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Student percegti@ns of their behaviors in graded courses were
compared with thDSé:iﬂ courses where they received written
eva1ua?icni lhile they reported working equally hard énd
being equally anxious, they did more of the reading in the
evaluation courses and‘"got more out of" the graded ones. |
"Getting something out of" a course was highly CQT?E1§%€ﬂ,J
with getting feedpack. There were no reported amount \gf
fredback differences between the courses, but differences

in expéctatiéﬁs or quality may account for the finding.

Some correlates of feedback were examined and.a bréader

conception of feedback encouraged.
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STUDENT REACTIONS TO GRALED AND NON-GRADED COURSES

Grading has been a focal point of gducati@naf conflict for decadé§; but no
more or so than during the late 60's and early 70's. Grading was condemned for
generating unnecessary aﬂﬁiety about-performance, leading to the substitution of
the "grade" as anAgﬁd rather than as an inéigataf of learning, and drastically
Timiting the feedback given to the student. New approaches were called for (gig.,v

Lewis, 1973).
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The discussion of suggested options was as torrid as the original confi
over Qraﬁiﬂgi Scme saw each new proposal as the revolution to reestablish the
true meaning of education while others commented, with equal certainty, that all
integrity would be stripped from the educational process. Much of this discussion
took place untempered by anything resembling objective data. |
An alternative to gradingjgﬁat has been tried (anﬁ adopted by at least one
college, a women's liberal arté college) provides the student with a written
critique at thé end of the course. These “evalgéticﬂs“'are placed in the students
ff?e and sent out in lieu of a transcriﬁt with grades. Because ﬁegative'cgmments
can be made in the "evaluaticns", there is more incentive to do effective work
than is the case with the pass/fail system. the most commionly used ‘alternative
to Qradfngi Though if %sﬁcom%OH to decry the need for such eitrinsiz motivators,
their absence in non-graded approaches has evoked much negaiiVE reaction. However,
the elmination of grading may reduce anxiety (Karlins, 1959)-aﬁdAC§m?EtitiDﬂ whi?ef
expanding learning bey@ﬁd that materiailwhich would be covered on ieéts;
Having to provide a critique rather than assigning a grade requires a faculty
.member tc know more about a student's work than is the case routine1y; To facilitate
this, the instftution has 1imited class size to twenty and énczgraged discussion-
oriented ciaésesg-the use of papers ratﬁer tﬁén exams and rggaTar'studeht—fazu1ty

conferences during the semester.
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It would be uzéfu?'ta establish whether these changes have an impact on the -
way students work, their intcraéiian with the faculty and their perceptions of
how much they accomplish in a course. A unique local arrangement allowed an
interest? g Eémparjszﬂ. In addition to (ob instead of) those courses taken
where an eva?uatién is given, thevstudents may take courses at a caardinatg cﬁTTegQ
where gfadea are given. These graded courses generany seem iargef, lecture-
‘oriented a'ﬁd examination-based. |
'Ceméarisnﬁs of students taking a course on a pass/Tail baSis with thoée
taking the course for a grade have been mada almost exciusively by usiﬁéfthe
grades that would have been given to the pass/fail students for the work they
did (e.g. Feldmesser, 1971; Gold, et al, 1971; Karlins, 1969; Quinn, 1974;
Stallings and Smock, 1971). Thesgéstudies genera]iyiiﬁdicate that paés!faii
students do not do so well as those working for a grade. Gold, et al., in a
conclusion that would be widely shared, indicate that "students have learned
how to work for grades and appear to Tearn a Iitﬁié in the process. It is as
yet doubtful whether many have discovered how to learn without grades™ (p. 21)¢
.Those instituting the evaluation appwoaéh hépédAtﬁ'depFDVE this. While thié‘
‘study was unable to assess learning directly, a variety of learning-related
behaviors were measured.

Subjects and Procedure
_SEVEﬂfy studéntsgwcre randomly selected from the sophomore class of 150

wemen. A 24-item questionnaire was handed to each subject during the Tast week

. _ N e = + E * - . R j. _ s
of the semester by one of the researchers and an appeal was made for its return.

