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P i Purpose — The purpose of this research is to explore the perceived concept of “going gradeless” among

education master’s students and academics within a Hong Kong university. This study aims to explore differing
perspectives on “going gradeless” and identify the key potential issues associated with its implementation in
higher education.

Design/methodology/approach — The research employed a qualitative method using purposive sampling to
select participants for semi-structured focus interviews, and the sample consisted of nine education master’s
students and two academics. The data collected from these interviews were systematically analyzed using
NVivo software, and the codes were developed into themes within the participants’ perceptions of “going
gradeless.”

Findings — The findings reveal that students and academics view going gradeless differently. Students have
mixed feelings about a gradeless system. Most recognize the problems associated with an overemphasis on
grades and the potential benefits of going gradeless, and they also express concerns about the personal
advantages of recognized credentials, differentiation from peers and resistance to implementation. Conversely,
academics call for a change in grading policy, citing the negative impact of grade-driven approaches on learning.
However, they also raise concerns about institutional and cultural factors that could pose challenges to a
gradeless system.

Originality/value — This paper contributes to the underexplored area of gradeless learning in higher education,
particularly within Confucian societies. By revealing differing perspectives between students and academics,
offering critical considerations for policymakers and educators seeking to reform grading practices and enhance
learning outcomes.

Keywords Gradeless learning, Gradeless system, Higher education grading policy, Confucian society,
Student involvement

Paper type Research paper

1. Introduction
In East Asian cultural contexts, particularly in Hong Kong (HK), a competitive mindset
dominates educational systems. This ethos creates internal contradictions, as these systems
claim to value holistic education but ultimately prioritize examination results (Tsang and Lian,
2021). While the overemphasis on grades is not unique to East Asia or Confucian societies, it
represents a global issue that remains challenging to resolve. In response, educators
increasingly advocate for gradeless learning (GL) as a potential solution to mitigate the current
grade-centric focus in education (Chan and Sun, 2021). Traditional grading systems, instead of
fostering a genuine interest in learning, often cultivate a performance-oriented culture where
students prioritize achieving high marks over understanding and applying knowledge.

There has been growing interest in gradeless systems (GS) as alternatives to traditional grading,
shifting the focus from grades to intrinsic motivation, mastery of content, personal growth and
lifelong learning (O’Connor and Lessing, 2017). This approach promotes comprehensive
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feedback, self-assessment and formative assessment practices that encourage deeper engagement Higher Education
with the material without the pressure of grades. Case studies and pilot programs worldwide have Evaluation and
reported benefits such as increased student engagement, reduced stress and improved teacher- Development
student relationships (McMorran and Ragupathi, 2020). However, critics highlight concerns about
student motivation, the risk of poor learning attitudes and the practicality of these systems in
diverse educational settings (McMorran et al., 2017). The newness of GS, its lack of immediate
outcomes and variability in effectiveness have led some institutions to revert to traditional grading
or modify their systems to recognize exceptional achievements. In Hong Kong, interest in GS is
emerging, driven by a desire to reduce academic stress and promote a more holistic approach to
education (Chan and Sun, 2021). However, deeply entrenched Confucian values, which
emphasize academic achievement and hierarchical assessment systems, present significant
obstacles to adopting GS to promote GL (Lin and Ho, 2009).
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1.1 Clarifying “going gradeless,” gradeless learning (GL) and gradeless systems (GS)

The concepts of GL and GS provide the foundation for understanding “going gradeless” in
education. GL emphasizes the intrinsic value of learning, focusing on mastery, creativity and
self-directed growth rather than external rewards like grades (Blum, 2020). GS translates this
philosophy into practice through structural changes, such as implementing pass/fail systems,
removing grades or delaying grade releases to prioritize formative feedback (De Jests and
Moldavan, 2022; Normann et al., 2023).

Normann et al. (2023) explain that GS, such as replacing grades with feedback, fosters
reflective learning environments where students focus on mastery goals rather than
performance goals. Blum (2020) emphasizes that grades act as extrinsic motivators, shifting
attention away from meaningful learning toward performance outcomes.

Burns and Frangiosa (2021) clarify that “going gradeless” does not mean lowering
standards or eliminating accountability. Instead, it creates a supportive environment where
students can pursue mastery goals without the anxiety of a poor assessment defining their
progress. They argue that GS maintains high expectations while promoting continuous
improvement through regular, goal-oriented feedback, aligning with Hattie and Timperley’s
(2007) model of effective formative feedback.

GL redefines assessment by prioritizing learning trajectories over static achievement
(Blum, 2020). In this approach, teachers and students engage in feedback cycles that foster
goal-setting, self-assessment and reflection, focusing on growth rather than final grades (De
Jestis and Moldavan, 2022).

Together, GL and GS work to shift the focus from performance goals to mastery goals.
“Going gradeless” represents this transition, blending the ideals of GL with the practical
implementation of GS and offers a framework for rethinking how learning is valued and
assessed in higher education (HE).

