EFFECTS OF STUDENT SELF-CORRECTIVE MEASURES ON LEARNINGD

STANDARDIZED TEST SCORES

A Dissertation
Presented to
The Faculty of the School of Education

Liberty University

In Partial Fulfillment
Of the Requirements for the Degree

Doctor of Education

by
Beth D. Poplin

2009



Effects of Student Self-Corrective Measures on Learning and Standareéize8cbres

by Beth Poplin

APPROVED:
COMMITTEE CHAIR Beth Ackerman, Ed.D.
COMMITTEE MEMBERS William Gribbin, Ph.D.

Clarence Holland, Ed.D.

CHAIR, GRADUATE STUDIES Scott Watson, Ph.D.



Abstract
Beth Poplin. EFFECTS OF STUDENT SELF-CORRECTIVE MEASURES ON
LEARNING AND STANDARDIZED TEST SCORES. (Under the direction of Dr.IBet
Ackerman) School of Education, 2009.
This study examined whether students who graded and corrected their own test paper
improved their learning and standardized test scores on the North Carolinacenotsaf-
test in United States History. Four preexisting, intact classroomdajratle United
States History students in two different high schools formed the basis of this quas
experimental, Static Group Comparison Design. Two classes formed the goodno|
and two classes participated in the alternative assessment stwatedyoth groups
taking the pretest and posttest in United States History. The control group had thei
weekly tests graded by the classroom teacher and returned to them, while the
experimental group self-graded and corrected their test papers by usetgtepnined
format focusing on the questions’ main ideas. As the semester concludedasa¢bak
the state end-of-course test in United States History. After comparthgnalyzing
scores, using descriptive statistics and the statistical procedurendéaepsamples
test, this research study determined it was unlikely the treatment hadizepsiatistical
relationship to higher standardized test scores or that students learned moréhthan wi
teacher-only grading. Finally, the researcher failed to reject th@ypdkhesis because
students in the treatment group did not achieve statistically higher scoresgarth

Carolina end-of-course test in United States History than students in thal goodrp.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

This study examined whether students who graded and corrected their own test
papers improved their learning and standardized test scores on the North Carotifia end-
course test in United States History. This dissertation challenged tektbatithere is
no merit in student self-grading and correcting (Sadler & Good, 2006). Teacheggradi
has been the standard that measured a classroom grade and student progress (2006).
While educators have always sought reliable means of improving test sconepsper
adopting different grading practices—practices that include student invoiteroa
class assessments could be an effective way of improving student learningrabg t
raising standardized test scores.

This study used the classroom practice of students self-grading and ogrrecti
their test papers. The intended goal was to discover if this treatment coubdémpr
student-learning and standardized test scores on the North Carolina Untiésd-story
end-of-course test.

Background of the Study

The following section is a discussion of the background behind this research
study. It considers trends, such as a growing importance on standardizedresthat
have been the driving force behind education policy in recent years and current
developments to elicit change. There is special attention paid to some of the problems
educators are facing with the growing importance on standardizeddess.s The
section concludes with a statement of the problem and the null hypothesis under

investigation.



Trends

Student achievement and standardized testing have more prominently figured into
national and state politics in recent years, especially because ioieRtddush’s No
Child Left Behind legislation. The growing trend has been an increasingdodugh-
stakes testing and tactics to raise standardized test scores (Horn, 20f8)'s $ohools
revolve around high-stakes testing and concurrently showing improvement at disdri
state levels. Most states, North Carolina included, have devised a standardwuyri
which classroom teachers must follow and implement. Classroom teachers are
responsible for covering particular goals and objectives, which corvetht¢he
mandated curriculum. At the end of the course, students take their stateshgatudu
of-course assessments.

The schools are increasingly under pressure to plan test strategies, ansl this ha
become a rising trend since the latter part of tﬁrécmltury. William Hayes (2006), for
instance, commented recently on the changes that have affected the neltiools By
comparing the education practices of the past and the emerging strafegigay.
Traditionally, he contended, the teacher’s job was to impart the information and skil
necessary to survive in society. Students were to be passive recipients idubaiion,
and the classroom teachers singularly decided the lesson contents.

As the 28' century progressed, so did the idea that students learn best by
engaging in activities, which provide hands-on experience, and not by being unmotivated
learners. The teacher’s role began to evolve and become more like adadifitat
learning to help provide an intense and productive academic experience (Hayes, 2006).

The new practice of allowing students a more proactive and involved role in their



education had been gaining momentum and support. In recent years, though, ideals that
are more traditional have returned because of standardized testing. Hpgesthat the

new fashion of standardized testing caused schools to employ four strateges¢hat

had a profound impact: back-to-basics movements, mandated state curriculumdstanda
high-stakes testing, and increased school accountability.

Standardized testing, changes in curriculum standards, and emphasis on more
traditional methods of instruction are winning popularity, not just in the UnitedsState
but also in other countries (Phelps, 2000). Phelps gathered research from 31 different
countries and determined that in most industrialized nations, large-scalstdiigh-tests
are growing trends. He argued that not only is there increasing support tayreddi
testing programs and the importance schools place on them, but there are also developing
changes in the styles, types, and reasons for the tests (Gewertz, 2007).

Developments

Considering the expanded roles of high-stakes testing, there are developments,
which seem most promising. In the states of Texas and Maryland, for instance,
departments of public instruction have been changing the ways students test for
proficiency. Departments of instruction have changed from testing knowlethgel ga
over the four-year high school period with achievement tests, to testing what student
should have learned during a particular course, as in end-of-course testst¢G2007).
Gewertz implied there are ongoing shifts in educational thinking away fronxithe e
examinations required for graduation to end-of-course assessments, whgdrpiiisly
applied and aligned with course content, could help guide and deepen instruction and

learning. With the recent interest in testing, foremost in the minds of mangteduis



how these emerging assessment choices combine with and improve upon students’
achievement and learning (Croft, Waltman, Middleton, & Stevenson, 2005).

Shifting focus to a more testing-oriented, educational environment, educators ar
trying to both improve students’ learning and raise test scores to highar |8tate
curriculum departments have begun devising thorough, complex objectives thatsteache
must cover and students must master to achieve proficiency in the coursge (Croft
Waltman, Middleton, & Stevenson, 2005). Because teachers are under scrutiny and
pressure to increase their students’ test scores, the use of certaiegasttprn activities
may aid in improved retention of the material. For instance, Croft, et al. (2@Q&)dar
that teaching more and working harder can encourage improvement, but other methods,
such as correlating classroom content with the curricula and coaching tetsheniay
produce actual gain in students’ learning.

The researchers (Croft, et. al., 2005) did advise, though, that understanding the
types of test preparation practices used is very helpful when accuratetyttrynterpret
score gains. They argued that the goal should not be an artificial gain in students’
achievement based merely on higher scores, especially when the real intamtitins
broaden the domains of content and skill. The researchers recommended varatd-for
preparations for testing because instruction needs to relate diretitytests and should
provide other opportunities for students to adapt to new formats. In this research study,
for example, students utilized the test-taking strategies of self-gradohcorrecting
their papers, with the intended goals of increased student learning and higher

standardized test scores.



At the center of recent developments in testing are President Bush’s No Child
Left Behind legislation and the debate of whether this will prompt notable gains i
students’ achievement (Fuller, Gesicki, Kang, & Wright, 2006). While eachhstaiiés
own scale to determine the level of student learning, there is still a question about how
much a student is learning and whether implementing a standardized test @ impr
knowledge acquisition. Parents, educators, and critics of standardized testing hope to see
more promise for students’ learning and rising test scores; however, th@menging
concerns with the new reliance on high-stakes testing.
Problems

Even with new enthusiasm for student achievement and learning, problems are
beginning to surface in most schools concerning high-stakes testing. Bac&sbo
much reliance on testing, teaching to the test, and the possible loss of ledined thig
cost of standardized test preparation are a few of the issues that giveedicaase for
concern (Au, 2007). In a meta-synthesis involving standardized testing, Au (2007) noted
concerns from emerging patterns of over-reliance on testing and graattexdactory
results than educators had originally intended. Au determined, “The primanyaéffec
high-stakes testing is that the curriculum content is narrowed to testedsutjpect
area knowledge is fragmented into test-related pieces, and teacheasartbeeuse of
teacher-centered pedagogies” (2007, p. 259).

In addition, as schools turn their attentions toward test scores to gaugesprogr
they may find increasingly difficult problems with showing that studentsearaihg
more. For example, as a standardized test score becomes the benchmathkidioto w

measure learning and chart improvement, it may be harder to show Adequaye Yearl



Progress (AYP) (Olson, 2006). When the number of students tested increases, so does
the number of goals schools have to meet. Each year, for instance, an AYP performa
target will increase if there was obtainment of the previous year’s gbat means,
according to Olson, that schools have challenging tasks of trying to improgedess
with different groups of students every time they participate in testiegarglies there
are no easy ways to show continuous improvement from the same groups of students,
especially at the high school level, where student groups fragment intewliftéass
choices.

Finally, there is the possibility that real skill development will be néggiein
favor of time spent on test preparation. While student-learning outcomes areiedt
focus of standardized test scores, higher-thinking skills development and ahalytica
writing could be two examples of skills sacrificed at the cost of spendingalassroom
time on high-stakes testing requirements (Horn, 2003). The current high-stakes
environment has produced some cultural effects as well. In North Carolina téorcms
testing data are beginning to suggest that non-white, non-Asian students and student
with special needs are the groups most deeply affected by high-stakes telsgh
quality instruction could be taking second place to the efforts of improvingctestss It
is becoming increasingly difficult for an educator to remember that stiindd testing is
only a tool for teaching and learning. The tests are not to illustrate congetiti
improvements among schools and states, but to show growth and academic progress,
according to Horn (2003).

Even though there are pressures to show improvement with test scores and

students’ academic growth, educators and policy makers should be aware of taeprobl



that may be surfacing in most schools because of increased emphasis on testing. Fo
instance, excessive test reliance in evaluating student achievemerdaandgeskills
evaluated only by the test are indicators that test scores are now very mhjorta
determining students’ success in the classroom. As the standardized @sing gn
importance, so is the push for the classroom teacher to encourage student ledrning a
raise the score. Teachers and educators are looking for ways to show improvedhent, a
one way could be how students participate in the day-to-day classroom assgssme
Active student involvement in the assessment process forms the foundation of this
research study.

Today’s education system of a standards-based outcome, where standardized
testing measures student learning, has origins in a theoretical anccahg@rspective.
The basis of this dissertation began with the theoretical perspectives of ldesning
Vygotsky’s constructivism, Kolb’s experiential, and Bloom’s mastery legrtheories.
With Vygotsky's constructivism, for instance, students learned informé&mio
themselves by first being exposed to information and then applying it to newosisutti
enrich their learning (Slavin, 2006). Teachers acted more in the capacitycoitatda
or a guide and students took the new information and used it on their path to discovery
learning.

Constructivism encouraged students to be active learners and because of that,
classroom instruction should be more student-centered (Vygotsky, 1978). Learning,
according to Vygotsky (1978), could not effectively occur in a vacuum, but was, by its
very nature, social and interdependent. Jarimillo (1996) agreed with Vygotslass ide

when he stated that the learner preferred being an active participanstr@eargnd



O’Brien (2001) concurred with Jarimillo in stating that when students ingeraath
each other and were involved in a more discovery-oriented classroom environment,
Vygotsky’s constructivist theory was realized in the learning process.

Similar to Vygotsky's theory of constructivism was Kolb’s experi¢m¢iarning.
For Kolb, learning occurred when students were able to observe and then move to active
experimentation where they could process information from multiple points of view
(Johns, 2001). In Kolb’s cycle, learning was more than an assimilation of unrelated
concepts but an active, circular process of personalizing information to amee at
thoughts and conclusions (1983). With experiential learning, the student was actively
engaged in classroom participation (2001), unlike the standards-based instruction that
occurs in most schools today (Bergstrom & O’Brien, 2001).

Learning is an active process and requires effort and participation, acctwrdi
Foley (2002). If students were involved in grading and correcting their own pdygers, t
learners would be following in the paths of both constructivism and experiential tearnin
For example, Slavin (2006) defined constructivism as a process in which students lea
information for themselves by first encountering the new information and thenrapjtlyi
to novel situations to further their learning. In this study, the test correctioesgrad|
allow students to compare new information against old rules and revise what they have
learned as in Vygotsk’s top-down processing and active learning approach (1978).
Additionally, self-grading and correcting would satisfy Bloom’s ideaseonnng
mastery learning (1968). For instance, Bloom believed that instructionatpsastiould
be adapted to the needs of diverse learners. All students should have mastea@a a cert

skill to a predetermined level of competence before they continued to the next topic of



study (Block, Efthim, & Burns, 1989). While students learn at different speeds, their
level of academic attainment varies. Self-grading and correcting wauldtawards the
premise of Bloom’s theory of mastery learning that recognizedsasses as a tool and
feedback as the foundation of modern learning (1968).

While the present-day emphasis is on standardized testing to assessiiog,lear
the earlier theoretical ideologies of constructivism, experiential, anttmadsarning
form the theoretical framework of this research study. Several modermagaycal
studies also support the notion of improved student learning with an active classroom
environment, specifically the strategies of student self-grading arectiog. Recent
empirical studies by Sadler and Good (2006), Stotsky (2005), Au (2007), and Gewertz
(2002) reflected on the changes in both instruction and testing which have been used for
assessing student learning. While educators have reverted to more directiamsto
cover the state-mandated standards for testing (Phelps, 2000), teachexskalddd the
theoretical models of Bloom, for instance, for strategies to improve studemhig, such
as self-grading and correcting (Hayes, 2006).

Struyven, Docky, Janssens, Schelfhous, and Gielen (2006) conducted a study to
determine the effects of end-of-course tests on student learning. Thehesefound
that students instructed in a standards-driven format and assessed with toluttipée
tests might have learned more than students who were assessed by otheructeass, s
with portfolio assessment. Thompson and Newsome (2002) continued research on
testing with their study, which sought to discover if multiple-choice tests colgd he
encourage the use of higher-ordered thinking skills in the classroom. Otherhlresgarc

such as Kohn (2000), McNeil (2000), and Yeh (2001), conducted studies that focused on
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the effectiveness of assessing higher thinking skills with standardize@tesfound
positive results with their research.

Dweck (2000), Clymer and William (2006), and Sadler and Good (2006) reached
similar conclusions in their studies. The three studies agreed that when studamits bec
actively involved in the learning process both weak and strong students benefited,
especially when there were performance strategies designed tbsgetiants
interacting. Sadler and Good, along with researchers Kirby, Downs, andrC@R07)
conducted research on student self- and peer-grading. In both instances, their studies
indicated better student understanding. Falchikov and Boud (1989) and Falchikov and
Gold’s (2000) meta-analyses found positive correlations between student deifygra
and learning.

Using these theoretical and empirical ideologies as a framework,sbarch
study used the concept of student self-grading to determine if the addition ot stude
corrective measures improved learning. In this present research stiidyadé United
States History students were grouped into two sections, control and treatougst gr
Each class took a pretest and participated in the intended research intervegitioer of
student self-assessment with correction measures or control grouppselddie
treatment group mainly focused on self-corrective measures, while the apotipl
went in a more traditional fashion of teacher-only grading on their weekdy Tawe
study concluded with the administration of the North Carolina end-of-course test in
United States History. Final end-of-course scores were analyzed usstgtthtcal
procedure independent samptdsst to determine if the null hypothesis would be

rejected or if the researcher would adopt the null.
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Statement of the Problem
Teachers have traditionally assumed an authoritarian role in the classtbiog s
especially in marking test papers and assigning grades (Guskey, 2007y &atke
that standardized tests have reinforced the idea of authoritarian roleadataed, as
teachers scramble to cover the standard curriculums and prepare studentsdadtbéi
course testing experiences. When students assume involved roles and acticghatear
in grading their tests, final learning outcomes and end-of-course graoiey@{2007).
Research Questions

1. Is there a positive, negative, or equivalent relationship between students
grading and correcting their own test papers and a higher score on the North
Carolina end-of-course test in United States History?

2. Will a comparison between pretest and posttest grades show students learned
more with the intervention of student self-correcting and grading than with
teacher-only grading?

Null Hypothesis

Students who self-grade and correct their test papers will not achiefecargly

higher scores than students who do not grade and correct their own test papers on

the North Carolina end-of-course test in United States History.
Educators should attempt to maintain a balance between the focus of studenitgj lear
and higher test scores. This research study offered a unique opportunity to ehalleng
student learning and further develop a test score strategy from the positiivef a

student participation.
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Professional Significance

This quasi-experimental study of student self-assessment and correction
contributes to the knowledge of student learning and testing. Now, more than ever,
school administrators and classroom teachers are struggling to find d@taeen
improving students’ learning and raising standardized test scores. Thegssisrprto
demonstrate a solid foundation of academic and intellectual achievementtfor eac
student, while concurrently providing academic improvement as shown by the
standardized test score, especially since the No Child Left BehindB)NEgislation.

For the near future, or at least through the next series of elections, stzedlardi
test scores will be important for the President and Congress as they ctmtiefiree the
NCLB initiatives. State departments of public instruction, local school dgstschool
administrators, and classroom teachers are feeling the pressuredlGiBeAct of
2001, in which state academic standards became the center of attention (Stotsky, 2005).
According to Stotsky’s report, “All states are now required to have demanchdgraic
standards in place and to demonstrate steady student progress toward academic
proficiency, as set forth in those standards” (2005, p. 10). The Act now links states’
accountability for increasing students’ achievement to the quality of theindes (2005)
and requires that all students have access to the general curriculum at theatdds
grade levels (NCDPI, 2006).

With the publicity surrounding high-stakes testing, North Carolina remains
concerned about standardized scores from the perspective of its School-Based
Management and Accountability Program, the ABCs (Accountability, BaSarstrol) at

the local level (NCDPI, 1997). The program directors had a definite goal in mind:
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The ABCs set standards for student performance and growth, provided for an
accountability system, deemed schools and districts accountable for students’
education, and insisted local schools and districts involve all parents, teachers,
and community representatives to help develop and implement local
accountability and program evaluation systems that complement the state ABCs
plan. (North Carolina, 2004, p. 10)
Most of the points set by the ABCs plan directly involve measurement by staedardi
tests, and in North Carolina, measurements are mainly end-of-coursé testhigh
school level. North Carolina gives end-of-grade tests as well, but typic#tlg at
elementary grade levels.
The standardized tests should encourage growth and improvement at local, state,
and national levels. For the first time in United States history, mostly becbhN§H B,
“Key elements of the public education system are joined, such as pass rateasurdic
tests by teachers, state accountability, and academic standards fibrdlh sehat K-12
students are expected to learn in core subjects” (Stotsky, 2005, p. 10). Students now have
a guide to what they will learn, and teachers finally know what they aithte State
standardized test scores matter to all involved in education, both in encouraging student
learning and showing continuous growth.
While concerned states now implement their own standard curriculums and tests,
there are no national curriculums or federally mandated standardized ne3@€6] 22
states required students to pass an exit exam to graduate, but only four of those states

used end-of-course tests (Gewertz, 2007). The North Carolina end-of-course tests
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though, are distinguishable from other standardized tests, and this influencesi¢haf val
this research study for educators, especially in North Carolina.

In distinguishing North Carolina’s end-of-course tests, the Departm&ntldic
Instruction asserted that “the North Carolina end-of-course (EOC) testgnitiated in
response to legislation passed by the North Carolina General Assembly &luitthe
Carolina Elementary and Secondary Reform Act of 1984” (NC AssessmefhtZ804,

p. 1). The Act mandated a standard curriculum for all students in the core cordaent are
with tests developed for five foundation subjects: English, Math, Science, SociasStudi
and Vocational Studies. North Carolina developed end-of-course tests for totsteas
“To provide accurate measurement of individual student knowledge and skills specified
in the North Carolina Standard Course of Study, and to provide accurate measurement of
the knowledge and skills obtained by groups of students for school, school system, and
state accountability” (NC Assessment Brief, 2004, p. 1). The North Carolina end-of-
course tests, according to Thompson and Newsome (2002), are distinguishable from
other states in that “if state tests focused more on higher-order thinkingtbleiighese
tests might actually help teachers improve classroom instruction andrasséby
encouraging teachers to include these thinking skills in the classroom” (p. 2) tdo tr
meet this goal, the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction incéepldoath
Principles and Standards for School MathemasindDimensions of Thinkings a
theoretical framework for developing the end-of-course exams. Unlike odites stith
standardized tests, North Carolina’s exams try to foster development of higbaer-ord
thinking and learning skills in the classroom, while assessing these skillsnuglitgle-

choice test questions.
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For instance, Thompson and Newsome (2002) repoifeoheénsions of Thinking
included metacognition, critical and creative thinking, thinking processesthiokeng
skills, and the relationship of content-area knowledge to thinking” (pp. 2-3). The
researchers argued that the North Carolina Department of Public lrstr(M€DPI)
encouraged teachers to use all seven core-thinking skills, which should be the foundation
of the questions on the end-of-course exams in daily teaching practices: knowing,
organizing, applying, analyzing, generating, integrating, and evaluatimgmgdson and
Newsome explained that “the North Carolina department of Public Instriection’
framework also originated from Bloom’s Taxonomy, which includes knowledge,
comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation” (2002, p. 3).
From the foundation of Bloom’s Cognitive Taxonomy, the Department of Public
Instruction further subdivided the question format into three categoriesasfingsthe
varying levels of knowledge acquisition (Thompson & Newsome, 2002). In their report,
Thompson and Newsome discussed the different categories and the levels of knowledge
Category | questions focus on a knowledge and application format, which is recall
and simple application. Category Il constructed questions around a foundation of
organizing and application, which is more complicated, but the premise is the
student should already know how to proceed. Finally, there are the Category Il
guestions that focus on analyzing, generating, integrating, and evaluating how to
solve the problems that should not be immediately apparent without thought.
(Thompson & Newsome, p. 5)
North Carolina has attempted to make its multiple-choice format, end-of-course

test experience an exercise in student learning and critical thinking, rely raeet of
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tests to assess achievement. Phaceton Review2003) ranked North Carolina’s end-
of-course tests at number four in the nation in academic alignment with curresilar t
quality, ongoing ability to improve, and accountability. Educators in Texas, too, are
changing testing formats and moving toward end-of-course tests instegth sthool
exit exams (Gewertz, 2007). Concurrently, California has more than 10 different
examinations in K-12 to determine achievement and proficiency (Califorati@, 2001).
While North Carolina’s end-of-course assessments have become an exampdeateker
have followed, North Carolina’s end-of-course tests are unique in their attempts
encourage student learning and higher-ordered thinking skills (NCDPI, 2008b).