* Batty Barrer, Melinda Foley, Paulette Humphrey, Barbara Naumann -and Deborah

Rappaport assisted.
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Sixty questi@nnaires (86%) were returned. Data were used from only those students

L3 . -

taking at least one evaluation §nd one graded course. Fcrty—seﬁén students provided
usable data.

_The questionnaire asked the students fo record, for eééh class they were taking:
ciass’size, én estimate of bhours studied pzr week, the number of out-of-class talks
with tﬁé professor, and the number‘af;éxams and pap2ﬁ5>réquiredi A series of five-
point scales followed designed to assess the ctudents' perceptions of the pr@fessar‘s’
roie in the course and how they responded to the course. BE

Resuits
Repeated measures t-tests were used in comparing the reports of the two types

of courses. . As was expected, students reported that the graded courses were larger,

had more exams and Eaﬂ'the pr@feggagataTking inore of the time. In the evaluation
courses, there was msve‘pérceived freédcm, mare_aésiéned papers and the professor
mafe often knew the students (all differences are significant at p <.05, twoeiéﬂad
tgst), On a number of key questions there were no differences. The students
said the reading loads were similar and that they studied about-as much, ﬁ@rkeﬂ !
about as hard, go* about.as anxious and had about the same ﬁumbér of out-of-class
contacts with the professors in the two kinds of courses. They also perceived
that the ﬁraféssars made equally sincare attempts to know them, knew their work
equally ﬁéil and provided equal amounts of feedback; R | | o
Three.interesting diffefences were iﬁentified; ,Studénts reported com§1et5ng;-
more of the reading in evaluation courses but being more satisfied with and ggfﬁing
7more out of the graded cQQFses. This last difference was the most tﬁéughﬁ*provoking,
‘as none- of the other differences prepared one for it. |
In an attempt to identify factors related to the perception of "getting some-

thing out of" a course, the ratings on this scale vere correlated with all other

<
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guestionnaire itens. As there were ocxtreme differences in class size which might
affect the raéings, correlations partialing out class si%e were used. Data from
both kinds of courses were treated together. |
The major correlate gf the ﬁer;eptigﬁ of "getting something out of" a course
| vas thé:amount of feedbaig,(cammentsg criticism, 5uggé5tians)=on the student's
vork the professor provided (.57, p=.001); also related was feeling that the
céufsé”waéfé;jayabié_(.29} p<.05).
Agafn using partial ccrre?atiu%s to control for class size, the relational
network in which feedback was enmeshed was exp1§red. Feedback was pasitivé1y

correlated with tﬁe number of out-of-class talks with the nrofessor (.44, péi,OOE),

how much of an effort the professor made to know the studentsk(,éﬁ, p<.001), how
vell the professor knew the studénﬁ‘s;wcrk {.67, p=<.001), the student's pe?cepﬁicn
of how hard she worked (.62, p=<.001), the améun} of feedback from other students
(.44, p-iyODE),,SatisfaétiDn with. the course (i4i, b <.005) and the aﬁcuniﬂcf |
anxiety experienced in the course (.37, p<.01). Feedback was negétive1y corréTéﬁed
with the number of in-class exams (-.31, p<7.03) and urcorrelated with the nuﬁbér

of papers written.

biscussicn A
- These data suggest that the ‘use of evaluations is a potentially vfébié

aiternglive to grading, though their use does not Séém to reap all tﬁe'benefjts
hoped for. Students report working as hard in évé1uatign courses as in graded
- ones. " In Tact, they.complete more of the assigned reading, possib]y-because of
-the discussion emphasis. Getting an evaluation dDES.ﬂDtijét the student "off the
- hook" .the Qay-a pass/fail does. :Indeédj these students are equally anxious regarQTess
of whether they are getting an evaluation or 'a grade. ' - : .

Finding that students report getting more out of graded céu#ées prggepts;a
sericﬁs issue, especiai1y as they report working na!havder in these courses.

- : 4
e . 6
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‘Examination of the correlates of "getting something out of" a course uncovered
‘some interesting relationships. Hhiie these correlational data cannot conclusively.
"support a causal relationship, it appears that'the more feedback a student is given,
the more she feels was "gotten out of" the course. The professor doing a lot of
talking does not enhance this feeling (the non-significant correlation is slightly
negaLfve), it is the Spécifié Criticism and advice that seems t§ count.