2. Literature review
2.1 The graded system
The emphasis on grades has been a cornerstone of education systems, particularly in Confucian
societies. GS and GL challenge this deeply entrenched paradigm, which has its roots in historical
and cultural traditions. For over 1,300 years, the Chinese Imperial Examination System (IES)
was the primary method for selecting talent, like how certifications are used today to secure
employment. This system emphasized “classifying students by their grades,” fostering a belief in
the high returns associated with academic success (Lin and Ho, 2009). Even though the IES was
abolished in the late Qing Dynasty, its principles of meritocracy, public examinations and fair
competition continue to shape modern education systems in East Asia (Li et al., 2022).

In contemporary Confucian societies, this historical legacy has evolved into an education
culture marked by stratification and involution, or “neijuan,” where increased effort does not
yield proportional outcomes. The concept of “winning at the starting line” is deeply ingrained
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HEED in Hong Kong, where pressure to achieve good grades is instilled from a young age (Tam et al.,
19,1 2021). Students are predominantly driven by assessments, highlighting an extrinsic motivation
framework. Confucian values such as filial piety, education and proper behavior also
contribute to a strong focus on education, with families investing heavily in tuition as a private
duty (Yang, 2019). Today, high-stakes exams like the Hong Kong Diploma of Secondary
Education (HKDSE), Singapore-Cambridge General Certificate of Education Advanced
Level (GCE A-Level) and Mainland China’s “Gaokao” are pivotal in determining students’
futures. However, this excessive emphasis on grades can lead to academic integrity issues,
stress and mental health problems, as students blur the line between learning for grades and
learning for knowledge. Historical parallels exist, where scholars in the IES era engaged in
dishonest practices for personal gain, reflecting the dangers of an education system overly
focused on external validation (Li et al., 2022).

In Hong Kong, both public universities and private institutions predominantly use the grade
point average (GPA) system. Originating in the United States of America, the GPA system
converts letter grades into a 4.0 scale, serving as a universal metric that facilitates the
comparison and understanding of student performance across institutions. Initially designed
for internal use within institutions in the early 1900s (Braxton et al., 1988), the GPA system has
since become integral to various educational and professional contexts, including graduate
school admissions, scholarship opportunities and employment benchmarks. When students
perceive GPA as performance goals rather than a byproduct of learning, intrinsic motivation
diminishes. Researchers have introduced the metaphor of “grades-as-money,” wherein
students view grades as transactional rewards rather than indicators of mastery or competence
(Beatty, 2004). This transactional view aligns with a focus on performance goals, where
students aim to outperform others to enhance their self-image, rather than mastery goals,
which prioritize the understanding and application of knowledge (Ames, 1992).

Although performance and mastery goals can coexist (Harackiewicz et al., 1998), an
overemphasis on performance goals undermines deep learning and long-term cognitive growth
(Anderman et al., 2002). Studies indicate that the goals students pursue directly impact the
quality of their academic achievements (Covington, 2000). Students driven by performance
goals are more likely to avoid challenges, employ superficial learning strategies and exhibit
impaired problem-solving abilities. Kohn (1993) argued that grades, as performance rewards,
diminish intrinsic motivation by making students feel that their actions are externally controlled.
An excessive focus on performance goals can foster dysfunctional academic behaviors, such as
cheating, and promote a competitive atmosphere that undermines collaborative learning and
negatively affects the overall educational experience (Schneider and Hutt, 2014).

Research shows that performance-contingent rewards, such as grades, significantly
decrease intrinsic motivation and prioritize performance over mastery (Deci et al., 2001). To
address these issues, some scholars advocate for eliminating grades entirely (Kohn, 1993;
Tannock, 2017), while others suggest less radical approaches like gradeless courses or
semesters (McMorran et al., 2017; White and Fantone, 2010). Chamberlin et al. (2023) found
that metric-based grading reduces academic motivation and increases anxiety, leading to risk-
averse behavior. Studies suggest that reduced grading can enhance motivation for learning
(Schinske and Tanner, 2014) and recognize that students respond differently to grades (Klapp,
2015). Armstrong (2010) indicated that grades do not impact the quality of work and supports
more ungraded assignments for productive pedagogy. Conversely, some colleges believe
grades are necessary to drive performance and study habits, with graded conditions producing
higher reliability and better performance (Napoli and Raymond, 2004). In Hong Kong,
traditional grading systems create significant pressure and anxiety, negatively impacting
students’ mental health and well-being (Chan and Sun, 2021). Grades influence self-esteem,
social status and career opportunities, often equating high grades with intelligence and
diligence while stigmatizing lower grades as underachievement. This pervasive grading
culture can stifle intellectual risk-taking and creativity, as students may fear negative
evaluations (Tsang and Lian, 2021).
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2.2 The gradeless system Higher Education
GL provides the philosophical foundation for GS, guiding the principles behind changes to Evaluation and
assessment structures. While GS operationalizes the goals of GL, it does not inherently Development
guarantee the realization of GL’s intended outcomes. For instance, a GS implementation such
as a pass/fail system may reduce stress and competition but might not foster the deep, intrinsic
motivation and mastery orientation central to GL (McMorran and Ragupathi, 2020).
Conversely, GL can exist within traditional grading systems if educators adopt practices like
formative feedback and mastery-oriented instruction while still assigning grades. Thus, while
the two concepts are interconnected, they are not synonymous. GL represents the “why”
behind rethinking grades, while GS represents the “how.”