Because of the emphasis on higher-ordered thinking with the North Carolina end-
of-course assessment, this research study utilized the United Statey etst-of-course
test. North Carolina, according to Thompson and Newsome (2002), assesses both
standardized pre- and posttests for validity and reliability when admedsteder the
properly prescribed conditions. This research study used the scores studenésiobt
from the initial administration of the pretest at the beginning of the 2009 spnrestes.
The control and treatment groups then took their final, end-of-course exams at the
conclusion of the semester. Grade comparisons from the pretest to the end-of-course
exam, in both the control and treatment groups, helped determine rejection or adoption of
the null hypothesis by the statistical procedure of independent sarigsts

The goal of the North Carolina end-of-course test in United States History is
measure how well the teacher can cover the North Carolina Standard Course @ngtud
how well the student can master and understand its content (NCDPI, 2006-07). This

research study tried to determine if there were changes in studentsbtestIsecause of
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the treatment, or if the results occurred by chance alone. A final rejettios raull
hypothesis would have indicated self-grading and corrective measuregdatisteally
significant and an indication student learning had occurred because of the intargént
the treatment group.

This research study contributed to student learning and the knowledge of testing
by investigating whether a state test and student self-grading andiogroeuld
positively affect learning. Several researchers (Kirby & Downs, 20@dp65& Good,
2006) have studied possible benefits of student self-grading and correcting, anchrese
findings have typically shown positive results, which might signal viablesgiest for
the future of testing. Also important, though, are the intrinsic values of increadedtst
learning, a feeling of self-efficacy, student ownership, and empowermét in t
classroom, which may come as added benefits. For instance, Kirby and Downs (2007)
stated that “worldwide, self-assessment practice has been gaicogmiteon, and it has
been linked to the adoption of deeper approach to learning: self-regulated learning and
the development of metacognitive skills” (p. 476). Further, Sadler and Good commented
that those students who corrected their own tests improved dramatically insreafa,
and self-grading resulted in increased student learning. Orsmond, Merry, |Egh&a
(2004), too, agreed that self-assessment and correction was useful in helpingta stude
reach his or her learning goal.

While some authors did mention that self-assessment encourages critical thinking
analysis, and improvement (Sterling, 2008), others also found more personal rewards
might be possible, such as the previously mentioned self-efficacy, ownershipelamgl fe

of empowerment. Guskey (2007) argued that when a student took an active approach in
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the classroom, rote exercise and memorization were not the only ways a student
participated. A new, nurturing environment began when the student felt more confident
in his or her abilities and therefore wanted to participate. Further, Guskendedtthat

the students felt a personal ownership toward their education. New opportunities for
academic social interactions followed and gave even the weaker studéngsfeke
accomplishment and empowerment in the classroom. For example, Tan (2008) argued
that student self-assessment had the potential to further lifelong leanxiegngower,

rather than discipline, a student. He ventured that there has always been afdegree
tension felt between what the instructor expects from a student and what the student
believes the instructor wants (2007). When students become involved in self-grading and
correcting, they are more conscious of the set standards for good work andeare mor
keenly aware of what constitutes high-quality work (Andrade & Du, 2007). As & resul
student-teacher conflict and anxiety diminish. Students are in a position enassr

and confidence with their work, and become more motivated to take responsibility for
their learning (Edwards, 2007).

Strong, Davis, and Hawks (2004) and Edwards (2007) for instance, touted the
benefits of self-assessing and correcting because they believed iblsaadent self-
empowerment. Traditionally, they argued, students have taken a secondary pmsition t
the teacher in the classroom hierarchy. The teachers grade andhet@sts, and
students are passive in the learning environment. The teachers are sekkeingly
dictators, and students typically accept the grade and progress to the next topic
discussion. In an environment where students take an active role in grading and

correcting their own papers, though, they assume responsibility for theiniga
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education, and motivation (2004). Strong, Davis, and Hawks argued that the students are
suddenly active participants and are in a position where ownership of their education
becomes apparent; thus, empowerment occurs. Students who are able to correct the
guestions missed have more responsibility for their learning and a gerateras control
(Strong, Davis, & Hawks, 2004). This feeling of control gives the learners a sense of
increased self-worth and self-efficacy. The students become activepaarts, and

suddenly they are even more involved and interested in the classroom environment.
Students, according to the researchers, are no longer passive recipients af¢@olle

take an active role in their learning.

Finally, self-grading and correcting gives the students a chance tdydastr
mistakes, helps reinforce what they have just learned, and allows them to hadgaiteme
feedback (Edwards, 2007). The learners quickly profit from their mistakes by not
missing an opportunity for reinforcement. In the conventional way of assessment
teachers sometimes taking several days to grade and return papers, tite stadiel
most likely have forgotten the questions and lost any desire to pursue the rightsansw
Students care more about the questions missed if feedback is prompt.

Definition of Key Terms

Several key terms are used through the course of this dissertation. Words
included in this list are mainly educational terms that need clarificatiad to a
understanding this experiment. The following terms appear in alphabetical order:
Achievement LevelsStudents’ learning and progress appear on North Carolina’s end-of-
grade and end-of-course tests by achievement level (NCDPI, 2006-07). Tehknerar

achievement levels:
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Level IStudents performing at this level do not have sufficient mastery of
knowledge and skills in this subject or course area to be successful at the next
grade level or at a more advanced course level.
Level Il Students performing at this level demonstrate inconsistent mastery of
knowledge and skills in this subject or course area and are minimally prepared to
be successful at the next grade or course level.
Level Il Students performing at this level consistently demonstrate mastery of
grade level subject matter and/or course matter and skills and are poitde for
next grade or course level work.
Level IVStudents performing at this level consistently perform in a superior
manner clearly beyond that required to be proficient in this grade level or subject
matter and are very well prepared for the next grade level or for a more edvanc
level in the subject area. (NCDPI, 2006, p. 1)

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYF)ccording to the NCDPI:
AYP measures the yearly progress of different groups of students at the school,
district, and state levels against yearly target goals in readiggége arts and
mathematics. All public schools, in North Carolina and throughout the country,
must measure and report AYP as outlined in NCLB. AYP is the minimum level
of progress in reading/language arts and mathematics proficiency made by
students in a year. (NCDPI, 2006-07, p. 1)

Alternative assessmenthis referred to assessments that measure students’ learning in

forms other than traditional pencil-and-paper tests.
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AssessmentThis referred to the process of evaluating a student’s knowledge or skills in
the classroom setting.
Control group: This was the group of students receiving no alteration in assessment
during the study.
Curriculum: This referred to the organization of subject matter taught over a prescribed
period of time (NCDPI, 2004).
End-of-Course (EOC) testAll high school students in North Carolina are required to
take end-of-course tests for the core subject areas of math, sciendestadma, and
English. The end-of-course tests are standardized tests and are meanirtioelete
student performance in a particular course, according to the NCDPI:
EOC tests are designed to assess the competencies defined by the Naorth Carol
Standard Course of Study for 10 different subject areas, including United State
History, and must be taken during the last 10 days of school. (NCDPI, 2006, p. 2)
Experimental or Treatment grouprthis referred to the group of students that received
the experimental, altered-assessment strategy of self-graithgelf-correcting.
Grade level, Achievement Level Ill, and proficiency levacording to the NCDPI:
Each of these terms refers to student work that meets the achievementistehdar
by North Carolina. Students scoring at Achievement Level Il or Achiemém
Level IV perform at grade level and are well prepared to meet thendsméthe
next grade. At the high school level, the tgnmficiency levels more frequently
used and refers to students scoring at Level Il (83-92 percentile schue)ebr

IV (93-100 percentile score) on end-of-course tests. (NCDPI, 2006, p. 2)
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High-Stakes Testing:his described the uses of standardized achievement tests that carry

serious consequences for students and educators (NCDPI, 2006-07).

Learning: This term meant the knowledge or skill acquired by instruction or study

(Merriam-Webster, 2008).

Learning outcomesThis term described the result of what students may have learned in

a unit of study or the whole course. Measured outcomes on North Carolina’s

standardized test grades fall within the score range of a Il or IV\eerhent level on the

end-of-course tests (NCDPI, 2006-07).

North Carolina Standard Course of Studiccording to the NCDPI:
The North Carolina Standard Course of Study provides every content area subject
a set of competencies for each grade and high school course. Its intent is to
ensure rigorous performance standards that are uniform across the state. It
content standards and describes the curriculum available to every child in North
Carolina’s public schools. (NCDPI, 2008a, p. 1)

No Child Left Behind (NCLB)According to the NCDPI, NCLB is defined as:
The reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Authorization Act and
represents a sweeping change in the federal government’s role in local public
education. NCLB has a variety of goals, but the most dominant ones are for every
school to be at 100 percent proficiency by 2013-14 as measured by student
achievement on state tests and every child taught by a highly qualified teacher
The law emphasizes new standards for teachers and new consequenceslfor Title
schools that do not meet student achievement standards for two or more

consecutive years. (NCDPI, 2006, p. 2)
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Pacing guide: This referred to a written schedule displaying the alignment of concepts,
topics, and skills related to a particular curriculum addressed over a defrretiqde
time (NCDPI, 2006).
Pretest: This referred to the test given to students at the beginning of the semester bef
any coverage of the course curriculum has occurred.
Proficiency: This term meant the mastery or the ability to do something at grade level
(NCDPI, 2006, p. 3).
Self-assessment and self-gradiri@pth of these terms referred to the process of students
grading their own test papers using a pre-coded answer key createddacties .t
Standardized testAccording to the NCDPI:
This term meant a test administered and scored in a consistent manner. sThe test
are designed in such a way that the questions, conditions for administering,
scoring procedures, and interpretations are consistent and are administered a
scored in a predetermined, standard manner. (NCDPI, 2006-07, p. 2)
Student LearningThis term referred to learning that was student-driven or student-led.
Teacher grading: This term referred to the process of the classroom teacher grading the
students’ test papers.
Test corrections:This referred to the altered assessment strategy in which students
analyzed and wrote about the missed questions on their tests.
Traditional assessmentThis referred to the process of the classroom teacher grading the
students’ test papers and returning them for the students’ inspection.
Summary

The first chapter of this dissertation discussed the background, stated the



investigated problem, and probed the professional significance behind the ppsdibil
using student self-grading and corrective measures. The next chapteslestbali
theoretical and empirical foundation beginning with a review of literatureréuew of
literature first focused on the early theoretical aspects of lepinvolving the theories
of constructivism, experiential theory, and mastery learning. The second reet of
literature review focused on current learning trends, performancestaatid potential
strategy benefits. The third chapter of this dissertation detailed the methodiodzpn
for the research study, while the fourth and fifth chapters discussed thécatadistlyses

and conclusions.

24
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

A large body of literature on student learning and self-grading provided the
foundation for the following research study. This chapter examines both theamrtical
empirical studies which demonstrate the evolving nature of today’s educatian.syste
The first section in this review of literature details the search pracasaskthe different
historical theories of learning that influenced this study. These theories haveiedrib
evolve into today’s concepts of a standards-based, outcomes-based education in which
standardized testing measures students’ learning. The theoretical peespsistussed
include constructivism, experiential learning, and mastery learning. Comgltia
theoretical discussion is a section on how education theory has changed iyeacgnt
transitioning from the three main theoretical perspectives to the current tfeor
improving student learning with standardized testing.

The second section of this chapter focuses on a review of empirical studies
involving learning and student self-grading and correcting. While standardstedyt
continues to gain momentum in mainstream education, there is a solid research base
indicating that standardized test preparation in itself is not necessanho#ieffective
way to increase student learning. The empirical studies concentrate onhreséa
alternative means of assessment, such as student self-grading andhgorrecti

Theoretical Review

The review of theoretical literature centers on three different theories:

constructivist, experiential, and mastery learning. With constructivistythdiscussion

of Vygotsky’s perspective occurs through top-down processing and discoverndearni
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Second, Kolb’s experiential learning theory, in relation to how active student
involvement has influenced education, emphasizes the importance of learner involvement
and the circle of learning. Finally, the theoretical review concludes witbra in depth
discussion of Bloom’s mastery learning theory. Bloom’s theory emphasizes the
importance of varying instruction and evaluation technique, such as using setirasise
and correction as a tool. The empirical review focuses on instructional andressgess
variation in the modern classroom of standardized testing and paves the way for thi
research study.
Constructivism

According to Slavin (2006), constructivism means that students learn information
for themselves by first encountering information and then applying it to newicisi#o
further their learning. For instance, in constructivism, teachers assist students in
obtaining the information, but the learners have a responsibility to take the new
information and discover how to apply it to the things they already know. Students
should also learn to realize new ideas and relate them to alternative situ&tiavis
argued that in this way students are able to compare new information againg®ld r
and continually revise what they have learned. In this sense, students are nmeich mor
active with their own learning than in the traditional classroom mentalityiomealt in
Dewey'’s setting (1983). In Dewey’s traditional classrooms, the desks Staight rows
and stayed anchored to the floor to keep the students from moving the chairs. The plan
was to discourage interaction among the students and prompt stricter attention to the
teacher. The teacher delivered instruction, the student passively receiuactiomstand

the idea was that the learner automatically internalized and utilized atfomio make a
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learning connection. In the classroom, learning was a passive activitytthath |
interaction between the student and teacher and with minimal social contact, even
between learners (Dewey, 1995).

In constructivism (Slavin, 2006) the student is an active learner, and because of
that, constructivist method encourages a more student-centered instruction. As modern
educational practices have changed since Dewey’s time, so, too, have the theories of
learning. Piaget (1952) and Vygotsky (1978) pioneered the idea that learning could not
effectively occur in a vacuum, but was, by its very nature, social and interdependent
within the learning environment. Vygotsky’'s theories on sociocultural development,
according to Jarimillo (1996), actually predated the educational movement of
constructivism and found increasing support in the modern views of constructivist
learning. Vygotsky (1978), for instance, believed that social experienceslishape
students, and being in a group, such as the classroom, encouraged and nurtured individual
cognition. According to Jarimillo (1996), internalized concepts, obtained through self-
discovery, constructed a child’s intellectual personality. He arguethinégarner was
not an empty vessel merely awaiting knowledge from an instructor’s lectuiesta#d
preferred being an active participant involved in hands-on activities thatnteresting
and challenging. In the classroom, students interacted with and learned frommelroth t
peers and teachers.

According to Kozulin (1998), for instance, Vygotsky believed that particular
learning activities provided a framework for guided instruction. An exampe wa
Vygotsky’s top-down processing strategy. In the classroom setting, tihetdmgan

with a problem, sometimes presented by the students themselves, and then students
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worked to discover how to solve the problem (1998). If actively involved in discovery,
students might have developed problem-solving skills and engaged in socio-cultural
learning experiences. This was the point Vygotsky (1978) called cograaffelding,
which reflected the cultural process of assistance through cooperation and attabor

Top-down processing, social interaction, problem-solving, and an active learning
approach are indicative of Vygotsky’s theories on learning (1978), and allsef the
ultimately lead to discovery learning by the students (as cited in Slavin, 2006).
Discovery learning is part of the evolving process of Vygotsky’s theory (19h&)hw
has become more prevalent in recent years (as cited in Bergstrom &1Q'Boi01). The
premise behind discovery learning, according to Slavin, was to encourage stodents t
learn and discover mostly on their own, with the teachers ultimately asgtimeirole of
facilitators instead of leading the classroom process. As students discaegygsifor
themselves, the pupils actively engage in the learning process and assume more
responsibility for their own learning. In the case of today’s classroatudant who
self-assesses and corrects his or her paper is beginning the self-gisew/érarning
process. From the standpoint of Vygotsky’s original theory, constructivism hasevolve
and incorporated such strategies as top-down processing and discovery learning.
Experiential Learning

Another theoretical perspective is that of experiential learning theoryha
work undertaken by Kolb. According to Johns (2001), Kolb’s experiential learning
theory emphasized the importance of learner involvement in education. For Kolb (1983),
active learning meant more than just having the student enter the classrdgmeaf a

desks and remain in the position of a passive learner. The student needed to be involved
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in his or her own learning and discovery process. Kolb meant for students to assume an
active role in the classroom. Johns discussed the beginning of experiantizide

theory, which had its start with the human and cognitive development research that began
in the 1870's with the concept of pragmatism.

While Kolb wanted educators to shift to a more experience-based approach, he
highlighted the need for learner involvement and developed a model, which he tieemed
cycle of learningd1983). In Kolb’s cycle of learning, there are two dimensions to
education, which are the gathering of facts and the processing and pensgradlizi
information (1983). Thus, in his cycle, students move from reflective observation to
active experimentation where the students can absorb and process information from
multiple points of view. Kolb, according to Johns, believed that for learning to be a
complete process, incoming knowledge must travel in a circular pattern, f@so€ycl
learning, which meant moving from an experience, to reflection, and finally to a
generalization and application of the learned concepts (2001). Kolb believed that
learning did not merely proceed in a linear fashion from one seeminglytedretancept
to another, but was an active process of assimilating information. The prognessild
finally combine an active process with previously learned and experiencegtsotace
arrive at new thoughts and conclusions. Kolb believed that learning was arcircul
process that continued to fashion itself in a reoccurring pattern. Learningaisixed
process, but is shaped through experience and further exposure to detail (1983).

In experiential learning, then, the pupil has the opportunity to fashion his or her
education experience with active construction and participation in the classtimg, s

which forms the basis of Kolb’s cycle of learning (as cited in Johns, 2001). A prablem i
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today’s schools, according to Kolb’s model, is the emphasis on a standards-based
instruction. For instance, by focusing mostly on state-mandated standards ssanelent
only receiving a surface approach to learning as a means to achieve an eéed: hig
standardized test scores. Student motivation may be merely superfidiahssiudfilling
a testing requirement, and might lead to a situation in which a student is doing just
enough work to obtain the extrinsic objective for that class period. If Kolb’s cycle of
learning were applied to the typical classroom setting, then the instructat meed to
incorporate activities, which would strengthen student involvement. The students’
motivational outlook would then change from an extrinsic acquisition of standards-
related material to an intrinsically motivated, active approach to excellenc

Learning is an active process and requires effort and participation on tloé part
the students, as well as interaction with the instructor (Foley, 2002). Teabbald
promote interaction between the students and the intended instructional matetésld, ins
of encouraging students to become passive learners. Students should have the
opportunity to become involved in activities that simulate Kolb’s four learning maogles, a
explained in his cycle of learning: direct experience, reflection andwattser, theory
and principle, and application to practice (as cited in Johns, 2001). Involving students in
grading, and more importantly, correcting their own papers should fulfill the needs of
Kolb’s cycle of learning by encouraging a student to be part of his or her ammig
and discovery process. Concurrently, the pupils would become actively engaged in the
constructivist approach of top-down processing advocated by Vygotsky.
Mastery Learning

A final historically evolving theory for consideration is that of Bloom'’s t@as
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learning concept. While Kolb’s cycle of learning posed an active, cialigaoach to
knowledge acquisition, Kolb mentioned additional elements such as the students’
knowledge base, procedural skills, self-regulation of learning, and motivation anot] aff
which were also part of the learning process (as cited in Vermunt & Verm2Q04).
While Kolb focused on the active participation of the student, Bloom believed that other
aspects, such as using assessment like a tool, were necessary for atomsi(euskey,
2007).

According to Slavin (2006), Bloom’s mastery learning defined a process of
adapting classroom instructional practices to the needs of diverse learnergreiise
was to make certain that all, or nearly all, of the students masteredia s&ifl to a
predetermined level of competence before they continued onto the next skill el (B
Efthim, & Burns, 1989). In the traditional classroom, most students had the same amount
of instructional time to master the objectives before the class moved to themexb$
topics. Bloom theorized, and several other contemporaries of his agreed (Feuerstein,
1980; Gardner, 1983; Arrendondo & Block, 1990), that if each student had as much
instructional time as he or she needed to master the concepts, every pupil would
eventually arrive near the same level of competence. Students who had trouble keeping
up needed even more instructional time and assistance. Slavin (2006) stated that the
premise of Bloom’s theory was that almost every student could learn a subgsential
skills, while the student and teacher acted in the appropriate roles to bring aboert le
success.

In support of this research study is Bloom’s (1968) contention that assessment is a

tool and that feedback, self-correction, and enrichment should become the cornerstone of
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modern mastery learning (Guskey, 2007). Bloom argued that in the traditional classroom

over 90 percent of students were able to master what teachers wereottgiacht, but

there were also limitations to learning. He theorized that teachismidénts the same

way and giving the learners the same amount of instructional time would produte muc

variation in students’ learning. Bloom cautioned that after most classrooraraests

teachers found initial instruction had not been appropriate for all students, and the

assessments did little more than verify that there were discrepant@easning. To

combat this problem, Bloom suggested that instead of teachers using classroom

assessments to determine inequalities in learning, the tests could diagnodaahdi

learning problems and help design remediation schedules (as cited in Guskey, 2007).
The premise was for the student to work through the problem again to make

certain he or she learns from the mistake (Guskey, 2007). Bloom also advocated the use

of assessments as tools but further mentioned there were more responsdyilities f

classroom teachers than merely correcting the assessments and papénsgoack to

the students. Immediate feedback is important, but the student must have the opportunity

to engage in an active, corrective activity for each formative aseatsifihe corrective

measure, self-correction on a returned test paper for example, means alstadent

detailed direction of how to master the skill of each objective. Guskey further

commented that, if appropriate, corrective initiatives should occur in theadassiThe

corrective activities would catch minor problems and prevent them from later dexglopi

into major learning difficulties. The instructor has the ability to changeerdanize

his or her instruction, which might prevent the same learner misunderstandimgs duri

future instruction.
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After classroom corrective measures conclude, Bloom (1968) recommended that
students take another formative assessment, which might vary slightly. cbimel se
classroom assessment would serve to verify whether the correctiveraselaad been
effective in assisting mastery of the concepts, and the follow-up test weaalthgi
students another chance at success, perhaps to improve their achievemenbtmautivati
class. Theoretically, the strategy of self-corrective measured keld in the modern
classroom to assist students working through initial misunderstandings of theeskm
content. Second, self-corrective measures could aid in utilizing the stadetd-eourse
assessment process to determine if any improvements in learning havecbfrouanrthe
initial classroom formative assessment process.