It is not clear why‘the students felt they "got more out of" the graded tiaESEs,
as there was no reported difference in feedback. While there is no reiaticn between ;
the student‘s perceived freedom to do what she wants in the course and a feeling pf'
progress, it May be that the less structured approach supported by the college
giving_éva]uétions provides fewer benchmarks of progress. It may also be that

~ there is a difference in fhé organization and struéturﬁng aFlthe feedback which 1is
crucial. | | - )

Anéther passipility is thatvthe students have different feedback expectations

. . , o ) : 7 X . é,ﬁi"’“:
fur the two types of courses because the courses differ in both average size and

’apparent edgcati@ngi philosophy. They may have gotten more or bette? feedback
than was expectedlin the graded caurseé or less or poorer tﬁah‘expectéd in. the
evaluation courses. In éither event, the student is less sure that she’“g@é some-
thing out of" the course. This is an area needing fukthgr study.
Having'@utESféc1ass contacts with the-professor is one way of geiting feedback,
and it is gratifyipg tc see that these diﬁeﬁsians are posjtive1y‘reiated@ At least
 far these students, thése contaﬁis.with Facq?ty have been more than just casual
socialiZing. The importance anoutinECTass conﬁagts_has also been documented
by Wilson, et al. (1975). | | |
| Students who get a lot of feedback also reﬁQPt WErkingAhérd in.the céufse.
This ré]atiénship may well beﬁcircu1ar. PerhépSAyau will get more féeéback if you

work hard; but it scems equally likely that getting feedback can stimulate the
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g somoething for her effort.

v"l.".

student to work harder; as she fS‘j ti
Professors wio provide a 1ot Df‘féédgéCk a156_make more of an attempi to know

7 fhé sfudEﬂté énd’seem to know the Student;' work better. It would séem %hése

behaviors would provide nccessary information for giving effective feedback, so

these relationships are not surprising. )f course, gettiﬁg a‘1ot=gf feédback

can also lead the students to feel that the professor is making an attempt to

know them and daeé know their work. It {s interesting to note that the percepticﬁ

that the professor actually knows the students‘in'thE'c1ass as individuals 1is

unrelated to the feeling of getting something out of the course, though it is

positively reTated to rating the course as enjayab1e (.55, p<.061). Making the

attempt to know the students suggests an active process, while actually knowing

them may mean that no’mqré active involvement is occurring; and thus, feedback 3

stops. It is important for a professor to continue to prcvide:feedbéck to those |

students he or she kngws well, though this may be more difficult because there .:
may seem to be 1ittle new to say.  f
Students who get a lot of féedback from théApFGFESSGF also report gettihgra
‘1ot of feedback from othcr students. An interactionibetWEEﬂ characteristics of
the student and features of the class is likely. Some students may act in ways
to encourage feedback, others to discourage it. Brcphy and Good (1974) deséribe

s
several relevant studies. However, it seems pas;1b1e that professors may pPOV1dE

classroom climates which d1fierent1311y encaurage students to ta]k with one anathei,x
‘_ and this matter is worth furthev study. ) ‘ |
- Getting a lot of feedback and being anxious go tagpthpr Igfmay bepthai
anxious students seck more feedback, but getting critical cammeﬁts may ré{se
anxiety, not lower it. Further study is netded to c]érify the direction of this
reTat1on5h1p

It is most interesting that the correTat1on between testis and feedback 15

;,ﬂégativa. Apparent\y tests do not provide the I1nd of 1nformat?@n these students

//;‘.
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7
find mesnﬁhg?ui. Perhaps these tests do Titt1e nore than identify richt and wrong
answers. As far as these students are concerned, there is more to feedback than
this. There is an important message here for programmed learning approaches.

Whiie the importance of feedback for learning has been géneraily conceded,
these dita‘hETP broaden the c@nceptian_af the relationship of fgedbaﬁk to a Qariety
of student and faculty behaviors. More q§tai1ed studies of the EnﬁponEﬂts of
. fee&gack and of effective ways to deliver it can lead the way £o more p?bduttive

educational approaches.
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