about grading practices. Schools may need to develop more transpar-
ent grading policies and invest in parent education initiatives to bridge this gap.

The declining emphasis on homework for skill development and work ethic in higher grade 
levels raises questions about the continuity of educational goals across a student’s academic career. 
Policymakers and curriculum designers may need to reevaluate how these important non-academic 
(behavioral) skills are developed and assessed throughout K-12 education.

The unique position of middle schools in this study suggests that a one-size-fits-all approach to 
homework and grading policies across K-12 education may be inappropriate. Instead, policies may 
need to be more finely tuned to the specific needs and expectations of each educational level. 
Additionally, the finding that principals often hold views that differ from both teachers and parents 
on key issues like the role of effort in grading (Table 7) is particularly concerning given principals’ 
influence on school policies (Wharton-Beck et al., 2022). This suggests a need for more collabora-
tive policy-making processes that incorporate diverse stakeholder perspectives.

This study also opens several avenues for future research. Longitudinal studies tracking how 
individual stakeholders’ perceptions change as students progress through different school levels 
could provide valuable insights into the dynamics underlying the cross-sectional differences 
observed here. More in-depth qualitative research is needed to understand the reasons behind the 
differing perspectives among stakeholder groups, particularly the unique views often held by prin-
cipals. This could involve interviews or focus groups to explore the underlying beliefs and experi-
ences shaping these perceptions. Finally, intervention studies testing different approaches to 
aligning stakeholder perceptions (e.g., enhanced communication strategies, collaborative policy-
making processes) could provide practical guidance for addressing the misalignments identified in 
this study.

Limitations

Results are based on data from one school district, and it is uncertain if these results are generaliz-
able to other districts with different demographics or economic qualities. Although a 21% response 
rate from parents/families and 50% response rate from teachers are fairly strong and generally 
considered acceptable in survey-based research, we are unable to determine if the perceptions of 
the parents/families and teachers who responded are systematically different from those who did 
not respond. A higher response rate would improve the validity of results and allow greater cer-
tainty in the inferences drawn. Also noted is the variation in response rates among groups. Despite 
the robustness of the statistical tests employed, these differences compel caution in interpreting 
results.

Additionally, the survey instrument asked only “what” questions regarding respondents’ views 
on homework and grading practices. It did not probe further and ask “why” stakeholders held those 
views. Hence, explanations of the reasons behind the identified differences in parents’/families’, 
teachers’, and principals’ responses are only speculative. It would be helpful to know more pre-
cisely, for example, why elementary level teachers leverage homework and grades to cultivate 
home-school communication and engagement more so than do middle school and high school level 
teachers. Further research inquiring about the specific reasons for these differences among parents/
families, teachers, and principals at different school levels will help clarify these important issues.
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Conclusion

This study reveals complex patterns of agreement and disagreement among key educational stake-
holders regarding homework and grading practices. Findings challenge some existing assumptions 
about how these practices are perceived and implemented across different educational levels, 
underscoring the need for a more nuanced, stakeholder-inclusive approach to homework and grad-
ing policies in K-12 education.

To address the misalignments identified, a “Stakeholder Alignment Framework” for policy 
development can be beneficial. This framework would involve regular, structured dialogues 
between parents/families, teachers, and administrators at each school level to co-create policies 
that reflect shared understandings and goals. Specific actionable steps could include (a) imple-
menting transparent grading systems that clearly communicate the meaning of grades to all stake-
holders; (b) developing level-specific homework policies that evolve with students’ changing 
needs and capabilities; (c) creating professional development programs for principals focused on 
bridging perspective gaps with teachers and parents; and (d) establishing regular policy review 
sessions where all stakeholder groups can provide input on existing practices.

Concerted efforts by policymakers and educational leaders to move beyond one-size-fits-all 
approaches and embrace a more collaborative, level-specific model of policy development is possible 
(Fiore, 2016). By aligning homework and grading policies more closely with the nuanced needs and 
perspectives of different stakeholder groups across educational levels, educators can create more effec-
tive, widely supported educational practices that empower all students to reach their full potential.
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