Through formative classroom assessments and correction of learnerEoons,
believed that all students could learn more than with traditional approaches in the
classroom (1968). Guskey (2007) reiterated Bloom’s message that feedbaek lyads
not enough to improve student learning and that criticism paired with a corrective
measure would offer guidance and suggest how to manage improvement in progress.
Guskey further argued that correctives in themselves were not good enough, but needed
to be qualitatively different from the instruction which the learners had ipitedeived.

Bloom (1968) also stated that teachers should routinely accommodate different
characteristics of student learning styles. After the students hareedteedback,

worked through the corrective process, and engaged in additional assessment torcheck f
understanding and improvement, they should show increased learning through formative

assessments; thus, enrichment would have occurred.
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Bloom (1968) cautioned against the students engaging in the corrective measures
outside class. He said that when students used corrective measures, theneaded
to have the teacher’s direction and input for guidance during the classroom experience
He believed that when instructors have the students merely do correctiviéeactivi
outside class, learners rarely experience the same degree of suttesshers have
students complete the corrective activities in class, the end results should lreaseinc
in students’ confidence in learning situations and in initiating corrective t&esian their
own (Guskey, 2007). Block, Efthim, and Burns (1989) also cautioned about the time
needed to implement Bloom’s advocated corrective measures. They statedilgnat
corrective measures were effective with enhancing students’ leamdrgkals, teachers
found it difficult to plan additional tasks during an already tight schedule.

A study by Whiting, Van Burgh, and Render (1995) and a meta-analysis by Kulik,
Kulik, and Bangert-Drowns (1990) reached similar conclusions about the apparent
effectiveness of mastery learning. The 1995 study found that students who hadlengage
in mastery learning were more likely to have positive results on tesssbeteer grade
point averages, and even better attitudes toward school. Similarly, in abumogr
studied by the 1990 meta-analysis where students participated in the nestangl
strategy, the students made impressive gains academically. Resultaéistery
learning have been consistently positive.

In the present age of President Bush’s No Child Left Behind legislation, the
importance of curriculum-based outcomes measured through standardized tests continues
to grow. Theoretical literature from researchers, such as Vygotsky, Kolb, amah Bl

tends to support learning strategies that are active and student-orieraecing.e
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described as a circular format that includes instruction, student involvementtized a

corrective initiative carried out in a classroom setting, occurs with teashistance.

Previous research studies, such as the 1990 meta-analysis (Kulik, et al., 1990), have

indicated that students actively engaged in the learning process performegragra hi

degree of consistency and mastery than students who were not actively engaged.
Empirical Review

Organized into three categories, this section shows the differencesiéterce
evolving, theoretical aspects of learning discussed in the last section and she way
educators evaluate learning and performance in today’s schools: curremigesnds,
possible classroom strategies, and benefits from self-grading. Thesdatiors work
together to help determine how a teacher instructs and even how a student learns.
Current Learning Trends

While the previously discussed theories focused on Vygotksy, Kolb, and Bloom,
modern theories emphasize different instruction techniques for improvingiigawhile
theories of learning are still evolving among educators, there are di#sranmodern
schools’ beliefs of how students learn and the best ways of assessment. SSediesl
have examined characteristics of learning in today’s schools, such as bedeydta
driven, test-oriented, and learner-active.

With the passage of the No Child Left Behind Act in January 2001, state
academic standards and standardized curriculums became an essermidhpart
education process. According to Stotsky (2005), once the legislation went icto effe
states needed to have demanding academic standards in place and waysiof asses

academic progress. Schools wanted to demonstrate continued academic sdccess a
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progress toward proficiency goals, as defined in the standardized curriculuntisteth
by the states or districts. The legislation also prompted an accountalpétt & each
school to show increasing student achievement. Now, as compared to educational
practices in previous decades, states have a responsibility for estatdis@ngf
consistent standards and objectives students should master. The schools have a
responsibility to provide all students with the highest quality teacheilalaleaand
students are expected to learn the standards and be able to perform at thepiats
levels of proficiency to show that learning has occurred.

In addition to the No Child Left Behind Act, some states have also devised
specific, standards-driven plans to assist in implementing changes. Nartim& dor
instance, has a program called the School-Based Management and Acabuntabil
Program (the ABCs), which has set state standards for students’ perfermeuie
school districts accountable, encouraged parental involvement, and recognized the
public’s need to keep abreast of educational happenings (North Carolina, 2004). Stotsky
(2005), along with Au (2007), became intrigued by the new standards-driven learning
approach, but both had questions concerning the effectiveness of, and perhaps over-
emphasis on, summative evaluations at the conclusion of courses. Stotsky wondered
about the quality of the standards: if the principles were demanding enough, if the
instructions were clear, if the teachers’ training was sufficient, ahe ihstructors’
knowledge was current for the demands of a standards-driven course.

Au (2007) hoped to answer some of these questions in his meta-analysis of 49
studies that focused on the effects of the standards-driven curriculum and how the

resulting tests affected the classroom. Au’s findings seemed to offeadiotdry results
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from what he was expecting. For instance, instead of discovering that thedsandar
driven curriculums increased the exposure to varying teaching practices, Auesaw e
less student exposure to new ideas and concepts. He discovered that the content
narrowed to cover only the curriculum objectives, which the students focused on during
the formative evaluation process. Further, he argued that in most of the studexg, subj
knowledge was fragmented into pieces of specific, testable information, ttziher
delivered in a more holistic approach in which the students could develop new ideas and
make assumptions which might carry over to different subjects. Au and Stotsky (2005)
both found that most studies demonstrated an increase in teacher-centerediggdagog

In support of the standards-driven curriculums of today Au did find that in some
of the studies a more defined set of standards has led to content expansion, integration of
knowledge, and more student-centered cooperative learning opportunities (2007).
Clymer and William (2006) also supported the use of the standards-driven curriculum.
They argued that assessment systems derived from the standards supgroiitegl le
because students were obtaining information in incremental steps instelaat ohak.
Students, according to Clymer and William, learn #maartis not necessarily something
they are, but something they become.

While several researchers (Clymer & William, 2006; Au, 2007; Stotsky, 2005)
have discussed the changing structure of today’s educational environment, tlsre is a
the trend of the test-oriented classroom. Some of the initiatives the No EftiBidhind
Act required were intended for school districts to show increasing studeeveciant,
as states were now accountable for progress (2005). To fulfill this requirenosht, m

states are now focusing more on standardized tests, such as North Car@i@a’plan
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(North Carolina, 2004). Several states, Texas for instance, have traditionatly g
assessments based on the knowledge students have accumulated over the years, but that i
changing, too (Gewertz, 2007). Gewertz argues that more states aretriggsio
standards-based tests and end-of-course exams, which assess what studentdhée
course. She contends the tests are meant to be rigorous, while aligning with course
content to deepen students’ understanding and knowledge of the content standards.

A test-oriented school experience affects all students in North Cardiona, (

2003). While schools are stressing the standards-driven curriculums and the end-of-
course tests, researchers and educators alike are attempting to find thiéetiost e

form of testing to assess students’ learning. Au (2007) conducted a qualitative
metasynthesis, which analyzed 49 studies to discern how standardized tetgd affec
curriculums, measured contents and the types of knowledge learned, and determined the
pedagogies chosen for the classrooms. He cited contradictory trends in tisearedul
argued that students received more narrowly defined curriculum content than was
expected to be on the standardized tests. While he recognized the inherent need for
assessing classroom progress, he questioned the effectiveness of sucklia@@eyon
testing. There appeared to be less active learning and more teachexecadiigities,
such as direct instruction.

Au (2007) found that in only a few of the studies the standardized end-of-course
tests overtly caused an expansion in classroom direction, instruction, and more student-
centered activity. Au argued that the majority of classroom situations he stedmedds
to fall into the category described by Hayes (2006), as a back-to-basicsemtve

Hayes described American education as being almost in a regressive moveraes¢ be
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teachers were reverting to strategies and classroom instructidicd tesed in previous
decades. Hayes cited examples, such as more teacher-oriented approhédhesra
cooperative learning activities available to students, to demonstrate theedecli
classroom instructional variety. Hayes also noted more emphasis on lecturidgritoor
cover the materials required by the curriculums. Most states now claiondang to
Fuller, Gesicki, Kang and Wright (2006), that they have more students than before
scoring at or above the average annual levels of improvement.

There are still considerable debates over the improvements in studeimgear
Some of these debates may have occurred in response to the standardized csitwiculum
the end-of-course assessments students are taking. Phillips argued (2000), iro$upport
Fuller, et al. (Policy Analysis, 2006), that his study of national and internatrendls
indicated a concerted move to increase the emphasis on a test-oriented school
environment. Phelps maintained that in his analysis on the continuing trend of
standardized testing, he found that in 31 countries there was large-scaletbestisogss
student learning or achievement. He stated that in 28 countries, the number of subjects
and the frequency of students tested had increased over a ten-year period, irscompatri
to only three countries that had stopped using standardized tests.

Concurring with the upward testing trend discussed in Phelps’ study is a report
released by the California State Postsecondary Commission (CSPi@r(Gabtate,
2001). CSPC reaffirmed the analysis in Au’s (2007) research, which indicgtediag
trend in state standardized testing, in addition to the complexity and diveisifioathe
overall formative assessment. For instance, the CSPC report began waHtlneseory

of California’s standardized testing program and then summarized changekidiohs,
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which have continued to occur in recent years. The CSPC report mentioned that even in
recent years, student testing had become so diverse and inclusive that, a the tim
article appeared, California used more than 10 different forms of standardizetbte
assess student achievement and proficiency. Texas now utilizes 12 end-otestarse
targeting different grades and subjects (Gewertz, 2007), while additiotes, stach as
lowa, continue to expand their testing programs (Deeter & Prine, 1998). 3¥ipsis
Tennessee, Maryland, and North Carolina lead the nation, according to Gewertz and
Horn (2003), on the most research into standardized testing. The researchers wanted to
determine how a standardized test could benefit the multiple groups of studesds@sse
yearly. Gewertz & Horn investigated North Carolina, which claimed to bisated
end-of-course tests for all content areas (North Carolina, 2004). The testai@aart to
assess the implementation and learning achievement in every curriculum.

Struyven, Dochy, Janssens, Schelfhous, and Gielen (2006) conducted a study on
the overall effects of end-of-course tests on student performance. Theyhaigessen
though school educators have many more resources than in previous years, thé standar
mode of assessment still involves traditional evaluation techniques, such es amtt
oral exams. The researchers looked at several different means of ass@ssoding
portfolios, peer assessments, and multiple-choice evaluation formats. THeydea
collection format which employed both pre- and posttest designs. The authors wanted t
see if after administering standardized testing on the two differirggmots, they could
assume that a multiple-choice test serves the purpose of measuring knaelgageion
and knowledge construction.

In their study, after administering the two tests to students, theclesear



(Struyven, et al., 2006), discovered through ANOVA and the Bonferroni comparisons
that the groups which had taken multiple-choice tests outperformed the groups which
participated in other assessment structures, such as portfolio and case-$esRdas.
The researchers also discovered that students assessed with the muliteléechmats
outperformed all of the other categories tested, except for those dngageblem-
solving activities. In the problem-solving activities, the students assesgedmultiple-
choice formats still scored in an average range. In their conclusionsséaecteers
argued that the students who engaged in the multiple-choice question formatagerfor
to a higher degree than the students evaluated during the class in an altéyrmagve
such as with the portfolios. In fact, the researchers found that studentségsigfaio
work typically waited until the last minute to do most of the project, and thertifer
authors attributed some of the testing success to the last burst of leaahiwgrthinto
building the portfolio.

In further support of the multiple-choice format test and the summative avaluat
technique of end-of-course testing the researchers (Struyven, et al., 200&idednicht
the enormous amount of content knowledge students had to learn prior to taking the
assessments put them into the position of being able to focus solely on the final
assessment. The students were not spending their time searching for #rs.answ
contrary to the students who had been working in the portfolio format. The resgarche

concluded that multiple-choice testing was supportive of student performareetinaim
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some of the other alternative assessment methods, such as portfolio and peeerissessm

They determined that student-led, activity-based learning effecteetpeted with the

multiple-choice format tests; however, results were inconclusive about thegesce
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involved in students’ learning. The researchers (Struyven, et al., 2006) surmiseld, thoug
that the type of assessment does make a difference. They recommended &eé#nehre
into the assessment process using triangulation of methods, searchessingstudent
learning outcomes, and standards taught from the curriculums.

While Struyven, et al. (2006) studied the effectiveness of multiple-choicefend
course assessments, Thompson and Newsome (2002) wanted to discover if multiple-
choice tests could also help facilitate the use of higher-ordered thinking rskiiks i
classroom environment. Thompson and Newsome worked from the premise of three
studies: those of Kohn (2000), McNeil (2000), and Yeh (2001), who collectively wanted
to see what would happen if state tests focused more on higher-ordered thinking skills.
Perhaps classroom teaching and assessment processes could improve because of
including strategies for the sake of end-of-course assessments. Thompson soch&lew
conducted workshops throughout North Carolina and involved more than 60 teachers
who both analyzed and wrote end-of-course items. The result, according to the study,
was a grouping of the testing items into specific categories, which tigdiglifferent
levels of thinking skills. The study helped state officials facilitatertbiision of higher-
thinking skills and prove the testing framework could be a viable tool for classroom
assessment (2002).

The growing trend in recent years, especially in North Carolina, has beendhat of
standards-driven curriculum, implemented in each classroom. The No Child beftiBe
Act has pressured states and districts to develop accountability measuces, w
determine student progress. Classroom activities often focus on lessons gfith a te

oriented mentality, knowing that students, teachers, and even schools are acctamtable
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meeting minimum proficiency goals. In addition to the curriculum standards and-end-of
course tests, there are still pressures to give students a leameredcitation.

Emphasizing a standard curriculum, assessing student progress with arcendsef-

test, and implementing a learner-active approach in the classroom may provode a
complete learning environment for students.

Each student in the classroom learns differently, but the present testebriente
accountability system demands that every student test in the same foitiméhewi
multiple-choice end-of-course assessment. Guskey (2007), in agreemenioeitiisB
models on mastery learning, commented that teaching all students the sameingy, g
them the same timeframe in which to learn, and then testing for proficiertiheisame
format created diverse results in student learning. Bloom (1968) argued thatueent
could learn to the same competency level, but the process, strategy, and tindgareede
that to happen were different for each person. Bloom’s mastery learning eéeaghas
variation in learning tactics and highlighted that it was the teachspsmsibility to
structure the delivery and assessment process to accommodate the digsimilar
learning styles. Other studies (Gardner, 1983) have supported the need for varying
instructional techniques, but with the increasing emphasis on standardizedaedting
accountability measures, teachers have to incorporate alternativer laetimities. One
of the practices mentioned in the previous theoretical section Bloom advocated,twas tha
of a more learner-active approach.

Active student learning, according to Walberg (1986), involves implementing
plans, which help students actively participate in the learning process. tidstmay

include cooperative learning, group presentation, peer- or self-assesamiemistake
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correction after receiving feedback from the teacher. Bloom (1968), and latelyGuske
(2007), both advocated using a classroom much as a laboratory setting. Instead of
students being passive recipients of knowledge, for instance, they would actively
participate in activities. After gathering and compiling data from 7,000 higiosc
students, Whiting, Van Burgh, and Render (1995) determined that students had better
classroom and standardized test grades after having actively particgiptte learning
process. Concurring with Whiting, et al. (1995) was a meta-analysis conductedigy K
et al. (1990), which found there were fewer educational treatments that eothgist
demonstrated the level of student achievement than those which actively involved student
participation in the learning process, such as receiving feedback and comaistaiges.
The researchers’ results were in agreement with Walberg (1986), who drgued t
students using feedback and corrective measures learned more with lésmvaria
achievement outcomes.

Struyven, et al. (2006), who researched the effectiveness of testing, alsaesippor
an active-learning approach to teaching, especially when evaluating studant
multiple-choice, end-of-course test format. In their study, the résrarcommented
that a student’s performance on knowledge construction was higher than when a student
merely acquired information for a test. The authors also stated, concurringleath B
(1968), that weaker students performed significantly better and learned more when
engaged in active classroom environments during monitored work time. Michlitsch and
Sidle (2002), when advocating an active approach to learning, suggested arranging th
classroom learning structure around a case-based assessment apdneaehard

problem-solving assignments, which might include real-life cases or problamd)ith
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the students would do the appropriate research, discovering the information and contexts
behind the legal and social aspects of the assignments. The researcherdhatghisd t

was one of the best strategies not only to get students actively involved in their own
learning, but also to help further develop higher-order thinking skills in the process

Clymer and William (2006) studied strategies of how standards-basedgradi
systems improved learning expectations for students. The authors commented that
classroom learning should be a dynamic process with the aim of involving each student,
not a static environment that encouraged shallow learning. The researchenslednt
that if students understood the learning and testing process, then the pupils would have a
deeper understanding of what they had learned, and by the end of the term, the learners
would be more actively engaged in their own education.

To reinforce their theories, Clymer and William (2006) gathered survey response
from students on grading and classroom instruction techniques. The researchers
determined, as did Dweck (2000) in a similar study, that when students assumed a more
prominent role in their own education, the learners tended to develop a deeper
understanding of the targeted curriculum goals. Students took more of an interest in what
they were doing and became more involved in the education process. Suddenly
education was an ownership issue for the student. The classroom-learning environment
could be a place where the teacher was more of a coach than an instructor (2006).

When students become actively involved in the learning process (Clymer &
William, 2006; Dweck, 2000; Black & William, 1998), there are also opportunities for
interaction between weaker and stronger students. The students who benefibrmost fr

the active learning process are the highest- and lowest-achieving studentgwe
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increased exposure to one another and therefore have the opportunity to interact with and
learn from others (1998). While researchers and educators alike advocatesatmere
approach for students in the classrooms, the question still remains as to which technique
are the most effective for both encouraging student learning and incressasgraent
performance, especially since the recent emphasis on improving standasdizabtes
remains a major issue in education. A more current shift to active studenpptaic
involved the performance strategies of self-grading and correcting, whglne of the
focus points of this study.
Performance Strategies

There are several performance strategies, such as cooperativegleahiah
have received careful attention from educators, but only recently havechessdregun
to study student self-grading and corrective measures as a possiblspedeistrategy.
Traditional educational practices, as previously mentioned in this study dueitigie of
Dewey (1968), meant the classroom arrangement had desks in straight rows, and the
teacher formally assumed a dictatorial position of authority and information
dissemination. Students received information, answered test questions wibhizeem
answers, and received feedback only when the teacher returned the graded papers.

To assess and return papers quickly, some teachers currentlysalidents to
grade quizzes, and peer grading is more common than self-gradnbg, (Rowns, &
Colleen, 2007). Teachers traditionally viewed self-grading iress Ipositive light
because of the possibility of cheating (Sadler & Good, 2006; Edwards, 30@ng,
Davis, & Hawks, 2004). In recent years, some researchersri@eecarefully examined

self-assessment as a strategy for deeper learning and aeasgimvement for testing.
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Through the years of 1961-1989, Falchikov and Goldfinch (2000) conducted studies on
alternative assessments, most notably self-grading, and the pdssit#fits of tests as
learning tools. Falchikov and Goldfinch argued that universities hdlized self-
assessment for years, as the collegiate settings have ermmbueatjve learner
experiences grounded in the philosophies of Piaget and the construtiughts of
Vygotsky. Falchikov and Goldfinch (2000) argued that self-grading wouwddltrén
detailed self-examination of the learner’s progress, whichdvoaturally lend itself to a
learning experience.  Universities increasingly utilize -asffessment techniques,
especially in the business and medical fields, where therecessigy for a student to
effectively examine and analyze his or her performance (Falchikov & Boud, 1989).

Falchikov and Boud (1989), for instance, conducted a meta-analysis involving 48
studies focused on student self-grading. At the onset of their study, the resgarch
intentions were to examine the differences between students and teacdirg grarks
when assessing the same student performance. The authors concluded tindénie st
who had the most educational experience, graduate students, for instance, were able t
self-grade with the greatest degree of accuracy. The reseaatdtediscovered that the
more experienced students were most likely to underestimate their owmyzaréer.

While the underlying assumption was that self-grading students inflatéesgra
Falchikov and Boud (1989) determined that in most of the studies there was no overall
consistent tendency for students to under- or overestimate their performance. The
authors found, though, that stronger students were more able to assess their grades tha
weaker students, who tended to inflate marks (1989). Building from the studies of

Falchikov and Boud’s meta-analysis, Strong et al. (2004) conducted a case stuély on se
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grading and determined self-assessment was beneficial to the leaqméngece. The
authors performed their study on a college-level, general educationmtbiss@ed to
determine whether the self-grading systems were appropriate.

Their case study (Strong, et al., 2004) spanned a period of two semesters and
involved 480 students. In both semesters, groups of students took the same number of
quizzes, projects, and tests while taught in the same format. The classemtthaht
same classroom had every aspect duplicated as nearly as possible, sachsasittors,
teaching assistants, and grading policies. The research study began witmtietinte
delivery of instruction followed by the formative assessment. Duringssokster, the
instructor followed this structure then concluded with the final course exam.

At the end of the first semester, the instructor assessed the students’ total
performance in the course and determined class grades based on the same grading
practices used for the second semester; however, the instructor did not repsrtagrade
the students. Strong, et al. (2004) then had each student meet with one of the teaching
assistants to discuss the course and his or her grade. During the conferetweetite s
learned his or her ranking in class. This was meant to make the student aware of his or
her relative position in class grade rank and in the shape of the general grading curve

As the meeting concluded between the teaching assistant and students, the
students were given a self-evaluation form to complete, which was meant todwdie pr
structure and evenness to the self-grading process (Strong, et al., 2004 ud€htsst
were to use the self-evaluation form to review their performance in cldsssaign
grades. After the meetings, the teaching assistant compared the geastesiénts had

given themselves to the marks the instructor had assigned. The same cowgsg del
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test, and grade assignment methods became standard the second semesten|yiuoept
instructor awarded grades.