GS are linked to enhanced student well-being and self-regulation. McMorran et al. (2017) and
McMorran and Ragupathi (2020) observed that students experienced less stress during a
gradeless first semester. Research shows that students in gradeless environments are more likely
to engage in self-directed learning and pursue knowledge beyond classroom requirements
(Kohn, 1993). These students also tend to demonstrate better understanding, higher critical
thinking skills and greater knowledge retention compared to those in traditional grading systems.
Students are more likely to take intellectual risks and explore creative solutions, fostering a
deeper engagement with the material (Schneider and Hutt, 2014; McMorran and Ragupathi,
2020). Normann et al. (2023) identified three primary strategies for implementing GS:
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(1) Transitioning from a traditional grading system to a pass/fail system;
(2) Abandoning or reducing the use of grades in assessments and
(3) Delaying the release of grades to focus on formative feedback.
Different extents of GS implementation include:
(1) GS applied to some components of a course;
(2) GS implemented in one or a few courses within an entire curriculum;
(3) GS adopted across all courses within a specific major and
(4) GS applied across all majors within a school over a designated time period.

GS influences student performance and attitudes in various ways. Reducing or eliminating
grades can improve student well-being and reduce stress and anxiety related to academic
performance (Bloodgood et al., 2009; Khanna, 2015; Kitchen et al., 2006; McMorran and
Ragupathi, 2020; McMorran et al., 2017; White and Fantone, 2010). However, implementing
GS may present unforeseen challenges. Traditional grading systems serve multiple functions,
such as sorting students, rewarding achievements, facilitating communication between
institutions and signaling potential to employers (Schneider and Hutt, 2014; Schinske and
Tanner, 2014). Removing grades can raise concerns for students seeking jobs or further
education. Additionally, some educators fear that GS might lead to lower motivation and poor
study habits, challenging the practicality of GS (Bloodgood et al., 2009; Khanna, 2015).
The question of whether to grade remains critical in higher education, as grades are often
blamed for causing excessive stress and negatively impacting student learning. Despite efforts
to eliminate grading, inertia and the societal value placed on grades, such as their importance in
the job market and social recognition, pose significant challenges. This resistance highlights
the difficulties in disrupting the entrenched grading system (Schneider and Hutt, 2014).
Implementing GS is particularly challenging in environments dominated by Confucian values
and a long history of grade-centric thinking. These deeply rooted cultural and institutional
norms make it difficult to shift away from traditional grading practices (McMorran and
Ragupathi, 2020). The results of GS implementation have varied. This system is often
introduced in prestigious universities, where students are motivated to perform well, whether
intrinsically or extrinsically (McMorran et al., 2017). Partial implementation of GS has proven
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HEED effective in socially deemed elite specializations such as medical, business (Kjergaard et al.,

19,1 2023) or law schools. Additionally, GS is sometimes used as a secondary grading system in
subjects deemed less critical, like physical education. Completely removing grades can create
uncertainty and reduce motivation for some students (Deci et al., 2001). Grades are deeply
ingrained in the academic and professional cultures, making it difficult to implement GS
widely (McMorran and Ragupathi, 2020).
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3. Research methodology

Purposive sampling was used to select participants with significant experience or knowledge
of grading systems in Hong Kong. Qualitative research through semi-structured interviews
was chosen for its flexibility and depth, allowing for a comprehensive understanding of
participants’ attitudes and experiences (Creswell and Poth, 2018). The study adopted a
qualitative research design, utilizing semi-structured interviews to explore perceptions of GL
among postgraduate education students and academics. Participants were purposively selected
to ensure relevance and expertise. Nine students and two academics were chosen, as their dual
roles as educators and learners or their expertise in pedagogy provided unique insights into the
implications of GL and GS. Table 1 provides details on the postgraduate students, including
their work experience and field of expertise. Table 2 outlines the profiles of the academics
involved, including their teaching experience and time spent in Hong Kong.

The sample size, though small, is justified by the study’s focus on depth of inquiry and
thematic saturation. Interviews lasted between 45 min to one hour, allowing for rich, detailed
responses. Data collection was guided by key questions addressing participants’ understanding
of GL and GS, its potential benefits and challenges, the feasibility of implementation and the
impact of cultural and institutional factors. To ensure confidentiality, pseudonyms were assigned
to all participants, as shown in Table 1: HKS1-4 for postgraduate students working in the higher
education field, TS1-3 for postgraduate students with teaching experience and S1-2 for
postgraduate students with no teaching or administrative roles in education. From Table 2,
Teaching professor A (TPA) and teaching professor B (TPB) represent the two academics.
Thematic analysis was conducted using NVivo software, which facilitated the organization and
coding of the interview transcripts. The process involved reading transcripts multiple times,
generating initial codes through open coding and grouping these codes into broader themes
through an iterative review process. This approach allowed for a detailed exploration of the
participants’ perceptions of GL and GS.