The researchers gave participants in the second semester course a guestionnai
which was meant to survey students’ opinions of the grades they received and their view
on the value of self-assessment (Strong, et al., 2004). The researcherswuotiadyl
about grade inflation, and their study did support the concern. The authors found that 57
percent of students rated their total course performance in the A rangeasvtier
instructor-assigned grades only reflected 31 percent had achieved that $eore. T
researchers surmised that student self-grading might improve the efiessvaf certain
assessment practices, such as multiple-choice tests.

The final determination of their research led Strong, et al to conclude that sel
assessment, if properly implemented, could effectively assess studemg¢af4).

While grade inflation was a problem, the researchers recommended usiagsssment

in a smaller classroom setting with students properly trained to perform tauldasts

of the instructor. Concluding, the researchers found student self-grading wétsva pos

learning experience for the students, and as a result, recommended in the futhee tha
instructor shift more to teaching and self-grading activities than togegjrang grades.

While researchers (Falchikov & Boud, 1989) have commented positively on the
benefits of student self-assessment, such as enhanced critical-thinkysgsaaadl
improved student learning (Freeman, 1995; Sterling, 2008; Sadler & Good, 2006),
Stefani (1994) conducted a research study to determine the reliability aftsasdegned
marks with potential learning benefits in self-grading exercises. Isthdy, the subjects

involved were two first-year undergraduate biology classes engaged utilaties. At
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the beginning of the study, the students determined the assessment scaleatsemaig
a high degree of student ownership throughout the process.

When the laboratory activities for the two classes were completed, tleatstud
had seven days to finish and submit their reports. The teaching assistantsigraded t
students’ work, but did not release the grades to the participants. After thedsgve
period had passed, the assistants returned the work to the students. The students self-
graded their papers and returned the work to the teaching assistants. #fteriey the
results, Stefani (1994) determined that when the students self-graded theiy thapers
grades were more stringent than when the teaching assistant assessek. tAdhere
was also an indication that students who received higher marks from the asssgant
likely to have underrated themselves more frequently than students recewerg |
marks.

Stefani’s final determination (1994) was that the use of student self-grading, in
place of the assistant’s scoring, resulted in a similar scoring pattemokt of the
grades, with only a small tendency towards underestimating. She did note that students
seemed more motivated and interested in the lab assignments than usually obedrved,
she wondered if this had to do with a greater sense of student involvement. Stefani
commented at the conclusion of her study that one characteristic of arveffeatner
was that he or she had a realistic view of personal strengths and weakaes st
argued that learning to self-assess was a valuable part of the educatesspi®he also
reported that “the correlation between the students who self-assessed ducmg sleeof
the semester and the outcomes of their final exams hadadne of 0.71, while the

correlation between the grades assigned by the teaching assistant amal thédomes
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on those exams were givenrawmalue of 0.58” (p. 73). Stefani (1994) explained that this
statistic was an intriguing result because it suggested that when sktfggatone
determined exam results, the outcome was moderately similar to the gladmed
when the teaching assistant was responsible for assessing the final exam

Stefani reported that after the study had concluded, students completed a
guestionnaire concerning their perceived experience with self-grading. Sheented
that almost 100% of the students who responded said that the self-grading procedures
made them think about the responsibilities and requirements of the course more, and 85%
of the students claimed that they learned more than when engaged in the traditionally
structured classroom environment. While Stefani still questioned the validélywfy
on student self-grading to determine marks in every instance, she arguédttigents
were to become accustomed to self-assessment early in the classgiiity witéhe
grading system might be manageable as students became familidrenptiocedures.

While there have been numerous studies on student self-assessment (Falchikov &
Goldfinch, 2000) at the college level, only recently have the emphases on standardize
tests sent educators scrambling to find alternative classroom methods teancrea
students’ learning. Using the premise of Stefani’s study on the benefitglehsself-
assessment, Sadler and Good (2006) built on the idea that self-assessment not only
increased student performance and learning, but also helped teachers pfeparing
standardized tests. For their research study, Sadler and Good involved four middle
school science classes. They intended to compare grades awarded byhdrddeac
grades the students both assessed themselves and peer-assessed, to iflétermine

results were comparable. Like Stefani, Sadler and Good stated that ¢inere w
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considerable benefits for students who took an active role in the classroomgearnin
process, and one of the best ways to do this was for the learners to become involved in
grading. Sadler and Good argued that using self-grading as part of the stedentsgl
experience may have benefits that transcend the subject-matter amguiStudents are
able to look deeper in their own learning and begin to become aware of their own
strengths and weaknesses, as Stefani (1994) mentioned.

Sadler and Good (2006) also argued that bringing the students into a learner-
active environment could make classroom activities more productive, friendlier, a
more encouraging for students to work in a cooperative role together. Additionally, t
researchers contended that the reasons for, and value of, testing becanypparerd
the students, as did their desire to work with a deeper sense of motivation and purpose.
The authors reasoned that when students worked within the grading structure of the
classroom, then ideas and any negative emotional responses they felt éstvagd t
began to disappear as the testing experience became less threatening ifndgnyst
Students were suddenly partners in the learning process instead of testetssubj

While Stefani’s research study focused on the self-grading capalmfites
college level science class, Sadler and Good (2006) stated that very few kawdie
actually focused on elementary and high school age children. Instead, all ofifiee st
they found, even the ones included in Falchikov and Boud’s 1989 and Falchikov and
Goldfinch’s 2000 meta-analyses, occurred at the college level. With their 2006 study
Sadler and Good evaluated the possibility of classroom teachers using esthasst in
the K-12 range, too, in hopes of finding self-grading to be beneficial for both teachers

and students.
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When their study began, Sadler and Good (2006) worked to determine how close
grades assigned by the teacher were to the grades determined bgehésst The
researchers wanted to discover if student self-grading could be a substitesecher
grades and if student grading could be a tool for increased learning. The study was
conducted in four heterogeneous science courses where the class mpaos tiests
and quizzes were all within 0.5% of 85%. The participating classes were assigmed t
of the four groups: the control group, in which there was teacher-only grading; a group
that self-graded; and two groups which engaged in peer grading.

The teacher had constructed the test, which contained both multiple-choice and
essay questions. The students used their notebooks during the test. When classes
finished with the assessment, the teacher conducted a discussion with the students t
allow input in devising the grading rubric. One week after administering anchgridei
first test, the teacher gave an identical test to the class with tieeceadlitions as the
first assessment. The researchers analyzed 386 test grades. Thewsemirdescriptive
statistics, such as establishing means, standard devidtiests, and ANOVA (Sadler
and Good, 2006).

In their analysis, Sadler and Good (2006) determined that self-graded papers
correlated with the teacher-awarded grades.976), which demonstrated a high inter-
rater reliability. When compared to the students who peer-graded another’stmaper, t
researchers discovered that the self-assessing students tended toahauafjee points
above the peer-graded students in grades, not because of grade inflation but because of
higher learning gains. According to Sadler and Good, the self-grading studeiets te

make larger achievement gains at all ability levels than the other groge wdacher
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graded the papers. The researchers determined that self-gradirng wasr¢ effective
technique at all performance levels.

In attempting to answer their early hypotheses, Sadler and Good (2006) responded
that the results supported the fact that self-grading students’ scordatedrotose
enough with the teachers’ marks to be a reliable substitution, even by seveertl.grad
The researchers argued that “students at all levels appear to benefielfrgnading,
with significant gains at the lower and middle levels” (p. 25). Sadler and Good (2006)
concluded their study by commenting:

Student grading is not an isolated educational practice, but is a part of the system

of learning and assessment carried out in a teacher’s classroom. It involves

sharing with students some of the power traditionally held by the teacher, the
power to grade. When used responsibly student grading can be highly accurate
and reliable, saving teachers’ time. In this study, self-grading apjocfarsher

student understanding of the subject matter taught. (p. 28)

Research studies conducted by Sadler and Good on student self-grading
demonstrate that particular technique can improve learning and understanding. Student
self-assessment in the K-12 setting could help students become more activkigd in
their education and help in preparation for another situation, such as encountering the
states’ end-of-course tests. While Sadler and Good (2006) argue that stuelgatosedf
is helpful in encouraging learning achievement, it is only one part of the graating
performance process. Self-grading is very important in encouraging sittdent
involvement in classroom activities and in learning outcomes (Stefani, 1994). This

research study took the idea of self-grading from Sadler and Good and triednurdete



if the addition of students correcting their own papers would improve learning, which
may positively affect students’ scores on the North Carolina end-of-coatse ténited
States History.

Even though there have been numerous studies conducted on the effects of
student self-grading (Stefani, 1994; Sadler & Good, 2006; Falchikov & Boud, 1989),
there have been few studies on the effects of student corrective measuresamihg |
process. According to Forbes, Popard, and McBride (2004), teachers who both
encourage students to make corrections on class work and stress the value of it are
teaching the students to be independent problem-solvers. The researchefsstamha o
was teaching reading, so they knew the value of allowing students to makkesis
providing the opportunity to work through problems, using the mistakes as a way for
students to realize errors, and then working to correct the misconceptions. The
researchers argued that learning to read is learning from correcttakes, and
therefore correcting mistakes is a very necessary part of theoclasexperience (2004).

Forbes, et al. (2004) commented, “Correction is an observable behavior from
which we can infer the reader has engaged in monitoring and searching str§pe@pes
The authors argued that when students began learning from their own mistakes, the

learners also benefited from self-instruction and felt intrinsically ré@¢h The authors
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found that students who are high-achievers corrected themselves much more frequentl

than lower achieving students and that self-correcting behavior probably hasa tut
value for struggling students as well. The researchers believed that students
routinely self-corrected were more likely to have developed metacogrktilge s

indicative of the progress older students made after having learned to readhdirigsfi
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indicated that when students realized they made mistakes, the learners watilchedte
be eager to correct the errors and then use what they knew in application to otiney lea
situations. Finally, the researchers supported the belief that teacheraludd v
corrective behaviors in children indeed helped the students in problem-solving skills,
which the pupils took into other subjects and opportunities for learning.

While the idea of using corrective measures encouraged students whenréhey we
learning to read, Clymer and William (2006) supported Forbes, et al. (2004) in the notion
that when students corrected themselves, learning improved, especially indgandar
based grading systems. In their study of grading practices in theesclassroom,

Clymer and William found that students performed better when given feedbackdthat di
not just say they had done a good job, but offered corrective advice on how to learn from
the incorrect responses. Bloom (1968) agreed, in his discussion of mastery lelhating, t
one the biggest problems for a classroom teacher was that the instruction teclasique w
simply not appropriate.

Bloom (1968), for instance, believed teachers should use their classroom
assessments as learning tools. Teachers should provide a learning environment whe
students can receive immediate feedback and use that feedback to guide themselves
correcting errors. Bloom recommended that tests become part of the clatsaaung
environment, where identification and remediation of student problems follow. Bloom
recommended the use of feedback and corrective measures in his magsterg,lead as
Guskey also mentioned (2007), students would have an opportunity to overcome their

difficulties and then have a second chance at success.
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Guskey (2007) argued in support of Bloom’s (1968) theories when he commented
that in the normal course of classroom testing, coupled with the students incogporati
corrective measures on their errors, all students could learn more ane Bebeiter
education than was typical under traditional methods of teaching. Guskey (2007%) furthe
stated, “By itself, however, feedback does little to help students improve Hrainig
Significant improvement requires feedback to be paired with correctiegisitias that
offer guidance and direction to students on how to remedy their learning prolggems”
16). In the case of students utilizing teacher feedback for corrective purpasksyG
believed in handling corrections differently than from the original delivemystfuction
and integrating different learning strategies. For instance, Guskeyeed that
merely giving papers back and letting students rework the missed problemsedid lit
help them learn from their mistakes. For a student to really improve, learadizpfk
activities needed to be structured in such a way that the student would receiveeguidanc
and direction from the teacher as well as from another student who would actaas a tut
(2007). Students can learn from the testing process, especially when incorpet&ting s
assessment and using their completed work to guide revision efforts (Andrade & Du,
2007).

Arguably, current searches into the literature indicated a growingstteward
utilizing student self-corrective measures in the classroom, but most etct studies
focused on self-corrective measures for spelling words, foreign lang@egkestudents
with disabilities. The research studies focused on corrective measupedlimgsand
students with disabilities (Alber & Walshe, 2004, Viel-Ruma, Houchines, & Eiedr

2006) have centered attentions mainly on elementary school students. Conversely,
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studies involving the use of corrective measures for foreign language toqguisve
concentrated mostly on college-age or adult learners (Yoshida, 2008; and Hall, 2007).
Without exception, all of the preceding studies recommended the possibility of
conducting further research with high school students, which was the intended focus of
the present research study.

One of the problems facing instructors utilizing the corrective efforts, thasig
the question of how soon after receiving feedback students should begin to analyze and
correct their errors. Mathan and Koedinger (2005) contend, in their study on delayed
versus immediate feedback, it is important in the learning process thatigerrec
measures begin as soon as possible after the actual test. The resea@gbenat
students rely on feedback more and more as the learners begin the seliveorr
measures, and timely feedback is important to guide the error modificationgoroces

Mathan and Koedinger (2005) conducted a research study to determine if
immediate feedback followed by corrective measures seemed to workfteksarning
and achievement. The researchers selected participants from a |quaiabgm
employment agency. The experimental session lasted for three days and inwvald se
sessions. The experiment consisted of a pre- and posttest design, with sections
containing problem-solving, conceptual understanding, and multiple-choice questions.
At the conclusion of the pre-test, one group of students received immediate feedback and
engaged in corrective measures at that time, while the other group had to eeaitatirs
for the same feedback and resulting corrections. After both groups had wample
identifying and correcting their errors, the participants testeith.agéne researchers

determined the group which had received immediate feedback and promptly undertaken
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the corrective measures performed at a significantly higher fratecoess on the final
test than the group that had waited three days before beginning corrections.

Conversely, Mahan and Koedinger (2005) argued that immediate feedback and
corrective measures, such as student self-grading and correcting, couldiender
learning process because learners might not exercise the new skills thegeking
environment. Their research, however, supported the notion that immediate feedback and
correction methods are more effective than grade feedback alone.

Concurring with Mathan and Koedinger’s research was the study conducted by
Grobe and Rendle (2007), on finding and fixing errors in worked examples. The
researchers contended that when students worked through examples, such as in
mathematics, it was important for the learners to recognize mistakesgteamors, and
apply the concepts. Grobe and Rendle (2007) argued the necessity to study the benefits
of an incorrect solution for three reasons: an error is an inherent part of human life
previously understood knowledge is persistent, and the probability of having a right
answer can be increased by reducing the chance of getting a wrong gnt¢r The
researchers conducted a study in which students either were given incorrecsdosw
worked problems or had problems with incorrectly worked steps (2007). The pat8cipa
then worked at solving the problems. Grobe and Rendle concluded from the outcomes
that while students did not know if feedback from the instructor was incorrect, in either
the solution or the steps, students seemed to benefit most when they were attempting t
write self-explanations. The authors determined that a mixture of correct angatc

solutions enhanced the final student outcomes when comparing test results. The
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researchers also concluded that when students had to explain which part of the worked
problem was erroneous, the quality of the students’ self-explanations improved.

Further research by Yoshida (2008) and Hall (2007) determined that learning
improves with self-corrective measures in the classroom, and if therengesdime
available for students to work with corrections as a guided activity amidetesigpport,
students could indeed learn more. The researcher continued by saying that in the
classroom students do not always pay attention to what the teacher commundages
the teacher gives students an opportunity to work through and correct items for
themselves, the students may have more interaction time with the instruogiida’
concluded with the comment that even though finding time for students to work through
corrective measures in class was difficult, teachers should try to @wapgrtunities for
more self-correction.

While research studies have supported the use of corrections in foreign language
classes, there has been growing support for the use of self-correctegissratith
students in elementary school who are struggling with disabilities or haviioglties
with spelling. Shelia and Walshe (2004), for instance, conducted a research study that
focused on six students and their weekly spelling words. The research study involved
giving the six students a weekly list of 20 spelling words, which were divided into two
lists of 10 words. The students practiced writing one group of words, then went back and
corrected the few misspellings after completing the list. With the gtioeip of words,
the students wrote the list and immediately self-corrected if therennstakes.

Shelia and Walshe (2004) determined from their study that all six studenésispell

a higher percentage of words correctly when the learners had practicearisaifion.
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The researchers argued there was a difference when corrective measureed, as the
findings indicated that the longer a teacher waited to begin correctionsdiefféztive
was the learning process. The authors argued the importance for students¢o recei
immediate feedback after obtaining new skills so they did not practice itememwars.

Viel-Ruma, et al. (2007) conducted another research study working with spelling
and students with disabilities. Like Shelia and Walshe (2004), they found that inenediat
feedback from the teacher, followed by self-corrective measures fronutient,
increased student learning and understanding. Viel-Ruma, et al. asked threts stude
with learning and spelling disabilities to participate in their resedocly s The students
received 16 vocabulary words every week. During the first week, students learned the
words through the traditional method of writing the word three times while lookitgy at
correct form. The second week students used an error self-correctiogystfargiting
the word and then checking its spelling accuracy (2007).

The researchers determined, as did Shelia and Walshe (2004), that the use of
student self-corrective measures was more effective at improviriopngperformance
with the students; however, Viel-Ruma, et al. (2007) also noted several dificultiech
they had not anticipated encountering. For instance, the researchers fourtdléhéiten
students reported learning more using corrective measures, the students ldignntot ¢
prefer any particular strategy. Additionally, the authors commenteththatudents had
little desire to engage in self-corrective measures and recommenduet fegearch into
ways of making self-corrective strategies more desirable (2007).

Most of the research studies examined here involving self-grading and self-

correcting have cited increased student learning, both in problem-solvingaskilfsom
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the perspective of today’s standards-driven classroom environment. Educatonisi@re tr
to increase standardized test scores, especially since the No ChiBehefd legislation,
because of the desire to increase student learning. While there are cendsytduch as
classrooms structured on a standards-driven, test-oriented path, perfortretegees,

such as student self-grading and correcting, may improve test scores aaskirstoelent
learning. Research in the areas of self-grading and correcting have shosvn thos
strategies to be promising as classroom reteaching-retestitegisa(Sadler & Good,

2006), but there are other potential benefits as well, such as increased learninggdenhanc
self-efficacy, and higher standardized test scores.

Benefits from Self-grading and Correcting

The previous sections in the empirical review have emphasized current learning
trends and performance strategies, which could improve classroom testingraimgyle
outcomes. Increased student learning, enhanced self-efficacy, and thegshall a
higher standardized test score comprise this concluding portion of the empwieal of
literature.

In their 2006 study on self- and peer-grading, Sadler and Good cited several
benefits to students grading their own papers. While the authors argued thadialf-gr
were beneficial for the teacher on several levels, they also found that whertstude
tested a second time there was an increase in understanding. Sadler and Goodtstated tha
even in previous studies, such as Falchikov and Boud’s 1989 research on self-grading,
when students received quicker feedback their understanding about a topic was deepe

and the learners became more aware of their own academic strengifesaindsses.
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Continuing, Sadler and Good (2006) found that students were also more interested
in the learning process when grading their own papers, and therefore were pengaps mo
willing to spend extra time preparing for class and studying. From theésre$tie
study, the researchers claimed that students who self-graded routinelyneertoatter at
higher-level skills than students who received graded tests from the teacher only
Students who graded their peers’ papers, according to the researchers, did not seem t
have gained any further understanding than from the usual experiences ef-tgaded
tests. The study found that students who self-graded their test papers did@ppeara
better understanding of the material.

Additionally, other research studies agreed with Sadler and Good’s assessment.
Stefani (1994), for instance, concurred with Sadler and Good’s (2006) argument that
students experienced an increase in learning when engaged in the process of self
assessment. She stated that when self-grading papers, students tended to hdwe more o
realistic perception of their own abilities and, as a result, became moeesvsed and
critical of shortcomings. The author stated that knowledge of a weakness could
strengthen academic standing once a student became aware there wasra [Bbble
found when students self-assessed their own tests that almost 100% of the time the
learners said it made them think more, and 85% of the students claimed that they had
learned more through self-grading than when traditionally assessed bgcthert(1994).

Additional research studies by Freeman (1995) and Struyven, Dochy, Janssen,
Schelfhout, and Gielen (2006) supported the notion that students who utilized self-
grading and even self-corrective measures in the classroom learnedhamoséudents

who only received graded papers from the teacher. Freeman’s research fowtethat
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teachers incorporated self-assessments into the classroom environmeng learni
increased and standardized test scores for the group were better. Hellibhéegelf-
assessment motivated students to learn at a deeper level, and their thinkeagrang |
skills became more enhanced by the experience. He further stated tlssetsrent
system a teacher used highly affected the performance and outlook for a cladsmtfsst
Struyven, et al. (2006) argued in favor of using self-assessment in the clgssroom
as they saw a significant positive relationship between student perforarzchtiee
resulting effect it had on the end-of-course assessments. The resefochdrthat when
students took tests based on the multiple-choice formats, such as an end-of-cpurse tes
performance seemed to improve because the learners were more antyagjgcein their
own instruction and assessment, as with self-grading activities. In additisaséagch
findings also concurred with Freeman’s (1995) conclusions that the students’iparcept
of the assessments, coupled with their involvement in the learning process, imfluence
learning. Struyven, et al. stated that if educators wanted students toldaeper, more
meaningful ways, then students needed to participate in assessment adtatitresuld
challenge and help them want to learn.
Struyven, et al. (2006), found that while the active participation of students in the
assessment process affected learning, the type of assessment mighiatigt@oduce
an effect on student learning. In the report, not all of the types of assessodinats s
showed comparable results. The study pointed favorably to the multiple-chage test
though, because the authors argued the possibility of students learning for undegstandi
even when involved in an objective-testing format. The result, the researchetsdepo

was that the students received high scores on both knowledge acquisition and knowledge
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test items. This helped the authors determine that the choice of a partidirgr tes
method and the actual assessment chosen made a difference in learningedicbees
stated that it was possible to conclude from their results that multipleediesiing was
more beneficial to student performance and learning, in comparison to some of the other
testing methods, such as portfolio assessment.