Table 1. Interview participant profiles — education masters’ student

Students’” work experience HE management-related Teaching-related Other field
Current education postgraduate students HKS1: >5 years TS1: >5 years S1

HKS2: 5 years TS2: >3 years S2

HKS3: 3 years TS3: 3 years

HKS4: >2 years
Source(s): Author’s own work

Table 2. Interview participant profiles — teaching professors

Teaching professors (TP) TPA <1 year in Hong Kong
>5 years of teaching experience TPB >2 years in Hong Kong

Source(s): Author’s own work
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While the reduction of emphasis on grades has gained attention globally, it remains Higher Education
underexplored in East Asia and Confucian societies, with limited implementation in the Evaluation and
region. Although some institutions have adopted pass/fail systems, these are not widespread Development
and are often secondary to traditional grading methods. This study seeks to investigate how
key stakeholders, postgraduate students (both those currently working in higher education and
those without such experience) and university academics perceive going gradeless in Hong
Kong. Understanding their attitudes and beliefs is crucial for informing future grading
policies. Specifically, the study addresses two research questions:
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RQ1. How do postgraduate education students and academics at a Hong Kong university
perceive the concepts of going gradeless?

RQ2. Do they view the implementation of a gradeless system as a viable solution for
promoting GL?

4. Findings

4.1 Perceptions of “going gradeless” among students and academics

The concept of “going gradeless” was interpreted inconsistently among participants, with
many conflating GL, which emphasizes mastery and intrinsic motivation, with GS, the
structural elimination or reduction of grades. This lack of a shared understanding significantly
influenced participants’ perceptions. Most participants assumed “going gradeless” implied the
complete removal of grades, overlooking alternative implementations such as partial GS or
integrating formative assessments alongside traditional grading. The two interviewed
academics expressed conditional support for GS, emphasizing its potential to promote
deeper engagement with material and reduce grade-related anxiety. However, all participants
highlighted significant cultural and institutional barriers, including the reliance on grades for
university admissions and employment evaluations. Their cautious support was contingent on
incremental changes, such as piloting GS in select programs or integrating formative feedback
mechanisms. Given the small sample size (n = 11), these findings cannot be generalized but
provide initial insights into the faculty perspective. Initial codes of perceptions for both
postgraduate education students and academics are presented in Tables 3 and 4.

4.2 Grade-centric culture and learning approaches

Participants widely agreed that Hong Kong’s grade-centric culture fosters performance-
oriented learning, which prioritizes achieving high marks over engaging in deep learning,
defined here as the development of critical thinking, synthesis and application of knowledge in
novel contexts. However, this culture is deeply rooted in societal, historical and institutional
practices, rather than being merely a byproduct of performance-oriented learning. The
emphasis on grades as extrinsic rewards creates an environment where students focus on rote
memorization and superficial learning strategies to satisfy assessment criteria.

Participants frequently highlighted the unique intensity of this focus in Hong Kong. As
TPA described, “I was very confused and surprised that people seem to really care about
something called GPA. It is like a kind of cultural inertia.” This indicated TPA was surprised at
how pervasive the grade-centric mindset is compared to TPA’s previous teaching contexts.
This cultural dynamic was further elaborated by TPB, who added, “Most of my students are
from mainland China, but apparently the grades really matter a lot. That is kind of a shock,
because I do not think master’s students really care that much about their grades in other parts
of the world.” TPB’s comment supported TPA’s observation that this mindset is not universal
but regionally influenced.

Academics noted that this culture stifles intellectual risk-taking and creativity, as students
are often unwilling to experiment or explore beyond what is necessary to achieve high grades.
TPA observed, “There’s a lot of shallowness that comes from that competition. It’s hard for me
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HEED Table 3. Initial codes of students perspectives
19,1

Attitudes and perceptions Mixed feelings about going gradeless due to dual identity as students and
working professional in education
Optimism about going gradeless to promote genuine learning
Pessimism about going gradeless due to realistic and actual resistance from
various stakeholders
30 Unchanged motivation regardless of grading system
Motivations and drivers Grade as main motivation
Grade association with effort
Grade-driven behaviors
Grade as reward for hard work
Gradeless system to promote gradeless learning
Academic and careerimpact  Academic risk-taking and exploration
Career development of students
Good GPA association with landing on good jobs
Indicators for employers to identify good candidates
Benchmarks for school to compare students
Cultural and institutional Grade-centric culture influence
factors Grade tradition
Mainland influences
Resistances from intuition, parents, instructors and students
Learning environment Multiple commitments of postgraduate students
Competitiveness of students with good grades
Competition among students
High-stakes exams
Performance-oriented learning approach
Difference in student personalities and study habits
Benefits and challenges Energy saving for future learning
External push is required for some students
Impact of going gradeless differs in different level
Going gradeless promotes lifelong learning
More collaborations between students
Significant stress reduction for students
Recommendations How gradeless system needs to be carefully implement
Grading policy risk-taking for the first university to take action in Hong Kong

Source(s): Author’s own work

to tell if they care about the deeper questions.” While TPA expressed concerns about students’
limited engagement with deeper inquiries due to grade-related pressure, TPB worried about
student behavior, where “students often do the bare minimum.” Both classroom engagement
and behavior were negatively affected, and rigid performance goals could hinder active
participation learning. Academics observed that Hong Kong students are “more grade-driven”
compared to students in Western educational systems, a difference attributed to the lack of
institutional practices in Hong Kong that prioritize mastery-oriented learning goals. TPA
further explained, “In other countries, students focus more on the knowledge itself. Here, it’s
all about how to get the grade.” Reinforced the contrast between mastery-oriented versus
performance-oriented education settings. This lack of emphasis on mastery-oriented learning
in Hong Kong not only limits students’ engagement with the material but also diminishes their
capacity for creativity and intellectual growth. As TPB emphasized the difficulty of
transitioning away from an extrinsic reward system ingrained in students’ academic
experiences, “If you remove grades, I’'m sure many students would be very sad and depressed
because their whole life has been about studying for some kind of external goal. It’s not easy to
change.” Students also reflected on this cultural phenomenon. S2 shared, “A lot of students are
just asking for [. ..] model answers [and] the grading scheme [. . .] just want to know what to
write to get a high grade.” Coupled with the widespread reliance on templates and rote
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Table 4. Initial codes of academics perspectives Higher Education

Evaluation and
Current observations on student behaviors Surface learning observed Development
Concerns for students focused on grades over mastery
Strong feelings about grades from students
Difficulties developing deep learning
Lack of responsibilities for their studies
Institutional and cultural context Marketized education for taught masters 31
Strong mainland influences, weak reputation internationally
Context comparison with other regions
Strong competition in the city
Grade-centric environment concerns
Educational impact and challenges Classroom environment stressful, rarely joyful
Concerns about students losing goals if grades removed
Bell curve influence, grade distribution
Students as career-oriented with other commitments
Recommendations Call for grading system reforms
More student feedback on grading system
Trainings for international academics on student dynamics
Student involvement in policy making

Source(s): Author’s own work

responses, TS3 observed that Hong Kong’s cultural condition reinforced grade-centric
expectation, describing students in Hong Kong as “all trained to think that grades equal
success. It’s hard to move away from this mindset.”

4.3 Challenges of implementing gradeless systems
Most participants initially equated “going gradeless” with the complete elimination of grades,
raising concerns about its practicality and potential unintended consequences. TS3 highlighted
the procedural complexities involved in such systemic changes: “If you suddenly abolish the
grading system, you need to go through a lot of consultation.” Similarly, HKS?2 reflected on
faculty autonomy and resistance to institutional mandates and explained, “Most professors
may not have the motivation to implement something new and embed it in the curriculum.
There is nothing the university can do to compel a professor to follow a specific guideline.”
These comments highlight the procedural and institutional challenges associated with
transitioning to GS. However, when participants were introduced to flexible strategies, such as
implementing GS for specific course components, delaying grade release or introducing pass/
fail systems, their receptiveness increased. HKS1 commented, “I personally find it
appealing.” This shift in perception suggests that much of the initial resistance stemmed
from a lack of familiarity with the flexibility and nuance inherent in GS models.

Many participants felt that grades remain necessary for undergraduates and high school
students due to their developmental stages and reliance on external validation. ES2 explained,
“For postgraduate students, I think it’s more beneficial to have a gradeless system. Whereas for
undergraduates, I think it’s more useful to still have some grades involved in their academics.”
HKS3 expressed skepticism about the feasibility of a GS for less mature students, stating, “It is
very difficult to implement a gradeless system for less driven students who require an external
push.” Student participants with teaching-related experiences were generally concerned about
student independence and intrinsic motivation at different educational levels, and perceptions of
academic maturity influenced opinions on GS feasibility.

4.4 Communication gaps and hidden grading practices
Another key finding of the study was the disconnect between academics and students
regarding grading practices and expectations. Academics perceived students as overly focused
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HEED on grades yet reluctant to seek formative feedback to deepen their understanding. As TPA
19,1 observed, “I never get emails from students requesting feedback, even though I told them if
they want to get an A+, come to my office, but no response,” indicating that students may
prioritize grade outcomes over meaningful feedback. TPB observed a similar situation and
commented, “I feel like study skills and motivation are sometimes lacking. It gives me the
feeling of being a high school teacher. If I tell students to email me for feedback, they do not, but
then they complain there is no feedback,” reinforcing the idea that students may expect
feedback to be delivered passively rather than seeking it actively.

In contrast, students felt that academics prioritized research over teaching, limiting their
opportunities for engagement and meaningful feedback. HKS4 commented, “Professors are
too focused on their research. It feels like teaching is not their priority.”

The study also revealed the unofficial enforcement of bell curve grading, despite
institutional policies that formally discourage the practice. Academics reported feeling
administrative pressure to justify high grades and adjust distributions to prevent GPA inflation.
TPA shared, “I actually got an email from the administrator in my first term, saying my grades
were among the highest of all professors and asking me to explain why. I even offered to change
the grades if this was not normal for the university.” TPB echoed this sentiment, stating, “We
are not supposed to use a curve, but in reality, many professors still do because of concerns
about giving too many A’.” This tension between policy and practice not only undermines
trust in the institution but also perpetuates a grade-centric culture that detracts from deeper
learning.

32

4.5 Viability of a gradeless system for promoting gradeless learning

Several students expressed support for the idea of a gradeless system, particularly for its
potential to improve mental health and create a more relaxed and fulfilling learning
environment. TS2 highlighted the mental health benefits, stating, “I think having a gradeless
system would impact mental health in a more positive way because you won’t be concentrating
on grades. You will just think about whether you can pass, which is less stressful than being
stressed over getting an A or B.” Similarly, TS1 agreed with TS2 and shared their personal
experience, “Going gradeless would definitely reduce my anxiety level.” These quotes
illustrated that some students viewed GS as a way to reduce academic pressure and foster a
more balanced learning experience.