Agreeing with Struyven, et al. (2006) were Falchikov and Boud (1989) and
Kitsantas, Reiser, and Doster (2004) in their studies on self-grading and thigapote
affects it had on students. In their meta-analysis, Falchikov and Boud stateddhat “I
long learning requires that individuals be able not only to work independently, but also to
assess their own performance and progress” (p. 395). Kitsantas, et al. deté&ronme
their study that when students became more self-regulated learnerss suwnahey
participated in activities like self-assessment, there were ayafipbsitive outcomes
including a higher degree of skill acquisition and satisfaction. They believed that
students who routinely engaged in self-evaluation during activities usually autped
students not encouraged doing so. Kitsantas, et al. (2006) stated, “Research has shown
that students who evaluate their own work are more likely to attribute poor peré@man
to strategy deficiency rather than to effort or ability and, thus, searckvioways to
enhance their learning” (p. 271). Student performance and attitude, according to
Kitsantas, et al. (2006), affected learning, while Strong, Davis, and Hawks (2004)
additionally stressed the need of having a learning environment where stulldres fe
to experiment creatively with learning.

Strong, et al. found, too, that some of the students in the study believed self-

grading affected their desire to learn more. Students also felt encourdgediti@rent
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ways to learn. Guskey (2007) expressed belief in self-grading by aggest all
students could have better grades on the end-of-course formative assessauits, g
point averages, and attitudes toward learning all school activities when stuskethtself-
assessing techniques. Walberg's findings (1986) agreed that self-gaadicgrrective
measures helped students learn and had the potential of closing achievemant gaps
testing.

While researchers and educators alike have been trying to discover therlssst
of strategies to increase learning and raise standardized test Huaregudies into
student self-correcting and grading have yielded additional benefits, sucheasatc
motivation and a positive sense of self-efficacy (Andrade & Du, 2007). For instance,
Andrade and Du found during their study of undergraduate students’ experiences with
criteria-referenced self-assessment, that students reported havingfragresitive
attitude toward class work, teacher expectation, and the course of study.orediyiti
the research subjects reported that the experience with self-assessde them feel
there had been improvements in their quality of work and motivation to learn.

Concurring with the findings of Andrade and Du (2007) was Locker and
Cropley’s (2004) study on the effects of testing anxiety in male anddeadalescents.
They found that with the increased emphasis on standardized testing, students were
reporting more anxiety, more stress to succeed, and a greater need to perkuectede
standards. Locker and Cropley first wanted to measure how much anxiety stellents
during the classroom instructional day and testing time. The researctezmsided that
when students had engaged in a more active role during the typical classroomiday, suc

as utilizing the strategy of self-grading, they reported feeligydagious and stressed
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when taking standardized tests (2004). Students reported more feelings of confidence
and self-esteem, agreeing with the findings of Stefani’'s reported beneti$-gfagling
(1994).

Stefani’s research (1994) indicated that when students utilized selérasses
during instruction, the learners had a more realistic perception of theiresbaitd knew
which tendencies were strengths and weaknesses. The researcher notedethizst st
tended to be more highly motivated and more interested in the learning tasks when
engaged in self-grading strategies. She also argued that a problem teachenshha
allowing students to participate in self-grading activities is the tosditinotion that
instructors should have the power in the classroom. The author used grading as an
example of the teacher exercising their power and control over the learningnemesmt.
When an instructor began class with teaching students to use self-assasstemies,
according to Stefani, the students associated the teacher with the rodeibtadr, and
tended to feel more comfortable, both in the classroom environment and in their
relationship with the instructor.

Current research studies, too, concurred with Stefani’s findings, such as the stud
by Strong, et al. (2004) which compared student grades over two semesters betwee
classes that had incorporated self-assessment and classes in whiabhteedssigned all
of the grades. They found in the classes where the students had engaged in self-
assessment practices that students reported feeling more positive abootaheir t
classroom experiences. Students indicated on a questionnaire, and when interviewed by
the teaching assistants, they felt more motivated to learn becautfegpddimg and

experienced a greater sense of responsibility for their own learning. Sarfeatst
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mentioned wanting to learn more about the subject once the classes had concluded, and
53% of the students claimed they had a better understanding of the materidy, thi@al
majority of the class agreed that involvement in self-assessment helpedtinke harder

on assignments. The participants also claimed self-assessment imh¢heageality of

their thoughtfulness and made class a more enjoyable experience.

Strong, et al. (2004) concluded in their study that students who engaged in self-
grading found it to be effective, fair, and appropriate. The researchers (2004)
determined, “Self-assessment opens doors for increased student interestianptivat
creativity, learning, and retention, thus improving the possibility of havingesafd
academic experiences” (p. 55). To them, when students participated in the self-
assessment process, grading itself dropped in importance, and teaching bedaicest

In another study with positive outcomes concerning student self-assessment,
Pajares (1996) stated that self-grading was a key component in student leadning a
motivation and that increased self-efficacy was a major benefit andafézlooked.
Pajares spoke of self-efficacy as an individual's perceived abilitiasdomplish and
achieve specific results. He stated that self-efficacy influerelédegjulated learning
goals, and the student who was confident of his or her abilities in the classroain woul
feel more motivated and inclined to put forth additional effort in his or her academic
pursuits.

Edwards (2007) agreed with Pajares on the positive effects of seliegfiideen
students graded their own papers. Edwards experimented with self-grading at the
undergraduate level and found that students had more interest in a class when they

actively participated in the grading process. The majority of Edwardistsi reported
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feeling better about the quality of work they were producing, their expesen class,
and their understanding of expectations as learners. The author found studentsexpress
more self-confidence, self-acceptance, and self-esteem when theyatlad treir own
papers versus when the author had marked the assessments. She concluded by saying
that one of the traditional problems underlying most classrooms were the saatdrar
conflicts which occurred because of grade expectation and anxiety. udentst
responded favorably at the end of the course in which they actively participagdd in s
assessment by commenting that classroom anxieties diminished and tbesi@latvith
the instructor improved. A more relaxed and enjoyable atmosphere greeteapthrem
entering the class each time. Students reported feeling more positive alasshend
their role as learners when allowed to self-assess the work.

Kitsantas, et al. (2004) stated, too, in their study on self-regulated leanders
goal setting, that students experienced a greater sense of selfyedincbsatisfaction
with their progress when in a class that encouraged self-grading andiogrrec
techniques. The researchers found students had a higher level of skill acquissgan, ba
on higher grades obtained in these classes, and, in addition, the learners ratemstr
more positively. The authors discussed how students involved in the self-assessment
process tended to outperform students who do not take an active part in grading. The
research subjects, like those of Pajares (1996), also reported heightened tdedaify
efficacy, competence, and satisfaction.

Finally, Sadler and Good (2006) in their study on self- and peer-assessment,
found benefits in student motivation and self-efficacy when they studied how students

took an active role in the grading process. The researchers determineddiatissat all
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levels of performance benefited from self-grading and felt it was a valuzhlgya
Sadler and Good, like Kitsantas, et al. (2004) also claimed that students who engaged in
self-grading reported being more confident in their classroom abilitiesantingness
to attempt newer, more difficult tasks when provided with the chance to do so. Other
researchers, too, like Andrade and Du (2007) and Tan (2008), reported finding that when
students actively participated in their own learning, as with selsassnt, they did feel
a greater sense of motivation and self-efficacy. Andrade and Du stated thatsstudent
grades improved, as did the sense of what the learners considered quality work.s Student
were more keenly aware of the true meaning of the classroom standardshed tea
expectations. Tan concurred by saying that self-assessment enhancedtsdedire
to further his or her lifelong learning and empowered rather than disciplinediteatst

While student self-grading and correcting have been shown to benefit learning,
enhance motivation, and improve self-efficacy, there are research stitasswpport
self-assessment’s potential in raising standardized test scores abdvRand (1980)
studied the effects of self-grading versus instructor grading on the perforofane
classes of graduate psychology students. At the end of the course, the authoresdccompa
the results of the final semester and exam grades and determined thecesiggsficant
difference in student performance between the self-graded and teactent-gjasses on
the quizzes or paper, but there was a significant difference on the exam.

Concurring with Davis and Rand (1980), Guskey (2007) found that when teachers
used student self-grading and correcting measures in their classroomsclémesst
grades on formative assessment measures were higher than with teaglgeadaing.

Additionally, Whiting et al. (1995) conducted research among 7,000 students and
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collected data, which suggested that when students engaged in actively grading and
correcting their own work, there was a positive influence on the test scores @ad gra
point averages.

While there have been studies involving the effects of student self-grading on
testing, most of the studies, as mentioned previously, have focused on the college student
or in the business world and not on grade school or high school students (Falchikov &
Boud, 1989; Falchikov & Goldfinch, 2000). Sadler and Good’s (2006) study was one of
the few which undertook research at the adolescent level because tradinoghl theld
that only older students were reliable enough to self-assess alycuFatkehikov and
Boud’s meta-analysis concluded that most studies on self-grading typraailged
students in professional programs, such as medical students, who learned to analyze the
progress and self-assessment methods and strategies. Most studies, Falchikmdand B
reported, allowed self-evaluation for projects, posters, and group work. When core
academic courses instituted the strategy of self-grading, the most comnexisubj
according to Falchikov and Boud, were college science classes because of a more
definitive assessment series typically involving objective-formaésis t

This research study resumed where some of the other studies have ended. It
attempted to discover if students in a United States History class, who engagé-
grading and correcting over the course of a semester, would show growtimingeard
demonstrate improvement on the North Carolina end-of-course test in Unitexd State
History. This review of literature has attempted to show a rich history théloey of
active student involvement and the resulting increase in learning. The aferature

has demonstrated a foundation of practice and research in modern learning trends,



72

performance strategies, and the potential benefits of self-grading aadticqy. This
study will add to the body of knowledge by increasing the scope to encompass high
school juniors and the subject of United States History. Student self-assessinent a
correction could be effective strategies to help classroom teachers impaertst
learning and the scores on the end-of-course tests, both of which are of paramount
concern for today’s educators. The next section discusses in detail the methodology
utilized in this research study, followed by a presentation of the findings andahe f

summary of the dissertation’s outcome.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY

The following section explains the methodology used to determine the impact of
students self-grading and correcting their test papers on learning araldized test
scores. This research study occurred at the high school level focusing on Uatiésd St
History, where assessments are typically in the multiple-choice forfie study
utilized a population which involved four  rade United States History classes. Each
class took a pretest and participated in the intended research interventiberosteitdent
self-assessment with correction measures or control group selection. The stud
concluded with the administration of the North Carolina end-of-course test irdUnite
States History. Two United States History teachers participated wittcligses, while
both teachers utilized grading from treatment and non-treatment groups.

Design of the Study

In this study, the research perspective was quantitative, and the design type was
guasi-experimental research. This study proceeded in preexisting, iatsrboims and
followed the subtype of Static Group Comparison Design (Ary, Jacobs, Razavieh, and
Sorensen, 2006). This study used inferential statistics in the data analysis, wit
consideration for validity factors.

Statement of the Problem

Teachers have traditionally assumed an authoritarian role in the classstimm,
especially in marking test papers and assigning grades (Guskey, 2007y &atda
that standardized tests have reinforced the idea of authoritarian rolesdataed, as

teachers scramble to cover the standard curriculums and prepare studentsdadtbéi
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course testing experiences. When students assume involved roles and acticghatiea
in grading their tests, final learning outcomes and end-of-course graoiey&{2007).
Research Questions
1. Is there a positive, negative, or equivalent relationship between students
grading and correcting their own test papers and a higher score on the North
Carolina end-of-course test in United States History?
2. Will a comparison between pretest and posttest grades show students learned
more with the intervention of student self-correcting and grading than with
teacher-only grading?
Null Hypothesis
Students who self-grade and correct their test papers will not achieviecaighy
higher scores than students who do not grade and correct their own test papers on
the North Carolina end-of-course test in United States History.
Educators should attempt to maintain a balance between the focus of studenmtsj lear
and higher test scores. This research study offered a unique opportunity to ehalleng
student learning and further develop a test score strategy from the positiivef a
student participation.
The Research Context
The site of this research study was two high schools, East Side and West Side, in
rural, northwest North Carolina. (East Side and West Side are fictitious nameh
will preserve confidentiality). The selection of these two particular lagbas was
convenient because they were close in proximity. Both schools had similar student

numbers and demographics and aligned exactly in their pacing guides with the Nort
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Carolina Standard Course of Study. The two schools administered the same pre- and
posttests devised by the North Carolina Department of Public InstructionSiBasand

West Side High Schools are located in the Northwest Piedmont region of North Carolina
The population in this county is 79.1% white, 19.6% African-American, and 4.5% Latino
(Census Bureau, 2007). The East Side and West Side High School areas have a lower
socioeconomic population base with an average per capita income of $17,120, as
compared to the state of North Carolina, which has an average per capita income of
$20, 307 (2007). Traditionally the Northwestern Piedmont region of North Carolina has
been primarily oriented toward manufacturing, but in recent years, a sizalibemoin
employees have become victims of outsourcing. As a result, this county’s uperapto
rate is somewhat higher (7.4%) than in the neighboring counties (4.8%) (2007).

East Side High School is a public school with a student body numbering 1,111,
encompassing an ethnic makeup of 77.1% white, 15.5% African-American, and 7.4%
other (ESHS, 2007). The school is composed of four grade levels: ninth, tenth, eleventh,
and twelfth. East Side High School has a support staff of 40 and a teaching staff of 72,
with 36% having obtained a master’s degree or higher. Fifteen percent of tierseac
have National Board Certification (2007). Of the teaching staff, 68% have X¥or le
years of teaching experience (2007). Since Adequate Yearly Progressl{égdn in
2000-01, East Side has consistently scored in the Met Expectations range until the 2006-
07 school year, when it failed to make AYP for the first time (2007). During the 2006-07
school year, the average daily attendance rate for East Side Higbl 8@s 94 percent.

There were also 75 student retentions combined for all grades in the 2005-06 school year

(2007).
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West Side High School is also a public school with a student body numbering
1,096, encompassing an ethnic makeup of 75% white, 19% African-American, and 6%
other (WSHS, 2007). The school is composed of four grade levels: ninth, tenth,
eleventh, and twelfth. West Side High School has a support staff of 53 and a teaching
staff of 77, with 32% having obtained a master’s degree or higher. Eight perdezgef t
teachers have National Board Certification (2007). Of the teaching staff, 47%Mave
less years of teaching experience (2007). Since AYP began in 2000-01, West Side has
consistently maintained a score of Expected Growth until the 2006-07 school year, when
it, too, like East Side High School, failed to make AYP (2007). During the 2006-07
school year, the average daily attendance rate for West Side Highl8a@s 90 percent.
There were also 82 student retentions combined for all grades in the 2005-06 school year
(2007).

This research study commenced in fouf giade United States History classes
covering a period of one academic semester of 90 days, from late January #0086 unt
end of May 2009. Both East Side and West Side High Schools operate on the block
schedule, with classes beginning and concluding on the semester system. Wasdata
processed and analyzed at the conclusion of the spring semester. These wgee avera
sized area classrooms for both schools, and each had 35 student desks arranged in seven
rows of five facing the front chalkboard. This particular subject is appropricie e
11" grade students in North Carolina are required to take United States Histbtiiea
end-of-course tests are in the multiple-choice format. The North Caradparfinent of

Public Instruction requires students to score at the proficiency level tchpassurse.
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This means that a student must score at grade level, which is equivalent & Al logv
Level IV on the end-of-course tests (Glossary of Terms, p. 2).

The United States History classes, chosen for this research stedgrasnt, were
heterogeneous in nature and were examples of the make-up of this particularscounty’
cross-section of population. Represented in this study were students with all ranges of
ability, social class, ethnicity, and gender. The instructors for the calieedd the
North Carolina Standard Course of Study for th® grade United States History
curriculum, and the four classes in the study covered the same materisdesskdsn
identical fashion, with the pretest, weekly tests, and the end-of-course exam. tme of
instructors was a white female, who has a bachelor’s degree in history,sapekathis
her 30" year on the teaching staff at West Side High School. The other instructar was
white male, who holds a bachelor’s degree in history, with this being ‘Higezﬁ‘ at East
Side High School. These two classroom teachers participated becauseotiesimgre
neither significantly higher nor lower than any other teacher in the respacademic
departments, and because they were the only two teaching United Statesdtastes
the spring semester that had similar educational backgrounds and years ofjteachin
experience. Additionally, the two teachers (neither of which was the resganiohsen
for participation in this experiment have been consistently involved in the countywide
cooperating efforts to align the pacing guide between schools. Because ttlagses
of students chosen were from two different, yet demographically similar, ¢hglols,
this helped control for the possibility of threats to internal validity, sudhssry,

maturation, testing, instrumentation, and equivalency.
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The Research Participants

After receiving permission to undertake this study from the Liberty Usityer
IRB Review Board (see Appendix A) and the involved principals, the researclatedele
potential research participants. Participants were selected from twedhgols.
Participation in the research study was strictly voluntary, and inclusion bédgamav
signed permission form had been returned from all students’ parents.
Selection Process

The population of interest in this study consisted 8fdrade United States
History students in a rural, North Carolina community who attended East Side anhd Wes
Side High Schools. Four intact United States History classes were thddvdke
research. The four classes chosen represented a cluster sample of dh&istpry
classroom in these particular high schools and were a heterogeneous sectidri’df the
grade. Teacher subjects and class population assignments were madedaffizgaihe
summer months while East Side and West Side High Schools were out of session. In
both East Side and West Side High Schools, the guidance departments assigned students
to their courses before the first day of classes. Typically, few schdthnges occur.
Each high school has four guidance counselors who are responsible for 25% of the
student body based on last name alphabetical listing. The teachers partjaip#tis
study had a completed classroom roster when school began. Each counselor was
responsible for placing an alphabetical portion of the student body in class based on the
student’s registration, when the classroom was obtainable, and when an instractor wa
available. Counselors also had to be mindful of the need to keep student enrollment

under 32, which is the maximum limit. Counselors are typically unaware of which
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students belong to which teacher or of the other members of the classroom population.
The counselors try to match schedule cards the students have filled out with ldddeavai
courses, using student numbers. Since there could not be a true random sample
represented, a coin toss determined which of the four intact groups was assigned to the
experimental or to the control groups (Ary, et al., 2006).

All of these participating students had taken objective, multiple-choice tests on
numerous occasions, both in the typical classroom assessment setting and in a
standardized testing format, before entering class with these particstiuctors and the
subject matter. The history students had also been accustomed to the multgeeeastoi
format from other courses, especially where the state end-of-cousskaddeen the
final assessments.

The participating students had had numerous opportunities to grade their own
papers in high school. Starting from the first day of class in the spring sentiesttwo
teachers chosen for this study also gave students the chance to gragi@zhes and
multiple-choice homework assignments. The students became comfortable with
assessing papers and had become accustomed to doing so in the format which this study
required.

Research Subjects

Four sections of heterogeneously grouped United States History students
participated under two different teachers, involving two classes that corksthiate
control group and two which utilized the treatment. East Side High School’s Class A was
composed of 32 students with 13 males and 19 females between the ages of 16 to 18

years old. Class B had 32 students with 18 males and 14 females varying in age from 16
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to 19 years.

West Side High School’s Class C was composed of 32 students with 14 males and
18 females between the ages of 16 to 18 years old. Class D had 32 students with 16
males and 16 females varying in age from 16 to 20 years. The students in these four
classes represented a variety of social, economic, and cultural backgroundstaRoejns
29 of the students were African-American, eight were Hispanic, two Madree
American, and 89 were Caucasian. These classes contained honors, regular, and

exceptional level students (see Table 1).

Table 1

Student Numbers for East Side and West Side High School

High Schools Males Females
1. East Side
Class A 13 19
Class B 18 14
2. West Side
Class C 14 18
Class D 16 16

Total: 61 67




81

Instruments Used in Data Collection

In order to determine if a student grading and correcting his or her test paper
would show improvement in overall classroom performance throughout the semester,
several tests and measurements were necessary in the data collec¢himndfioasi-
experimental study. The school district requires teachers to givettisenss the
countywide pretest at the beginning of every semester. The North Caropiagrbent
of Public Instruction developed the pretest that United States History teacee in this
research study. The four United States History classes took it duringsthedek of the
spring semester, so all of the classes involved in this study participatedcoutty pre-
testing exercise. Teachers received a grade report after the preteanother
concluding grade report with the end-of-course test grade results at tbktkad
semester.
Tests and Measurements

Besides the standardized pre- and posttests, weekly teacher-gerestated t
aligned with the North Carolina Standard Course of Study’s specific leayoalg, were
administered to all participating students in both control and treatment groupsesithe t
were objective and consisted of released end-of-course test questions (Sedh>AQpe
The cooperating teachers gave the same weekly tests. The reasondartittar
format was to try to ensure as much uniformity as possible between pre- aedtpostt
designs. The tests’ 50 multiple-choice questions were checked for both vatidity
reliability at the state level before being included in the weekly gesakaments. All
United States History courses in Northwestern Piedmont County were pacetyaed al

with the curriculum guide, so all students were tested on the same day, andassery ¢
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took the exact same assessment. These weekly, teacher-generatedt@sesdconly
multiple-choice questions.

Typically, student grading has several variations, but only two major forms
concerned the present studieacher gradinglescribes what has become the typical
classroom practice of the instructor assessing student performance onvaiteself-
gradingrefers to a student grading his or her paper (Sadler and Good, 2006). In the case
of this research study, the students self-graded using a pre-coded ansseethare
would be no question concerning whether an answer was or was not a correct response.
The grading keys used were specific, and this should have enhanced test reliability
Performance Assessment and Tasks

The students involved in the treatment groups graded their own papers, and then
followed the test correction format (see Appendix D) to conclude the testing and
treatment process every week. This study’s results were controlled bynmgahe
scores of two spring semester classes that were the control groug$@®eaamsd C), and
any changes in scores for the treatment group (Classes B and D). Amspondiag
change in end-of-course scores was detectable.

Measurement Guidelines

The end-of-course assessment was the final evaluation for all four Unitesl Sta
History classes. During the last week of school, all of the county’s Unitess $tastory
classes took the 100-question, multiple-choice, end-of-course test. The endsd-
assessment process was tightly controlled and proctored, and all stielengaifor
administration followed to ensure testing validity. After the assesgmnecess, the

county’s central office scored the tests and reported the scores to the school®i@nd to t
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specific classroom teachers. An analysis of the data between the contreldment

groups occurred at that point. In this research study, none of the classes hasigermi

to use notebooks or textbooks during the weekly tests, but students in the treatment group
were encouraged to do so during the work on the test corrections.