Fairness and recognition were recurring themes among students who had reservations
about going gradeless. Some students feared that their hard work might go unnoticed in a
system without clear differentiation based on effort or achievement. S1 explained, “There’s no
way to see who has worked harder if everyone is given the same score,” reflecting
apprehensions about the lack of differentiation in performance. Others worried about the
implications of a gradeless system for future employment. HKS3 remarked, “It is a standard
for employers to evaluate who’s better at learning. Some jobs might require them to apply what
they learned, like medical students’ practical skills. So those with higher grades are identified
by employers and get better opportunities.” This suggests that students perceive grades as an
important metric for signaling competence to potential employers.

Many believed that Hong Kong’s competitive, performance-oriented culture would resist
such a change. HKS1 remarked, “Due to the bureaucracy and traditional perception, there
will be a lot of barriers to implementing such a system in universities,” highlighting the
bureaucratic challenges and entrenched cultural norms within Hong Kong’s education system.
Resistance from parents was also cited as a significant hurdle. TS3 explained, “This does not
sound convincing to the parent. If there’s no recording at all, and there’s no grading, how could
you tell if a student is performing well?” This indicates that parental expectations also
contribute to the resistance.

Participants also pointed out institutional contradictions that could hinder implementation.
Despite official policies against bell curve grading, hidden practices such as grade distributions
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to control GPA inflation were widely acknowledged. While some students expressed Higher Education
reservations about implementing a gradeless system at lower levels of education, there was Evaluation and
broader support for its application in postgraduate studies. Participants noted that postgraduates Development
are generally more mature and intrinsically motivated, making them better suited for GL.
However, some students believed even postgraduate students might struggle to adapt due to the
ingrained nature of performance-centric learning in Hong Kong.

Academics advocated for moving away from a traditional grading structure at the
postgraduate level, emphasizing the need to focus on deeper learning and skill mastery. TPA
emphasized this point, stating, “I don’t even think we should really be grading students at the
master’s level.” Similarly, TPB criticized the performance goal approach, describing, “The
most horrible thing is that we have graduates who didn’t actually master too many skills.”
These perspectives suggest that academic view grade-driven practices are currently prevalent
among students and detrimental to student development.

Academics also highlighted the importance of incorporating student input into grading
reform. As TPA acknowledged, “I’m not sure [. . .] the voice of the students to me is hard to hear
right now. I wish there could be more student input into how the grading should work that will
really help us.” This reflected the need for greater student involvement to ensure that grading
policies align with their needs and expectations. TPB further remarked, “It would be quite
meaningful to receive some kind of training on how to deal with Chinese students, because, like,
99% of my students are Chinese,” indicating there is a need for professional development to
better understand and address the cultural backgrounds of their students. Despite numerous
complaints about the grading system being stressful, few students challenged it, suggesting they
might be accustomed to or even content with the current system. TPB observed, “You hear a lot
of complaints about the grading systems, stressful, but no one challenges them. I think people
might be very happy about this in HK.” The implications showed that while students voiced
concerns, their lack of action implied a level of acceptance or satisfaction with the status quo.
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5. Discussions

Postgraduate students exhibited mixed views on GS that their dual roles as students and
educators shaped their differing attitudes. As students, they valued potential benefits such as
reduced stress, enhanced collaboration and lifelong learning. However, as educators, they
expressed concerns about GS’s practicality, particularly for younger or less motivated
students, and emphasized the importance of grades as benchmarks for effort and recognition.
Academics showed higher levels of support for GS, acknowledging the limitations of
traditional grading in fostering deep learning. However, they cited significant challenges,
including cultural inertia, institutional dependencies and logistical barriers.

Both students and academics emphasized the reliance on grades for admissions, job
placements and societal validation, creating substantial resistance to reform. Additionally, the
findings highlighted a policy-practice disconnect within institutions. Despite policies
discouraging practices like bell curve grading, hidden enforcement persists to control GPA
inflation, further entrenching the reliance on grades as a stratification tool and complicating
efforts to implement GS.

Hong Kong’s market-driven education model, which emphasizes academic excellence,
creates a strong link between grades and career prospects. This model has positioned Hong Kong
as a regional education hub, attracting international students and institutions seeking globally
competitive qualifications (Chan and Ng, 2008; Jung, 2020). However, this grade-centric model
has led to concerns about the depth and quality of education, as academic success is often
narrowly defined by GPA and standardized metrics (Lo and Li, 2023). Employers in Hong Kong
frequently prioritize academic credentials, such as letter grades or GPA, during recruitment
processes, particularly in competitive sectors like law and finance, leading high-achieving
students to favor traditional grading systems to enhance their career prospects (Tang, 2024).
Additionally, the recent increase in the non-local undergraduate quota to 40% is unlikely to
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HEED significantly diversify the student population, as many non-local students are from mainland
19,1 China (Hong Kong Special Administrative Region Government, 2023), where the emphasis on
grades remains strong. The concept of a gradeless system is virtually absent in Hong Kong and
Mainland China’s education systems (Normann et al., 2023), raising doubts about student
readiness and posing challenges for implementation, especially if not initiated by students.

Successful implementation of a GS depends heavily on active student participation in
grading policymaking. However, some staff members question the legitimacy of student
participation, perceiving representatives as self-interested or immature (Lizzio and Wilson,
2009). This skepticism can undermine student representatives’ confidence and effectiveness.
Instead of merely integrating student representatives into university governance, adopting a
dialogic approach that emphasizes ongoing dialog between students and management could
foster trust and responsiveness.

Additionally, the lack of immediate, measurable outcomes from a gradeless system limits
institutional incentive to pursue such changes, especially in Hong Kong’s market-driven
environment. Consequently, the grade-driven culture persists, making reform challenging as
societal norms reinforce the importance of grades and traditional grading strategies.

Despite these barriers, both students and academics identified specific contexts where GS
could be more feasible. Postgraduate students, especially in liberal arts, were seen as suitable
due to their strong intrinsic motivation (Hegarty, 2012). This aligns with Pereles et al.’s (2024)
observation that as students mature, particularly in executive-level and professional master’s
programs, their engagement deepens alongside their ability to manage their own learning. The
combination of intrinsic motivation and self-regulation strengthens their capacity for
independent work. These characteristics suggest that postgraduate learners might possess the
necessary disposition for engaging with formative assessments and self-directed learning,
making them well-suited for GS implementation. However, for such initiatives to succeed,
careful consideration of the specific program context and support mechanisms, including
professional development for academics, remains essential.
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6. Conclusion

This study provides new insights on perceptions of “going gradeless” among postgraduate
education students and academics in a Hong Kong university. The findings reveal that student-
initiated momentum is essential for the success of “going gradeless.” Without students’ active
participation and awareness, attempts to implement GS are unlikely to succeed. However, in a
culture where competition is a defining characteristic of education, fostering such awareness
will not happen immediately. Many students appeared unaware of the type of competition they
were engaged in, often pursuing performance-oriented goals aimed at external rewards rather
than mastery-oriented goals centered on intrinsic growth and understanding.

There is a pressing need to recalibrate the focus of competition in educational systems.
Instead of grades being treated as the ultimate indicators of success, students should be
encouraged to view learning as a collaborative, fulfilling process that emphasizes mastery,
creativity and self-improvement. This shift is especially significant for Confucian societies,
where education systems aim to promote holistic development but remain constrained by
grade-centric frameworks that prioritize extrinsic validation.

The insights from this study also highlight the importance of gradual, context-specific
implementation strategies for GS. Encouraging dialog between students and educators, promoting
professional development for academics and piloting flexible models of GS are necessary steps
toward fostering a culture of learning that values mastery over mere performance.

6.1 Limitations
This study has several limitations, including the purposive selection of participants, which
assumes that participants are knowledgeable about education and that postgraduates have dual
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roles as students and employees within the university. Future research should involve Higher Education
undergraduate students and individuals from other fields to gain a more comprehensive view Evaluation and
of going gradeless in universities. The reliance on self-reported data from students and Development
academics is another limitation, as it can be subject to bias and inaccuracies. Participants may

have provided socially desirable responses rather than candid opinions.

References 35

Ames, C. (1992), “Classrooms: goals, structures, and student motivation”, Journal of Educational
Psychology, Vol. 84 No. 3, pp. 261-271, doi: 10.1037/0022-0663.84.3.261.

Anderman, E.M., Austin, C.C. and Johnson, D.M. (2002), “Chapter 8 — the development of goal
orientation”, in Development of Achievement Motivation, Elsevier, pp. 197-220, doi: 10.1016/
B978-012750053-9/50010-3.

Armstrong, K.M. (2010), “Fluency, accuracy, and complexity in graded and ungraded writing”,
Foreign Language Annals, Vol. 43 No. 4, pp. 690-702, doi: 10.1111/j.1944-9720.2010.01109.x.

Beatty, J.E. (2004), “Grades as money and the role of the market metaphor in management education”,
Academy of Management Learning and Education, Vol. 3 No. 2, pp. 187-196, doi: 10.5465/
AMLE.2004.13500516.

Bloodgood, R.A., Short, J.G., Jackson, J.M. and Martindale, J.R. (2009), “A change to pass/fail grading
in the first two years at one medical school results in improved psychological well-being”,
Academic Medicine, Vol. 84 No. 5, pp. 655-662, doi: 10.1097/ACM.0b013e31819f6d78.

Blum, S.D. (2020), Ungrading: Why Rating Students Undermines Learning (And what to Do Instead),
West Virginia University Press.

Braxton, J.M., Milton, O., Pollis, H. and Eison, J.A. (1988), “Making sense of college grades”, The
Journal of Higher Education (Columbus), Vol. 59 No. 1, p. 108, doi: 10.2307/1981883.

Burns, E. and Frangiosa, D. (2021), Going Gradeless, Grades 6-12: Shifting the Focus to Student
Learning, Corwin.

Chamberlin, K., Yasué, M. and Chiang, I.-C.A. (2023), “The impact of grades on student motivation”,
Active Learning in Higher Education, Vol. 24 No. 2, pp. 109-124, doi: 10.1177/
1469787418819728.