Internal validity.

While the control and treatment groups had been carefully chosen to ensure as
much equivalency as possible, the researcher also had to be mindful of possildédhreat
internal and external validity. There were threats to internal validity twatdar during
the course of the research, such as history, maturation, testing, and instrame#sati
for history and maturation, there may have been events that happened during the spring
semester’s experimentation that could have affected the posttest rasuliderito help
control for these, the researcher attempted to increase equivalence aenfmg groups
that were part of the experimental situation. Counselors placed students in the
respective classrooms, and the participants should have represented aarhyster $he
researcher determined class assignment to either control or treatmgnbyflipping a
coin. This helped to ensure statistical equivalence and lessen the possibility of
experimenter bias (Ary, et al., 2006).

Additionally, this researcher attempted to control for internal validity bygus
homogeneous selection. Because of the tendency for history as a subjectteelbtad i
numerous interpretations and alternative viewpoints, every group selected &udlyis
was made up of igrade United States History students. While generalizing any effect
the treatment may or may not have on history students, this strategy doaselé&uee

extent to which the findings generalize to other populations (Ary, et al., 2006). rFurthe
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studies might determine if other students in different subject or grade arelassiow
positive results after taking the posttest.

In this research experiment, the threat of the testing effect was naifecarg
problem concerning validity. While there was an administration of a pretest atekpos
for each group, the pretest was in a similar or equivalent form to the end-oé-testrs
students take. The administration of the posttest occurred approximately four months
after the pretest and was not threatening to the test’s validity. Addiyional
instrumentation was not a threat to internal validity because the formatrantlire of
the pre-and posttest remained the same. The two test administrations involvimdtests
were equivalent, and the tests were both multiple-choice format, approxitiegslame
difficulty level, and involved the students marking answers on an identical answee bubbl
form.

External validity.

While controlling for threats to internal validity, there were also thiteats
external validity that needed attention, such as the setting-treatmenttiotesand
experimenter effects. The setting-treatment interaction recefteadian in this
proposed study because the groups involved in the experiment were located at different
schools. In this case, as Ary, et al. (2006) would contend, “If results are found to be
similar in both settings with their different populations there is reasonablel@océ that
generalizations are valid” (p. 319). While the researcher made evenpattechoose
schools that were as nearly alike as possible in terms of student body numbers,
demographics, and socioeconomic level of the schools’ populations, they were still

different environments, and any interaction of the treatment with the exgreaim



85

settings may have limited generalization of the results (Ary, 2006). Thegpiopsl of
the two schools were still somewhat different, as were the onsiteiégcilifo control for
this particular threat to external validity, the research study octimtevo settings, East
Side and West Side High Schools. Replicating the research study andlisigneols
helped to control for external validity.

Additionally, there was the potential problem of experimenter effects. Ohe of t
control problems developing from an interaction of treatment with experimdfgetse
according to Ary, et al. (2006), was the possibility of the experimenter intelifiona
unintentionally giving cues which could have influenced the participants. Ary, et a
(2006) asserted that “sometimes the presence of observers during an expeamnso
alter the normal responses of the participating subjects that the findingsriegroup
may not be valid for another group or for the broader population, and it would be
hazardous to generalize the findings” (p. 318). To control for the experimenter éffect, t
researcher had a meeting with the cooperating teachers before thargegf the
treatment. The goal was to provide the participating teachers with ir@tsiand
clearly stated operational parameters for all variables relatde experiment. While
the researcher had to contend with the experiment’s validity, there wabealguestion
concerning the actual end-of-course test’s validity factors.

Instrument Reliability and Validity

The North Carolina Department of Public Instruction (NCDPI) has strict
guidelines for the multiple-choice development process to provide for reljamli
validity. According to the NCDPI Accountability Services Division (2008b), for

instance, the test development process consists of six phases and takesgdar yea
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complete. Phase 1 consists of the test specifications blueprint (2008b) that includes
outlining the purpose of the test and the test specifications for the grade telels a
content areas to be assessed. Phase 2 (2008b) is the item development and review section
that seeks to insure that the questions focus on the curriculum objectives. Classroom
teachers have reviewed the items for clarity, correctness, potentiaiasurricular
appropriateness (2008b). Phase 3 (2008b) is the field test development and
administration section. In this phase, “the use of classroom teachers fom®s ther state
as item writers and developers ensures that instructional validity is maahtarough
the input of professional educators with current classroom experiences’ RINEZID8b,
p. 2). The intent is to verify that there is a valid representation by objectives and
construction validity. The field test is assembled, reviewed, and admidistesie
stratified random sample of students (2008b). State testing officials waaké&aartain
that the administration of the field test forms follow the routine that willimthe
statewide administration of an end-of-course test.

Continuing, Phase 4 is the phase in which the pilot test is assembled in equivalent
and parallel forms to help ensure reliability equivalency (NCDPI, 2008b). Tdtegst
“is formed from disassembled field test forms and is meant to mimic an attatiors of
the operational test in every way” (NCDPI, 2008b, p. 4). In Phase 5, operational test
development and administration occurs, where the “test is given statewioljriglall
policies of the State Board of Education, including the North Carolina Testing Code of
Ethics, while standardized test administration procedures must be followed te &wsur
validity and reliability of test results” (NCDPI, 2008b, p. 5). Finally, Phase 6 woes!

the multiple-choice test development process with reporting the test results
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Finally, internal consistency for the North Carolina end-of-course test tedUni
States History should exhibit a reliability coefficient of at least 0.85yifdmtisions are
made based on test data (NCDPI, 1996, p. 44). The item-level values of coefffaent
the pretest were 0.85, utilizing the Spearman-Brown Prophecy Formula, whil€the N
end-of-course test were 0.92 (NCDPI, 1996, p. 44). The standard error of measurement
for the range of scores on the North Carolina end-of-course test in United Stabeg H
is for students to score within two standard deviations of the mean (95%), with the
standard errors typically 2-3 points (NCDPI, 1996, p. 45).

Procedures Used

While emphasis continues to grow on the importance of standardized testing, this
research study attempted to determine if students who grade and then beiréest
papers learned more and scored higher than students who experienced teacher-only
grading with no corrective measures, as evidenced by scores on the engseftest in
United States History. The researcher initially secured all the reegegsgprovals to
complete the research study from the cooperating teachers and thavesoctol
administrators. After securing preliminary access from school personmalsgen was
granted from the Liberty University IRB Review Board to undertakedbkearch study.

At that point, concerns turned to the research participants.

The four classes chosen represented a cluster sample of the typical history
classroom in these particular high schools and were a heterogeneous sectidri’df the
grade. In order to ensure the treatment occurred as intended, the researclemtiorke
the two teachers in the planning process, so the participating teachesefedeaof

ownership in the research procedure. These two teachers have been working asgethe
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a team with the other social studies teachers in this county. They were \ieve [@hs
the prospect of participating. The cooperating teachers both expressed ahimtéis
study and of the potential for using the outcomes to improve their teaching program. The
assisting instructors were both motivated to follow the methods prescribed in this
proposed study.

During the semester, the two instructors employed similar teacltimggees,
such as the direct instruction method of curriculum delivery and concurrent wsitasg
At the start of the semester, all teachers of United States Histogyingtructed to
administer the countywide pretest, and then the research study treatraguit\waplace.
More specifically, for Classes A and C, the teacher administered the weekiiple-
choice tests to his or herlgrade United States History classes. The tests were 50
guestions, which matched the corresponding goals in the North Carolina Standard Course
of Study and originated from released end-of-course tests. The questions an@format
every test were indicative of the North Carolina end-of-course test alhtsudest take
at the end of 11th grade United States History. After every test adntioistia the
control group, Classes A and C, the teacher collected the tests, graded them using a
previously coded key, recorded the grades in the grade book, and then returned the test
papers to the students. When each student had his or her own paper, the teacher read
every question and immediately said aloud the correct answer choice. Aftgrthein
correct response, the teacher commented on it briefly, such as any surroundlitigadieta
might have made the question challenging, and then answered any student question that
arose. The instructor continued in this format, eventually covering the estiréhe

teacher answered any questions the students might have had; then class resumed on the
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next topic in the standard course of study.

These two classes (A and C) constituted the control group, as the teachss was t
only one assessing the test papers, and she or he passed the papers back to the students
for review and discussion of the correct answers. Students were passive shlidaheer
grading process, and no further treatment was involved in the testing, which has been the
traditional way most classroom teachers used the assessment process.sBSiteEnd
West Side High Schools, though, offered students after-hours assistance toidany s
desiring more instructional time with the teacher. The high schools offereshalre
retest program, and students often took advantage of this service; thus, everyhstddent
the opportunity to learn more and improve through one-on-one time with the teacher.
This insured that students in the control group had an equivalent opportunity to excel
with the United States History curriculum.

The treatment group, Classes B and D, had the very same curriculum iostructi
and multiple-choice tests used in the control group. After each weekly assessme
students turned in their test papers, and when every participant had completed,the tes
the teacher handed the papers back to the students for grading. In thesetbkasse
students were responsible for grading their own papers, using a pre-codedkayswer
and making note of the correct answer. As in the control group, there were time
allowances to answer questions and explain the nuances of answer choices. When the
self-grading concluded, the teacher collected all test papers and quicklg makesach
test while he or she recorded the test grades to ensure students had not cheaitegl by fail
to mark an incorrect answer.

The teachers returned the recorded papers, where the students had noted the
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correct answer choices beside any questions missed. Then, for each questicgdanswer
incorrectly, the student wrote a correction based on a pre-established foitnnedjtived
the learner to state the supporting details of the proper answer. For the remiginde
class period, the teacher walked around the room and monitored student progress while
the class worked on the treatment, the test corrections. While the cormeetisares
could have been completed at home, for the first several attempts correctiertone
during class time. This gave the students an opportunity to become comfortable with the
correction format and allowed the teacher a chance to assess studensprddibs
initially this added classroom assignment took time from another activity, such a
beginning the next goal of study, it may have reduced the amount of time needed for
review before starting a new section. The time spent in class for cornaeasires
more than made up for the time spent in review and is time saved instead of Wasted.
this way, classroom review was tailored for individual student needs.

Each correction assignment had its corresponding due date, such as two days from
when the test was originally taken, before the modification was returniee teacher.
When he or she received the students’ corrected papers, the teacher assesskddhe
ensure the proper correction format was used. Then the students’ final gradetesh the
were changed to reflect the completed corrections, meaning one-half otitdgoint
deduction was returned for every corrected question. The reasons for this grade
adjustment were two-fold: the promise of a better test grade is a shoreteana for
students to put the needed effort into doing the corrections the right way, and secondly, it
provides an additional incentive to lessen cheating. For instance, if the stutmmts

they will have the opportunity to better their test grades, they could be moretdikely
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grade the papers more accurately and may be less likely to attempt cheatigdhatur
administration of the test. In their study on student self-grading, Sadleroaald(2006)
found cheating to be one of the biggest challenges to data collection. This researcher
hoped that by offering students an incentive to improve their test grades cheatidg
be minimized, as Sadler and Good had cautioned against (2006).

At the conclusion of the spring semester, the four classes in United I9isttay
took the North Carolina end-of-course test. Testing data was analyzedrioideti¢
there were significant differences in grades between treatment amol gpatups. The
researcher also watched for any specific significant learning outcoitinethe/ two
research groups, such as higher scores on the North Carolina end-of-cdurse tes

Data Analysis

After the pretest was administered, both the control and treatment groupsdcove
the North Carolina Standard Course of Study. The control group’s papers weestea
only graded and the treatment group engaged in both self-graded and setedorrec
measures. At the end of the 2009 spring semester both groups of students took the end-
of-course test in United States History and their posttest scores werage@ and readied
for analysis.
Data Reduction

The data for this study was analyzed using several strategies. Firstaivead
sorted into either the control or the treatment groups. Pretest scores from tble cont
group (classes A and C) and the treatment group (classes B and D) wedededter
receiving the grade reports from the central office at the beginning d9tspring

semester. The research study continued throughout the spring semester twith the
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groups covering the United States History Standard Course of Study gudisdual
student test grades from weekly goal tests were recorded in the tegcdesbooks and
kept separate from the pre- and posttest grades. At the end of the semésids ftom
both treatment and control groups took the end-of-course posttest in United States
History. The exams were graded at the county’s central office, and thespgstires
were recorded in either the control or treatment grouping. There werg fimalkets of
collected grade data—jpre- and posttest scores—for both the control group @&lasskes
C) and the treatment group (classes B and D).
Statistical Reporting and Display

After reduction of the raw data, the researcher employed descriptive and
inferential statistics, utilizing Statistical Product and Servicatiwis (SPSS) statistical
software. The pretest and posttest grades were gathered and anaéyzibe apring
semester’'s administration to determine if any gains occurred betwagrsgeither in
student learning or with end-of-course scores. The researcher deterntivezd were
significant differences within any of the comparisons in the sample (G&advglery,
2006). The posttest scores were the dependent variable, and the pretest scores helped
control for differences. Data concerning the value of the independent sangsesas
analyzed and reported using the means, standard error of means, standard geviation,
value (with a predetermined alpha level of 0.05), degrees of freedom, effect size,
confidence intervals, and a two-tailed test for significance in computinaples from
standardized test scores. Overall differences in means of student pec®imeaneen

the control group and the treatment group were compared (Sadler & Good, 2006).



93

Analysis: Statistical Tests and Procedures

As previously stated, in this research study, the data from the control and
treatment groups’ pretest and posttest scores were analyzed usingfigfetatistics
from the SPSS statistical software program. More specificallyeearcher utilized the
independent samplégest for the main test of significance. Pretests were administered
to all students involved in the study, followed by either assignment to the control group
where teacher-only grading occurred, or to the treatment group in which studdet$ gra
and corrected their own papers. At the conclusion of the spring semester thatisemm
posttest was given, and scores were reported back to the teachers. Both pretestid post
scores from the control and treatment groups were compared using the Independent
Sampled-test. The researcher was then able to determine fropavhlele and the two-
tailed test of significance whether there was enough statistical déel@tween the
treatment and control groups to reject or fail to reject the null hypothesis.

Summary of the Methodology

This chapter has explained the methods used in this research study on learning
and student self-grading. Students at two different high schools took a pretest at the
beginning of the spring semester, followed by students in the treatment gloup s
assessing and correcting their test papers, through the period of one adadamiAt
the end of the semester, every student took the North Carolina end-of-course test in
United States History. Standardized test scores were analyzed usiiiBe&tware
program and the independent samplest. The following sections detail the completed
research study and present the results obtained from this experiment on stuhémg |

and corrective measures.
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS

This study examined in detail whether students who self-graded and then
corrected their own test papers learned more and scored higher than students who
experienced teacher-only grading. The results of the study are reporteddneatier.
The Findings chapter is organized by first addressing the two spec#arcajuestions
posed in Chapter 1 and then focusing on the null hypothesis. The final section of this
chapter ends with a summation of the study’s results and leads the reader into the
remaining chapter with a conclusive summary and discussion.

Research Question 1

The initial research question from Chapter 1 focused on whether there was a
positive, negative, or equivalent relationship between students who graded aotkdorre
their own test papers and a higher score on the North Carolina end-of-counse test i
United States History. At the conclusion of the research study, descriptivefenahiial
statistics with SPSS statistical software were used to anddfaeconcerning the initial
research question. Eleventh grade United States History stuNents?@8) participated
in two high schools. At the beginning of the 2008-09 spring semester, students were
assigned to either the control or treatment groups. All students partigipfain took the
countywide pretest, followed with regular classroom instruction per thegresl
grouping for the semester, and then concluded the study period with taking the end-of-
course assessment.

Concerning the first question, the researcher compared the posttest end-ef-cours

scores between the treatment and control groups. Students who participated in the
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treatment group of B and D € 64) had an overall posttest performance mean of 81.53,
(SD = 8.48) whereas the control group of A anch@ 64) had an overall posttest score
mean of 79.23 (SD = 9.67). The mean difference between the treatment group and
control group was —2.29. The frequency distribution of the control and treatment group
posttest scores were between 0.50 and 2.50, with a mean of 1.50 (SD = 0.50), (see

Figures 1, and 2).

Figure 1

Frequency Distribution of Control Group Posttest Scores
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Figure 2

Frequency Distribution of Treatment Group Posttest Scores
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The combined results of the treatment and control groups’ posttest scores, where
N =128, seemed to indicate a normal frequency distribution chhwe§0.38,SD =
9.13) in a comparison between the two groups’ final scores. In response to whether the
treatment would yield a positive, negative, or equivalent influence on test,4beres
outcome of the compared results suggested a statistically equivalennhsdiadibetween
students who graded and corrected their own test papers and students who participated i

the control group on the end-of-course test in United States History.
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Research Question 2

The second research question from Chapter 1 sought to determine if a comparison
between pretest and posttest grades showed students learned more with thiamerve
of student self-correcting and grading than with teacher-only grading. ditle N
Carolina Department of Public Instruction devised the standards used in thisostudy
determine the level of learning per student, based on end-of-course scores. rfyaoordi
the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, desired learning outcoenes ar
obtained when students exhibit grade-level proficiency by scoring a leygidte of
83-92) or Level IV (grade of 93-100) on the US History end-of-course test (NCDP
2006-07).

When pretest scores were sorted for analysis, the researcher peréorme
independent samplégdest. The sample size for the pretest control groupnwa4, (M
= 33.40,SD= 10.85), while the sample size for the pretest treatment group wé4g,
(M =33.34,SD=10.08). The mean difference between the control group scores and
treatment group pretest was .062, with a 95 % confidence interval from -3.60 to 3.72.
When configuring the independent samgtesst for pretest scores, the researcher
assumed equal variances and a pre-establishedapleaofp < 0.05. An independent
sampled-test comparison between the pretest scores of the control and treatment groups
N =128, indicatedN] = 33.38,SD= 10.43)t (126) = .034p = .27. An independent
sampled-test on posttest scores showed the sample size for the posttest control group
wasn = 64, M = 79.23,SD= 9.67), while the sample size for the posttest treatment
group wash = 64, M = 81.53,SD= 8.43). The mean difference between the control

group posttest scores and treatment group scores was -2.29, with a 95 % confidence
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interval from -5.48 to .88. When configuring the independent sartipdss for posttest
scores, the researcher again assumed equal variances and had a pre-estphbshed a
value ofp < 0.05. An independent sample®st comparison between the posttest scores
of the control and treatment groupss= 128, indicatedM = 80.38,SD=9.13),t (126) =

-1.42,p=.677 (see Tables 2 and 3).

Table 2

Pretest Group Statistics for each Participating Group

Group Name n M SD t p<
Control 64 33.40 10.85
0.032 1.97
Treatment 64 33.34 10.08
Note. *p < .05
Table 3

Posttest Means, Standard Deviations, and t-tests

Group n M SD t p<
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Control 64 79.23 9.67

1.37 0.174

Treatment 64 81.53 8.48

Concerning the second research question, which asked if a comparison between
pretest and posttest grades showed students learned more with the interveetfen of s
grading and corrective measures than with teacher-only grading, daeatesr used the
previously mentioned North Carolina Department of Public Instruction’s protyg
rating score. Of the 64 students who were in the treatment group, zero studedtfscore
the Level Ill or Level IV range on the pretest, but 25 scored at LBymiofficiency and 4
scored in the Level IV range on the posttest. Of the 64 students who composed the
control group, zero students scored in the proficient range of Level Il or Level heon t
pretest, while 25 scored Level 1l and two obtained Level IV on the finalgsbst
assessment (see Table 5). The independest figures between pretest and posttest
scores of the two groups seemed to indicate no statistical difference in how much
students learned whether they engaged in teacher-only grading gragkitfg and

corrective measures.

Table 4

Proficiency Levels of Pre-and Posttest Scores

Pretest Scores

Groups Level | Level Il Level llI Level IV
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Control 64 0 0 0

Treatment 64 0 0 0

Posttest Scores

Control 4 33 25 2

Treatment 3 32 25 4

Null Hypothesis

The final query from Chapter 1, the null hypothelsig stated that students who
self-graded and corrected their test papers would not achieve signyficeyhtér scores
than students who did not grade and correct their own test papers on the North Carolina
end-of-course test in United States History. After undergoing the prepestence at
the beginning of the spring semester, students in the control group participatethén-tea
only grading, while students in the treatment group graded their own papers dotigwe
the use of corrective measures. At the end of the semester, all particihatiagts
involved in the study took the North Carolina United States History end-of course test

When the end-of-course tests were graded, scores were sent back to the schools.
After performing an independent sampidest with SPSS statistical software, and the
researcher having assumed equal variances for posttest scores, rasdtstedadicate
no significant statistical difference between students in the contnapdvl = 79.23,SD
= 9.67) versus the treatment groud, £ 81.53,SD=8.48), t(126) = -1.428p = .677.

Assuming a pre-established alpha valup §0.05, the two-tailed test of significance for



101

the posttest group was .156, witp-aalue of .677. The mean difference between groups
was -2.29, with a 95 % confidence interval from -5.48 to .88 (see Tables 2, 3, and 4).
These results seem to imply that the researcher failed to observe ealgtsgnificant
difference in posttest scores between the control and treatment groups.
Summary of the Results

The results presented above included consideration from the two research
guestions and the null hypothesis. After performing an independent sargsdeghe
researcher was able to determine the levels of significance for tested posttest
results from both the control and treatment groups. Statistical results foebeénah
guestions and the null hypothetaded to support self-correcting and grading as
appropriate strategies to encourage student learning and achievement; hbataver
research questions and the null hypothesis failed to support that strategy cver-tea
only grading. Statistical results seemed to indicate that with adi-tleseearch queries
there was not enough significance between results to determine self-grading
corrective measures were better at helping students learn more or gbereoni the
North Carolina United States History end-of-course test than teachegraning. A

more detailed summary and a discussion of the findings are presented in the next chapt
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CHAPTER FIVE: SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

In the concluding section of this dissertation, this final chapter restates t
research problem and reviews the key methods used in the study. The main sections of
this chapter summarize the results and discuss their implications. The étnah séfers
suggestions for further research and concludes with a look to the future about thke possi
benefits of this study.

Statement of the Problem

During the course of this study, there were two research questions and the null
hypothesis under investigation. First, the researcher wanted to know if there was a
positive, negative, or equivalent relationship between students who graded anedorrec
their own test papers and a higher score on the North Carolina end-of-counse test i
United States History. Secondly, if a comparison between pretest and poatlest g
showed students learned more with the intervention of student self-corr@utirggading
than with teacher-only grading. Finally, the researcher asked if therenoagh
statistical significance to reject or adopt the null hypothékiswhich stated that
students who self-graded and corrected their test papers would not acieieasitly
higher scores than students who did not grade and correct their own test papers on the
end-of-course test in United States History.

Review of the Methodology

The research study, a quasi-experimental static group comparison, desigred

a period of one academic semester of 90 days, from late January 2009 until the end of

May 2009. In this study, two teachers from two different high schools agreed to
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participate with their 1. grade United States History classes. The participating students
(N = 128) were assigned to either the control group (Class A and ©64) or the
treatment group (Class B and i+ 64) by the flip of a coin. At the beginning of the
semester, all students participating if' itade United States History took the
countywide United States History pretest. After taking the pretest, styslerceeded
with their normal classroom routine of covering the 12 goals required of the North
Carolina United States History course. The cooperating teachershgavaudents a 50-
guestion multiple-choice test after the completion of each achievement goal

After every test administration for the control group (Classes A and C), the
teacher collected the tests, graded them using a previously coded key, redvegladés
in the grade book, and then returned the test papers to the students. After returning the
tests to the students and discussing the correct responses, the teacheurtinesh thes
next topic of study from the standard course of study. Conversely, after edd twse
administration for the treatment group (Classes B and D), the students syernesible
for grading their own papers, using the pre-coded answer key, and making hete of t
correct answer. As with the control group, there were time allowances toranswe
guestions and explain the answer choices. After grading their papers, the students
a correction for the questions they missed using the pre-established correctizats
Students in both the control and treatment groups continued with either teacher-only or
self-grading and correcting for the duration of one academic semester.

At the end of the 2009 spring semester, students in both the control and treatment
groups took the posttest, the state end-of-course assessment for North Cartdida Uni

States History. When both sets of tests were scored by the county’s cHitealgrades
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were then grouped by either control or treatment group and analyzed using descripti
and inferential statistics, more specifically the independent samigss After the-test
results were gathered, the researcher summarized the results of thesfardirfgund
statistical support to imply a need to adopt the null hypothesis.
Summary of the Results

Throughout the period of this study, the focus had been on whether student
learning and achievement could be affected if a student graded and then @driseote
her own test papers. Research question one asked if there was a positive, negative, or
equivalent relationship between students who graded and corrected their own papers and
a higher score on the North Carolina United States History end-of-coursétiest
taking the initial pretest, members of the control and treatment groups sctisctatly
equivalent on the test, with both groups having all members score in the lowest level of
proficiency, Level I. No student in either the control or the treatment graupdsim the
Level II, 11, or IV range on the pretest.

At the conclusion of the spring semester, students took the end-of-course test and
in the control group, there were 4 Level Is, 33 Level lIs, 25 Level llIs, arev@l LVs.
When the treatment group took the end-of-course test, their scores includes &) 892
Level lls, 25 Level llls, and 4 Level IVs. The class mean of the postiesbtgroup
was 79.23 (SD = 9.67) with a posttest treatment group mean of 81.53 (SD = 8.48). These
figures seemed to indicate that while there was a mean difference irspsstiees of the
control and treatment groups of -2.29 in favor of the treatment strategy, thetpmsttes
values p = .677),—where a pre-established alpha valuepwaf.05—seemed to imply

no statistical difference between the strategy of student grading aedtow and
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teacher-only grading.

Secondly, research question two sought to determine if a comparison between
pretest and posttest grades showed students learned more with the interventidenof s
self-correcting and grading than with teacher-only grading. To determine ttee adg
learning that occurred, the researcher used the same proficiencyderes employed by
the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction to define student achievement
(NCDPI, 2006-07). For instance, as previously mentioned, a student has scored at grade
level, which is considered proficient, on the end-of-course assessment if he or she
obtained a Level lll (percentile grade of 83-93) or Level IV (perleegtade of 94-100)
(NCDPI, 2006-07).

At the end of the experimental period of 90 days, 25 students in the control group
had scored at the Level Ill range, while 2 students scored a Leven itYie treatment
group, 25 students scored Level Il and 4 students obtained a Level IV gmofiaating.

The class mean for the posttest control group was 79.23 (SD = 9.67) and the class mean
for the posttest treatment group was 81.53 (SD = 8.48) with a difference of 2.3. While
two more students in the treatment group scored Level Vs than in the control geoup, t
number of Level llls was equivalent for both groups. Students did learn the anricul

in both the control and treatment groups, but with a pre-established alpha vatue of

0.05, thep-value of .677 seemed to indicate no statistical difference in strategie=ebetw

the two groups when the independent samiplest was performed. The researcher

found it likely that students learned a statistically similar amount whétbgrengaged in
teacher-only grading or self-grading with corrective measures.

Finally the null hypothesis$],, stated that students who graded and corrected their
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test papers would not achieve significantly higher scores than students who dadeot g
and correct their own test papers on the end-of-course test in United Stateg. Hidter
taking the pretest at the beginning of the spring semester, both the control amerttea
groups proceeded in the same fashion except with the classroom grading psocétiere
variation occurred between the control group using teacher-only grading, and the
treatment group who employed self-grading and test corrections. At the éed of t
semester, both the control and treatment groups took the end-of-course assessment.
When the scores were returned the posttest mean for the control group was 79.23 (SD =
9.67), while the class mean for the treatment group was 81.53 (SD = 8.43). When the
posttest grade results were calculated for the independent safgsesvith a pre-
establishegb-value ofp = <.05, thep-value wag =.677, while the researcher assumed
equal variances. These results seem to imply that the research erpéaitad to show
a statistical difference in posttest scores between the control amdenégtroups, and
that the researcher should adopt the null hypothesis.
Discussion of the Results

Research question one asked if there was a positive, negative, or equivalent
relationship between students who graded and corrected their own papers and a highe
score on the end-of-course test. While two more students in the treatment stoeed at
proficiency Level IV than with students in the control group, there was no sttisti
difference between the two strategies to indicate anything othreathaquivalent
relationship. The same number of students (25) in both the treatment and control groups
scored at Level Il proficiency, and there was only one student difference in baftsgr

for Level | and Il achievement.
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After analyzing descriptive statistics for research question onegsbarcher was
able to determine that there was an equivalent relationship between students wtho grade
and corrected their own test papers and their scores on the end-of-course in tdteted S
History. The frequency distribution for the treatment group fell within the ramanae
range when compared to the control group (SD = 0.50). The researcher concluded that
when students graded and corrected their own test papers over the course of art academi
semester, their scores were not statistically different from swidérd had teacher-only
grading and no corrective measures. In this instant, the strategy ofasbifegand
correcting proved no more effective in raising final end-of-course gradedhe use of
no strategy. While Sadler and Good (2006) had expected the positive results from their
science classroom performance to show likewise results in other subjdetsyisvit
dissertation study scores were not affected enough to warrant furthertbhsepairticular
tactic to improve standardized test scores over any other strategy.

Because the veteran teacher who had given inspiration for this study had truly
believed in the effectiveness of test corrections, and the grades wetlg iigiher in the
treatment group, the researcher was surprised to find that there was not ¢atsigtab
difference between the two methods to determine self-grading and cayneas a
positive strategy for improving end-of-course scores. There is much gressschool
districts and individual teachers to improve test scores, and almost all icesactivities
are dedicated to end-of-course test strategies in the county where taisiresedy was
done. The researcher thought that perhaps this would be a more effective stratagy for
purpose, however the results indicated otherwise.

Even likening back to the theories of Bloom (1968), and more recent works such
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as Guskey’s (2007), it would seem that when students are more involved in classroom
activities and assume a patrticipating role, they learn more. Students weitirbe
teacher in the role of a facilitator instead of only an instructor would seemdorage

more of a working relationship, and perhaps reduce the sense of a learned hekplessne
that some students feel if their progress feels doomed to failure.

Consistent with the results from question one, was when research question two
asked whether a comparison between pretest and posttest grades showed sduukethts le
more with the intervention of student self-correcting and grading than witheteanly
grading. Initially it was determined that student learning would be askbgthe same
standard in which the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction assedsethe
number of students achieving the proficiency levels of Level 11l (83-98) amel IV
(94-100) on the end-of-course assessment. After the administration of the enolsef-c
test in United States History, students in the control group of A and C included 25 Level
llls and 2 Level IVs. Students in the treatment group of B and D included 25Ilsvel
and had 4 Level IVs.

The two-tailed test of significance (.156) and phelue (.677) both indicated
there was not enough statistical significance between the control amdeinégroups to
determine students had learned more by grading and correcting their papeesthérgil
were admittedly two more Level IVs in the treatment group than in the contnap,
there was not enough difference in the mean score of 2.3 points to make a difference in
the overalk-test statistic. The researcher concluded from the data that if studdrgs in t
classroom were to use the strategy of self-grading and correcting they eanuncs$

much as in the traditional method of teacher-only grading, just perhaps not more. The
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outcome results from this research study indicated that students did not [estinadba
more grading and correcting their own test papers than with teacher-otyggra

As with the results from research question one, the researcher wasesiuaptize
outcome. While the forefront of education news today is the importance of consistently
bettering standardized test scores, the most important aspect of educatipmgs hel
children become better citizens and learning all they can to be happy, productive
members of society. In other words, the very reason for all the work done in schools is t
help children learn. The researcher, especially after having read theitadarel
empirical studies on active involvement and increased participation in theoolass
believed that if she could get students to pay close attention to their own papers during
the grading process and then do immediate follow-up to reinforce the correct resgonse
would dramatically improve the time between testing and feedback. The hesesdso
believed it would increase cooperation and self-efficacy between all involvedand t
students would not just sit in the class waiting for the bell to ring, but feel adense
excitement at playing a part in the inner workings of the grading and m&sggsocess
for this particular class. While grades were only slightly higher frenreatment group,
they were not high enough to suggest that students had actually learned more with the
self-grading and corrective measures.

Finally, there is the question of whether to reject or adopt the null hypothesis.
The null stated that students who self-graded and corrected their test paipleraat
achieve significantly higher scores than students who did not grade and coirentithe
test papers. After students were assigned to either the control or thetriegitoup,

they proceeded through the semester with the same instructional technique, yonty var
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when the weekly assessment time approached. Students in the control group exberience
teacher-only grading after each test and students in the treatment gsogpafied and

then corrected their own test papers each week. At the end of the spring seheester
end-of-course exam was administered to both groups of students, and when the scores
were returned the researcher was able to gather and analyzditigedats.

After performing the independent sampidsst, the test failed to reveal a
statistically reliable difference between the posttest control gidup{9.23,SD= 9.67)
and the treatment posttest grotyp £ 81.44,SD= 8.48),t (126) =-1.42p = .677. After
consideration for a Type Il error and assuming equal variances, thechesaaas able to
fail to reject the null hypothesis for this research study on student leandregk
correcting. The researcher concluded that students who participated imtineirte
group did not learn statistically more or perform better on the end-of-courserassg
than students who were assigned to the control group. While the researcher thought
students might learn more if they were involved with a correction process designed t
help them learn from their mistakes, adoptinghlgé this instance was not concurrent
with previous research (Sadler and Good, 2006).

In all three instances as the researcher figured and reconfigureduite, sk
was surprised that for both research questions and the null that there was not enough
statistical difference to support student self-grading and correctindeaarer-only
grading. While the main premise in Sadler and Good’s (2006) study was that when
students used self-grading they learned more, the main objective in the presardre
study was to take that idea a step further and make the self-correctsaresethe focal

point. The researcher was hoping to show that when students took an active role in
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correcting their papers, they would want to become more involved with their own
learning. The learners would perhaps begin to research topics and go a step beyond what
might ordinarily be expected of them. The researcher thought that by usimged float
would encourage students to think about why they missed a particular question, and then
how that question fits in with the greater topic and concepts of the standard course of
study, the student would begin to take a much more active part in the classroom
environment. Students might have more of a reason to talk about history, and for more
than a few seconds it could truly come alive for them. The results were tinigpgasd
somewhat disappointing because of the amount of research, both classical and modern in
nature that seemed to support self-grading and, more specifically, corraetgaires as
a way of improving student learning and standardized test scores.
Relationship to Current Literature

In the first part of the review of literature on student learning and sekatorg,
the researcher discussed some of the earliest theoretical perspetteaning and
theories it was built upon. For instance, early learning theorists such as Péghtand
Vygotsky (1978) both concurred that learning should not occur in a vacuum, but was by
its very nature social. Vygotsky's (1978) constructivism emphasized a top-down
processing classroom setting in which the teacher began with presentoigesprand
then students worked to discover how to solve the problem. In this way, students would
have taken an active approach with their own learning, might have developed problem-
solving skills, and engaged in socio-cultural learning experiences (1978).

This idea of discovery learning prevalent in Vygotsky's work also mirrdred t

work of Kolb with his idea of experiential learning. Kolb (as cited in Johns, 2001) meant
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for a student to be actively involved in his or her own learning and discovery process.
For Kolb (1983), there was a two-dimension cycle of learning, which involved the
gathering of facts and the processing and personalizing of information.y)d¢adlents
would move from reflective observation to active experimentation, and ultinzatehg

at new thoughts and conclusions. Bloom, like Kolb and Vygotsky, also theorized about
the components of learning which included even more emphasis on students’ active
involvement in their own scholarship (Bloom, 1968).

While Bloom concurred with Kolb and Vygotsky about the need for active
student patrticipation, he went even further by saying that assessments could @s@h be
as a tool (Bloom, 1968). Guskey (2007) contended that Bloom’s mastery learning
promoted assessment as a tool and that feedback, self-correction, and enstionent
become the cornerstone of modern mastery learning. Bloom argued that it v8teka m
to assume all students should be taught the same way and given the same amount of
instructional time to master the information. Naturally, there would be \arsain
students’ learning, and classroom assessments should be used to diagnose individual
learning inequalities and help design remediation schedules (2007). When astudent’
weak areas are identified they would be paired with a tutor, and the two of thedh woul
then work together to investigate the mistakes and discuss them for understanding
Bloom suggested that after taking a test, the teacher was responsiblenigisgidents
immediate feedback then students must have the opportunity to engage in an active,
corrective activity for each formative assessment (1968).

Theoretically, using Bloom’s suggestion for corrective measures woyddhes|

modern classroom to assist students in concept mastery and end-of-course test
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improvement. Guskey (2007) agreed with Bloom’s message on the value of classroom
self-corrective measures to improve learning. He believed that feedbésklbwas not
enough to improve student learning, but should be qualitatively different from the
instruction which the learners had initially received (2007). While Bloom, and later
Guskey, supported the advantages of using self-corrective measures to inymtene s
learning, Block, Efthim, and Burns (1989) took a more realistic approach when they
agreed with the benefits of student test corrections, but also realized thetistraiats

and limitations it would impose on a teacher’s daily planning routine. ldealigt
individualized instruction and self-corrective measures would be the mastweffe
technique to enhance learning, concurred Whiting, Van Burgh, and Render (1995), but
finding classroom time to always offer students individualized instruction duméng t
corrective process would be difficult.

In bridging the theories of learning from earlier times, when Dewey wa
beginning to define the rigid organization of early classrooms, to the dotoaies of
learning from Vygotsky, Kolb, and Bloom, the intended outcome of classroom
instruction has remained virtually unchanged. Schools and teachers today tayagti
to find newer and better ways of teaching, more effective strategiepitovenstudent
learning, and valid ways of assessing student learning and progresast&ioce, current
trends in education brought about by the No Child Left Behind legislation require school
districts to be able to demonstrate proof positive through test results that saudents
learning more and that the school is improving its ministrations toward allaultur
ethnic, achievement, and socio-economic groups through the use of reporting AYP

results (Stotsky, 2005). Schools need to demonstrate continued academic sutcess a
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progress toward standards-driven curriculums, and improved learning and testaseor
what matters in today’s schools (2005).

While considerable research has been done on different classroom learning
strategies, such as cooperative learning and alternative assessmemayée
considerable value in looking at other tactics to affect learning. While Thompdon a
Newsome (2002) focused their studies on whether multiple-choice tests could help
facilitate the use of higher-ordered thinking skills in the classroom, Walb@8) had
been researching the value of peer- or self-assessment and mistakeoaaftt
receiving feedback from the teacher. Walberg argued that students using Kesatbac
corrective measures learned more, while Dweck (2000) continued this line ypasuid
found that students who were the highest- and lowest-achieving students benefited t
most from self-grading.

Teachers have traditionally viewed self-grading in a less positivelderause of
the possibility of cheating (Sadler & Good, 2006; Edwards, 2007; Strong, Davis, &
Hawks, 2004). In recent years, though, especially since No Child Left Behindeand t
pressures on educators to improve learning and test scores, some reseaildeachars
alike are beginning to examine its possible benefits. Two meta-anahisadhikov and
Goldfinch (2000), and Falchikov and Boud (1989) concurred in their findings that there
was no overall consistent tendency for students to under- or overestimate their
performance. Strong, et al. (2004) also conducted a study involving studenadaifygr
and found that while students reported they had learned more and had enjoyed the
classroom experience, the researchers’ conclusions disagreed wittkk&al Goldfinch

and Falchikov, Boud'’s stance that students did not have a tendency to inflate theair grade
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Strong, et al concluded that even though grade inflation was a problem, if ssdrasat
were used in a smaller classroom setting with students properly traithethevi
instructor’s desired grading standards, self-grading would be a positiveagarni
experience for students.

While Stefani (1994) also conducted a research study which concluded with
positive results supporting self-grading and correcting, perhaps the mosttiaflue
research study supporting this dissertation was that of Sadler and Good (200§). Usi
Stefani’s study as a starting point, Sadler and Good took the idea of self-dtatheg
by theorizing self-grading increased student performance and learningjsaritelped
teachers prepare for standardized tests. While most studies to thisgzbfoctused on
the college student (Falchikov & Goldfinch, 2000; Falchikov & Boud, 1989), Sadler and
Good realized that there might be value in working with middle school students.

Sadler and Good'’s study took place in four middle school science classes (2006).
During the course of the experiment students self-graded their papersevidstlting
scores correlating close enough with the teachers’ marks to be a raliagticusion.

Their conclusion was that self-grading appeared to further student understantimg of t
subject matter taught (2006). The research study conducted by Sadler and Gobd on sel
grading demonstrated that this particular technique could improve learning and
understanding (2006).

While there have been studies conducted on the effects of student self-grading
(Stefani, 1994; Sadler & Good, 2006; Falchikov & Boud, 1989), there have been few
studies on the effects of student corrective work in the learning process, anctidhat

the high school level. Mathan and Koedinger (2005) conducted a study on delayed



116

versus immediate feedback and reported that it was important in the learnirgsghate
corrective measures begin as soon as possible after the actual test.sdlseyralsed
that corrective measures coupled with immediate feedback were morereftean
grade feedback alone (2005).
There are more recent studies where self-grading is a positive walyaoce
learning (Andrade & Valtcheva, 2009; Ross & Starling, 2008). Andrade and Valtcheva,
for instance, studied self-grading but determined that it was better used on hkraedor
drafts than assignments or tests to be graded. Their main contention with not wsing it f
graded assessments was that its purpose would be better served in theadesl afrg
independent practice, where it would identify areas of strengths or weakr83@)s (
Ross and Starling (2008) found student self-assessment to be beneficial throughout the
homework and grading process but also found a connection with self-esteem and self-
efficacy. In their study, Ross and Starling determined that when setfsassat was
used in the classroom setting there was a 25% increase in overall studeninaehieve
Additionally, they reported that students also commented on an increase ifficadfye
especially with girls. The researchers hypothesized that perhaps at sesse of
empowerment or a feeling of having more control over their environment and learning
that led girls to an overall better feeling toward their educational exger{@008).
Supporting Ross and Starling (2008) and their positive comments concerning self-
grading and achievement were McMillan and Hearn (2008). McMillan and Hearn’s
recent study took a much more future-oriented approach in their assessment tuethe va
of student self-grading. The researchers approached their study fromnitheostt that

while there is value in self-assessment from a cooperative and interéatige, shey
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contend that in this new age of a standards-driven classroom, self-assessposverem
students to guide their own learning and internalize the criteria for judgingssuc
(2008). McMillan and Hearn also believed that self-grading encourages setgfand
motivation to improve academically.

While previous research studies, (Stefani, 1994; Falchikov & Boud, 1989) as well
as more current work (Andrade & Valtcheva, 2009; Ross & Starling, 2008), have positive
outcomes and praise for the value of student self-assessment, there have not peen man
studies employing both self-grading and corrective measures. Falchikov and Boud’
(1989) meta-analysis contained the few instances where both were utilizéte\bowetre
conducted at the college level. This dissertation’s author has not discovereatehrese
study conducted at the high school level that contained both self-grading antharrec
measures designed to assess the effect on learning and standardizedetest scor

Implications for Practice

The outcome of this study suggests to the author that while student self-grading
and correcting has merit as a strategy in the classroom, it may not be thedffetbiste
tactic by itself for increasing learning or standardized test scoresiols research from
Sadler and Good’s (2006) study on four middle school science classrooms suggested sel
grading had value over peer-grading and teacher-grading when it camedcneinf
concepts and encouraging learning. Taking a cue from Sadler and Good'siretedy,
and combining it with the veteran teacher’s idea on test corrections, gave this author
cautious optimism that she had found a new strategy to use in her own classroom and
even throughout her county.

Even though the researcher found she must adopt the null hypothesis, she also
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recognized there were valuable implications that emerged from the resaatg. For
instance, in their study, Sadler and Good (2006) stated that self-grading appeared to
further student understanding of the subject matter being taught. They alsurtEder

that when students used self-grading that it involved students sharing some of the powe
traditionally held by the teacher. In their studies (Falchikov & Boud, 1989;ngtefa

1994; Freeman, 1995; Guskey, 2007; Locker & Cropley, 2004), the researchers indicated
that self-grading had contributed to feelings of enhanced self-effiaaeglistic

perception of their own abilities, deeper feelings of motivation, increasee te$earn,

more positive attitude toward class work, teacher expectations, the cousdyobad

even less testing anxiety. Stefani (1994) specifically supported sdifirgrand said that
when students realize teachers are there to facilitate instructiontregheo dictate
everything they realize that a child knows the teacher has some degree of aadttbe
learner feels more comfortable in both the classroom environment and in their
relationship with the teacher.

The researcher wonders if the implications from this study would follow more
along the course of Bloom’s (1968) ideas of mastery learning. For instanoe Bl
believed that all students could learn, but the approach and time needed might be
different for each individual learner. Perhaps the value of student self-geading
correcting, then, would lie with weaker students or students who require moretime a
reinforcement with the material. Self-grading and correcting might evargbed
strategy for high school age, at-risk students who have issues with authority or
motivation. More high schools are now offering remediation in an online format and

self-corrective measures might be a way to improve understanding and evestessih
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with students who might not be as inclined to tolerate a traditional classroong.sé#tt
seems likely that while student self-grading and correcting did not prove hy loecae
statistically effective than teacher-only grading for the treatrgroup, it might be a
viable alternative for the at-risk student or a learner on an Independent Bduriati.
Explanation of Unanticipated Findings

There were unanticipated findings the researcher encountered during tleeafours
this study. First, she was surprised that she had to fail to adopt the null. Ovefadidshe
believed the strategy of student self-grading and correcting would proveto be
significant benefit. For example, several years prior to this resdadhane of East
Side High School’s veteran teachers spoke openly on the value of using what ste terme
test corrections.Her standardized test scores were always higher than the other teachers
in the social studies department were and even when she retired, the vetéian teac
commented that corrective measures were the key to her standardizedstestess. In
recent years as standardized testing and curriculums become even putantfor
determining learning and academic success, this researcher hasdttemy in-service
training modules, but none of them ever spoke of using self-grading and corrective
measures as a suitable strategy for improving learning and scores. ddrelreshas
always wondered if corrective measures were, indeed, a better way aexoit@d over
the opportunity to finally study the strategy in a controlled experiment other tha
occasional debates in departmental meetings.

During the semester, though, the researcher did encounter several otheshissues
had not anticipated that probably had a negative impact on the results. For instance,

student scores on the end-of-course assessment might have actually baeiohilgbse
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learners who graded and corrected their own test papers if, in fact, the students ha
actually participated in the treatment group the way the researcheridgiadlty
envisioned it. While the researcher had anticipated problems with the coaperatin
teachers not following the experiment’s guidelines properly, it seem$iehatitprise
came from the students.

While students readily looked forward to grading their own papers, they would
not complete the correction process. On the first test, most students excitedly
participated in both the grading and correcting process, but with proceedingresgsss
the excitement seemingly wore thin, and less than % of the students in both clasdes B
D of the treatment group would complete the test correction process each time.h&/hen t
participating teachers gave the students some time in class to completekhthe
students cooperated at first, but after about three weeks, the teachers hadhaehard ti
getting any of the students to work on the corrective process. At the end of the spring
semester very few of the students had completed corrections for all telstswan still
took the time to do them right.

When the cooperating teachers checked them for correctness, they foundrthat afte
the first two or three sets of corrections students were just rewording tteoquend
trying to submit it for credit that way, or were copying each others’ wonkasgt
frustrating and both teachers at the different high schools had the same pratbie¢hne wi
participating students. When the teachers asked the students about it, the egliedrs
that they found that there were too many corrections to do each time and thayeder
of them and got very bored. The students also remarked that they would rather do some

sort of extra credit assignment outside of school than do anymore test oogestithey
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took too long to do and were boring. The researcher was disappointed that the students
were no more interested in their general term period grades and the overaibldaauni
was supposed to be tested.

While the researcher had tried to formulate the corrections criteriavay ghat
would reinforce the standard course of study, perhaps the required format issedbwa
involved. The researcher did not take into account how students might feel if they
routinely missed an excessive number of questions and the degree of time a teenage
might be willing to spend on each question if facing several hours’ worth of ceerect
measures each week.

Another unanticipated finding was of the researcher’s over-confidenceltbft al
the students would be excited and willing to do the extra work to learn more and increase
their grades. Several of the lower performing students were only inteiresigdeving
the minimal grade required for passing the subject. The students statedythegréna@ot
interested in learning more or getting any end-of-course grader lingimethey needed to
pass the class and graduate. The students would calculate their grades and least the |
number of corrections they had to complete to pass the class, and then only turn in the
minimal amount needed. While ideally the corrective measures were meantdcee
the concepts for all students, there was no way to convince some of the learners of t
need for intrinsic improvement. As long as they had a passing grade and figayred t
knew enough to pass the end-of-course test, some of the students would do nothing
further to help themselves.

Finally, perhaps the most surprising part of the unanticipated findings was tha

neither the two research questions nor the null hypothesis did there appear tstiEaktati
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significance supporting student self-grading and corrective measureteasieer-only
grading. Based on the early works of Vygotsky, Kolb, and Bloom the research tended to
support the more actively involved student. Later research, such as from Sadler and
Good, also supported self-grading as a positive and likely strategy to improvadea
and test scores. The researcher was surprised that in all three m#t@neavas no
statistical difference in methods.
Limitations

While there were careful considerations during this research study to canduct
a setting as unbiased and valid as possible, inevitably there were limiting besrzatati
ways in which the findings may lack generalizability. For instance, theenahd size of
the sample could have easily changed the outcome of the study. This researctastudy w
conducted in two high schools in a central North Carolina rural community. The
uniqueness of this particular setting could have produced very different results if the
sample sizes were larger, more varied in students’ cultural or economicdaukgand
the study encompassed other high schools, including those in an urban setting.

This research study was conducted during the spring semester of the 2009 school
year. Atthese participating schools, final semester exams for theefallagministered
near the end of January because of inclement weather, which is late fershesdm
conclude. In both schools, students complained about the changing schedule, continued
weather problems, and seemingly grew tired of participating with cveaoeasures
shortly after they started. Perhaps beginning this research study tairtloé & new
school year when students were excited and fresh from their vacation would ltkeva ma

difference in the results.
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This research study was also limited to the subjectBjtade United States
History. The study may have produced different results in a subject such as math or
science where answers were much less subjective. The corrective meaightehave
been easier for students to do and quicker to complete where answers are mace specif
and less open to multiple interpretations, such as with a history class. Resudltsasaul
been different for any of the research questions if different ages, Igresd®, or subjects
had also been chosen for participation.

Suggestions for Further Research

While these study results provided unlikely statistical evidence to suppdenst
self-grading and corrective measures over teacher-only gradingpadtitesearch may
be needed to generalize results to other populations or groups outside the area where the
study was conducted. The population studied wefegtdde United States History
students in two rural high schools. While every effort was made to include as random a
sample as possible, results might have been different in a larger school or ineadiffe
geographic area. Sadler and Good'’s (2006) study was conducted on middle school
students, but besides that particular study little research has been done on stddents a
self-grading below the college level.

Further research might provide positive results in support of self-grading an
corrective measures if additional studies were carried out at lond® gneels. Perhaps
students would be more excited about making the connections between an incorrect
response and the reasons why their assumptions were erroneous. High schoo] students
as reported earlier, grew bored of the corrections process quickly. Additjonailght

prove beneficial to conduct this study in a different subject area. Any conaepan
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historical perspective naturally leads itself to numerous interpretationseashe science
or mathematics test would be much more objective in answer possibilities. Studgnts m
be more comfortable working with corrective measures when there is not as much room
for argument, either from them or from the teacher, in terms of what would be an
acceptable way to write a correction.

While this study focused mainly on multiple-choice tests, there might beediffe
results if the weekly tests were in an alternative format, essaystance. The method
used in this study where students used a pre-coded answer key might have produced
results more statistically significant if the students had coded theokéythey had been
taught to assess essay tests, which was done in other studies (Sadler and Good, 2006). A
more complicated assessment with essay tests, and students who have been taoght how
assess questions with a rubric and training, could provide a higher level of mesgaec
high school classroom.

Finally, further research might prove a valid use for student selfrgy aaid
corrective measures if the strategy was tried on weaker students atstube have
difficulty with reading comprehension. In North Carolina, every student who is on a
standard diploma tract must score the minimal prerequisite Level Il anthef-course
test to pass the course and be eligible for graduation. Currently there is nmprovis
made to accommodate exceptionalities if a student is going to graduate witlea reg
diploma. The result is many students who receive special education services lave t
retested or have to repeat the whole course and go through the end-of-course testing
procedure again. It might prove beneficial to use self-grading and cormextagires

for at-risk and weaker students that traditionally feel intimidated obédfind in the
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normal classroom. Perhaps the corrections format could be altered to better
accommodate their needs, while the resulting benefits cited earlier, sncheased self-
efficacy, motivation, and excitement to learn would return for those students.

While increased learning and higher standardized test scores continue to be the
focal point of today’s schools, educators must continue to remember that teséselye m
tools. From the works of early learning theorists such as Dewey and Yvgotsky, to
today’s researchers like Sadler and Good, the one thing that has remaineat t®tista
idea of increased student involvement and active participation in the learnieggroc
While this research study on student self-grading and corrective measurddHat this
particular strategy was not statistically significant over teachbr grading for
promoting more learning and higher test scores, there are still sufficidrdssfrom a
wealth of sources supporting the benefits of students playing an active part in their
learning. There is merit, both academically and emotionally with usisgrolam
corrective measures and perhaps this study could be the starting point ferentiff

direction utilizing the corrections process.
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APPENDIX A

Dear Beth,

We are pleased to inform you that your above study has been approved by the Libert
IRB. This approval is extended to you for one year. If data collection procestdmpea
year, or if you make changes in the methodology as it pertains to human subjects, y
must submit an appropriate update form to the IRB. Attached you'll find the forms for
those cases.

Thank you for your cooperation with the IRB and we wish you well with yoaarek
project. We will be glad to send you a written memo from the Liberty IRB, exfede
upon request.

Sincerely,

Fernando Garzon, Psy.D.

IRB Chair, Liberty University

Center for Counseling and Family Studies Liberty University
1971 University Boulevard

Lynchburg, VA 24502-2269

(434) 592-4054

Fax: (434) 522-0476
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APPENDIX B

U.S. History: Goal 1 Test Name
1. Which economic activity was of primary importance to the South during the early
years of the United States?

a) plantation agriculture ¢) commercial fishing

b) mining and manufacturing d) trade and shipbuilding

2. During the Federalist period, political participation in most states was omy@pe
which group?

a) all adult males who had reached the age of twenty-one c)white male langlowner
b) white men and women over the age of twenty-one d) all native-born citizens

3. Which region of the United States had an economy that depended on shipbuilding,
trade, and manufacturing?

a. the Northwest c) the South

b) New England d) the Southwest

4. The political status of women in the early years of the United States could be best
summarized by which statement?

a) few women held jobs outside the home

b) women could not own property

c) women formed societies for moral improvement

d) women were not eligible to vote

5. What was the main reason that Native Americans were not part of the poldeedsr
during the early years of the united States?

a) they were not citizens

b) they wanted to maintain their tribal customs

c) language barriers

d) the passage of the Bill of Rights

6. what act of Congress created the federal court system?
a) the Land Ordinance of 1785 c) the Northwest Ordinance of 1787
b) the Judiciary Act of 1789 d) the passage of the Bill of Rights

7. Which constitutional change was made to guarantee the rights and liberties of
American citizens?

a.) the Bill of Rights c) the Virginia and Kentucky Resolves
b) the two-party system d) the Twelfth Amendment

8. Which political view was shared by the Federalists?
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a) nullification c) loose interpretation of the Constitution
b) states’ rights d) judicial review by the Supreme Court

9. What was the main reason that Thomas Jefferson and the Democratic-Republicans
opposed Hamilton’s plan to create a national bank?

a) they believed that it was unconstitutional

b) they believed that the bank would unfairly aid the northern states

c) they opposed central banks in general

d) they thought that a national bank would only benefit big business

10. Which group supported the Federalists?
a) western farmers ¢) Southern plantation owners
b) Northern businessmen d) landless wage earners

11. What was the result of the political disagreements between Alexanddtadaan
Thomas Jefferson?

a) the two-party system c) the BIll of Rights

b) Northern businessmen d) the Judiciary Act

12. Which actions were parts of Hamilton’s economic plan?
a) foreign competition, taxes, and private loans

b) tax-revenue, selling public lands, and federal funding

c) free trade, free silver, and state banks

d) assumption of states’ debts, tariffs, national bank

13. What measures did Hamilton propose to pay off the nation’s debts?
a) a protective tariff and excise taxes on whiskey

b) a federal income tax

c) the free and unlimited coinage of silver currency

d) reducing federal funding

14. What part of Hamilton’s economic plan had the goal of protecting American
manufacturers from foreign competition?

a) the Coinage Act of 1792 C)tariffs

b) payment of states’ debts d) taxes

15. what was the significance of the Whiskey Rebellion?

a) it demonstrated that the new government under Washington could not prevent anti-tax
rebellions

b) Washington quickly stopped the rebellion to demonstrate the effectiveness afithe ne
government

¢) Hamilton proposed a negotiated settlement to move the new capital to the
Maryland/Virginia border

d) support for the Federalists increased amongst farmers in the west dnd sout
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16. Alexander Hamilton’s vision for the future of the United States supported which
economic goal?

a) territorial expansion on the western frontier c) the growth of agrreult

b) increased trade, business, and manufacturing d) establishing new colonies

17. Which of the following best describes how Democratic-Republicans, such as Thomas
Jefferson, interpreted the Constitution?

a) a strict interpretation of the Constitution

b) a weak interpretation of the Constitution

) an activist interpretation of the Constitution

d) a loose interpretation of the Constitution

18. Supporters of the Democratic-Republican party were mostly:
a) farmers in the South and the West c) landless wage earners
b) free blacks and Native Americans d) bankers and businessmen

19. What were the main features of the Alien and Sedition Acts?

a) restriction of foreign immigration and penalties for criticism of gowvemt officials

b) the expansion of a secret federal police force that would spy on Amerizan<it

c) the creation of a federal agency to regulate the content of books and newspapers
d) to increase the number of legal immigrants allowed into the United Stategeaach

20. Why were Republicans opposed to the Alien and Sedition Acts?
a) the acts harmed the war effort c) the acts encouraged immigration
b) the acts threatened civil liberties d) the acts helped big business

21. Which were written to protest the Alien and Sedition Acts?
a) Letters to an American Farmer ¢) Virginia and Kentucky Resolve
b) the South Carolina Exposition d) Washington’s Farewell Address

22. What was promoted by “nullification™?

a) the right of states to cancel federal laws that are unconstitutional

b) the national government’s powers over the states are supreme

c) the Supreme Court may not strike down laws passed by Congress

d) the President may be impeached for “high crimes and misdemeanors”

23. What document listed below upholds the principle of states’ rights?
a) the Federalist Papers c) the Albany Plan of Union
b) the Olive Branch Petition d) the Virginia and Kentucky Resolves

24. What did the Supreme Court do in the cagdarbury v. Madisor(1803)?
a) affirm the constitutionality of nullification theory

b) establish the principle of judicial review

c) weaken the power of the federal judiciary

d) struck down the constitutionality of the B.U.S.



25. What was established in the cas®afbury v. Madisof2

a) presidential power to over-rule the federal courts

b) the Supreme Court’s authority to determine what is constitutional
c) the right of the states to nullify federal laws

d) congressional power to oversee federal court decisions

26. which best explains the principle of judicial review?

a) the Supreme Court has the power to remove federal district judges from the bench
b) the Supreme Court serves as the primary federal trial court in the Unitesl Sta

c) the Supreme Court decides whether laws are constitutional or unconstitutional

d) the Supreme Court serves as the chief prosecutor in cases involving federal law

27. What was the primary goal of American foreign policy during the eaailg yd the
United States?

a) avoiding war and foreign alliances c) increased naval power

b) establishing new colonies d) opening new markets

28. What was the intent of the Embargo Act and why did it fail?

a) It was meant to help Great Britain in its war with France without iagtine US to
commit military personnel to the conflict, but it failed because US troopdatéyi
became involved in the fighting.

b) It was a response to the insult of the “XYZ Affair” but it failed becalnsdJS did not
have the military strength to back up its actions.

c) It was meant to avoid war by forbidding trade between the US and foreign pations
thus preventing the impressments of US sailors. It failed, however, becausetttehad |
effect on Great Britain and hurt the US economy by damaging business.

d) It was meant to keep the French and British from establishing future calothes
Western Hemisphere, but it failed because Great Britain’s navy was todfpldwethe
US to resist.
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29. Which of the following statements might have been heard from a “War Hawk” prior

to the War of 18127
a) “We must go to war! Great Britain has violated our right to open trade on thieysea

impressing our sailors into their own service. Even more, they encourage the Indians on

the frontier to oppose and resist our westward expansion.”

b) “We must not rush to war. Great Britain has a powerful navy and we are in no
position to resist her.

c) “It is my contention that this convention here in Hartford send ambassadors to
Washington to express our disappointment with the government’s waging of thiis war
d) “It is not our desire to possess new lands or take any territory from Gitadt.BWe
merely want to show our enemy that we will not be intimidated on the high seas.”

30. What document replaced the Articles of Confederation and have greater powers to

the new United States government?
a) the Virginia and Kentucky Resolutions c) the US Constitution
b) the Bill of Rights d) the Declaration of Independence
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31. How did the US respond to the “XYZ Affair,” and how did it affect relations
between the US and France?

a) With outrage/ it ended relations between the two nations for a time.

b) With pleasure/ it began a new era in positive US-French relations.

c) Irritated/ the US went into debt paying money to France.

d) With disappointment/ it meant that France and Great Britain would s afjainst
the US.

32. "If, after careful consideration, the legislature of the great state of Virginia comes to
the conclusion that the federal government has overstepped its bounds in passing this
law- if we find it to be unconstitutional in its very nature- then we will, as a stategrefus
to subject ourselves to it. The quote is advocating what?

a) Federalism ¢) Democratic-Republicanism
b) the doctrine of nullification d) impressments and nationalism
33. “...remember the ladies, and be more generous and favorable to them than your

ancestors. Do not put such unlimited power into the hands of the Husbands. Remember,
all men would be tyrants if they could. If particular care and attention is not paid to the
ladies, we are determined to foment a rebellion, and will not hold ourselves hound by any
laws in which we have no voice or representation.”

The above quote comes from whom?

a) the wife of a southern plantation owner demanding the right to equal pay

b) Martha Washington demanding that women be allowed to run for public office

c) Abigail Adams demanding that women be granted suffrage

d) Dolly Madison demanding that women be granted the right to free speech

34. Which of the following was considered a “necessary evil” and was not abolished
despite the fact that it seemed to contradict the principals of the Declaration of
Independence?

a) the formation of political parties c) the institution of slavery

b) attacks on Native Americans on the frontier d) the Embargo Act

35. What was the primary significance of Pickney’s Treaty?

a) it kept America out of was with Great Britain

b) it allowed western farmers to deposit their goods in New Orleans
c) it ended the U.S. alliance with France

d) it resulted in the purchase of the Louisiana Territory from Spain

36. Which party was elected to power in the election of 18007
a) the Know-Nothings c) the Federalists
b) the Democratic-Republicans d) the Whigs

37. Which president was elected in 18007?
a) John Adams c) Thomas Jefferson
b) James Madison d) George Washington
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38. From what nation did the United States purchase the Louisiana Territory?
a) France c) Spain
b) England d) Russia

39. What was the significance of the Louisiana Purchase (1803)?
a) it doubled the territorial size of the United States

b) it re-established the 1778 alliance with France

c) it halted American expansion at the Mississippi

d) it renewed Indian attacks on the western frontier

40. Thomas Jefferson originally hesitated to purchase the Louisiana Territdly mos
because?

a) he doubted that Congress would approve of the funds needed for the purchase
b) he knew that most of the territory was too dry and unsuitable for agriculture

c) he was opposed to white settlement on lands belonging to Native Americans

d) it conflicted with his political belief in a strict interpretation of the Cibuisdn

41. What was the purpose of the Lewis and Clark Expedition?
a) to map and explore the Louisiana Territory

b) to negotiate with France over the purchase of Louisiana

c) to stop Native American attacks on the frontier

d) to conduct scientific experiments on agricultural techniques

42. Whose aid was essential to the success of the Lewis and Clark expedition?

a) Sacajawea ¢) Tecumseh

b) Henry Clay d) Jebediah Smith

43. What was the primary purpose of the Embargo Act of 18077?

a) to encourage foreign trade c) to strengthen the U.S. Navy
b) to avoid war with Britain d) to encourage domestic industry

44. Who encouraged the declaration of war against Britain in 18127
a) Federalists c¢) northern businessmen
b) war hawks d) Native American tribes

45. What was a primary cause of the War of 18127
a) French seizure of American ships c) trade embargos
b) the decline of American trade d) impressment

46. What were the goals of the “war hawks” in Congress?

a) stop French attacks on shipping, acquire Louisiana Territory

b) stop British impressments, end Indian attacks, acquire more territory
c) establish naval bases, acquire colonies in the Caribbean

d) free the slaves, increase protective tariffs, expand federal power



47. Which best explains Tecumseh'’s reason for siding with the British in the War of
18127

a) the U.S. government had continually lied to the Indians

b) Tecumseh knew that the British were going to win the war

c) the U.S. had forced Indians to march on the Trail of Tears

d) Tecumseh hoped to stop American settlement in the west

48. Which event is an example of the conflict between states’ rights and thé federa
government during the War of 18127

a) the XYZ affair c) the Treaty of San Lorenzo

b) Jay’s Treaty d) the Hartford Convention
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49. Which American victory occurred after the Treaty of Ghent ended the War of 18127

a) the burning of Washington, DC  c) the Battle of New Orleans
b) the Battle of Horseshoe Bend d) the invasion of British Canada

50. How did the result of the War of 1812 impact the United States?
a) it resulted in the loss of American territory

b) it resulted in increased national pride and confidence

c) it resulted in a new alliance with France

d) it resulted in the gain of new U.S. territories in Canada
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APPENDIX C
Test Correction Criteria

Each test correction must address the following requirements. Pleasmwdteplete
sentences.

1. Who or what is the subject of this question?

2. What is this question specifically asking?

3. Where have the actions in this question taken place?

4. When is the event in question taking place?

5. What was your initial belief the question was asking and how was it different
from what the question was really asking?
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