Chan, D. and Ng, P.T. (2008), “Similar agendas, diverse strategies: the quest for a regional hub of
higher education in Hong Kong and Singapore”, Higher Education Policy, Vol. 21 No. 4,
pp. 487-503, doi: 10.1057/hep.2008.19.

Chan, HW.Q. and Sun, C.F.R. (2021), “Irrational beliefs, depression, anxiety, and stress among
university students in Hong Kong”, Journal of American College Health, Vol. 69 No. 8,
pp. 827-841, doi: 10.1080/07448481.2019.1710516.

Covington, M. (2000), “Goal theory, motivation, and school achievement: an integrative review”,
Annual Review of Psychology, Vol. 51 No. 1, pp. 171-200, doi: 10.1146/annurev.psych.51.1.171.

Creswell, J.JW. and Poth, C.N. (2018), Qualitative Inquiry & Research Design: Choosing Among Five
Approaches, 4th ed., SAGE, Thousand Oaks.

De Jestis, A. and Moldavan, A.M. (2022), “Book review: going gradeless, grades 6-12: shifting the
focus to student learning”, Excelsior: Leadership in Teaching and Learning, Vol. 14 No. 2,
pp. 150-157, doi: 10.14305/jn.19440413.2022.14.2.06CCBY.

Deci, E.L., Koestner, R. and Ryan, R.M. (2001), “Extrinsic rewards and intrinsic motivation in
education: reconsidered once again”, Review of Educational Research, Vol. 71 No. 1, pp. 1-27,
doi: 10.3102/00346543071001001.

Harackiewicz, J.M., Barron, K.E. and Elliot, A.J. (1998), “Rethinking achievement goals: when are
they adaptive for college students and why?”, Educational Psychologist, Vol. 33 No. 1, pp. 1-21,
doi: 10.1207/s15326985ep3301_1.

Hattie, J. and Timperley, H. (2007), “The power of feedback”, Review of Educational Research, Vol. 77
No. 1, pp. 81-112, doi: 10.3102/003465430298487.

Downl oaded from http://ftp. nowublishers.con heed/ articl e-pdf/19/1/24/ 9743835/ heed- 09- 2024- 0041. pdf by guest on 09 July 2026


https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.84.3.261
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-012750053-9/50010-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-012750053-9/50010-3
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1944-9720.2010.01109.x
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMLE.2004.13500516
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMLE.2004.13500516
https://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.0b013e31819f6d78
https://doi.org/10.2307/1981883
https://doi.org/10.1177/1469787418819728
https://doi.org/10.1177/1469787418819728
https://doi.org/10.1057/hep.2008.19
https://doi.org/10.1080/07448481.2019.1710516
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.51.1.171
https://doi.org/10.14305/jn.19440413.2022.14.2.06CCBY
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543071001001
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep3301_1
https://doi.org/10.3102/003465430298487

HEED Hegarty, N. (2012), “What motivates students in graduate school? An empirical study”, Business
19.1 Education and Accreditation, Vol. 4 No. 2, p. 43.
b

Hong Kong Special Administrative Region Government (2023), “Policy Address initiatives to increase
non-local undergraduate quota in publicly funded universities”, available at: https://
www.info.gov.hk/gia/general/202312/06/P2023120600243.htm

Jung, J. (2020), “Master’s education in Hong Kong: access and programme diversity”, Higher
Education Policy, Vol. 33 No. 4, pp. 711-733, doi: 10.1057/s41307-020-00202-0.

Khanna, M.M. (2015), “Ungraded pop quizzes: test-enhanced learning without all the anxiety”,
Teaching of Psychology, Vol. 42 No. 2, pp. 174-178, doi: 10.1177/0098628315573144.

Kitchen, E., King, S.H., Robison, D.F., Sudweeks, R.R., Bradshaw, W.S. and Bell, J.D. (2006),
“Rethinking exams and letter grades: how much can teachers delegate to students?”, CBE-Life
Sciences Education, Vol. 5 No. 3, pp. 270-280, doi: 10.1187/cbe.05-11-0123.

Kjergaard, A., Mikkelsen, E.N. and Buhl-Wiggers, J. (2023), “The gradeless paradox: emancipatory
promises but ambivalent effects of gradeless learning in business and management education”,
Management Learning, Vol. 54 No. 4, pp. 556-575, doi: 10.1177/13505076221101146.

Klapp, A. (2015), “Does grading affect educational attainment? A longitudinal study”, Assessment in
Education: Principles, Policy and Practice, Vol. 22 No. 3, pp. 302-323, doi: 10.1080/
0969594X.2014.988121.

Kohn, A. (1993), Punished by Rewards : The Trouble with Gold Stars, Incentive Plans, A’s, Praise, and
Other Bribes, Houghton Mifflin.

Li, M., Liu, H. and Huang, W.-C. (2022), “A historical investigation and classification analysis of
seven controversies on the reform and abolition of the 1300-year Chinese imperial examination
system”, International Journal of Educational Research, Vol. 114, 101976, doi: 10.1016/
j.1jer.2022.101976.

Lin, L.-H. and Ho, Y.-L. (2009), “Confucian dynamism, culture and ethical changes in Chinese
societies — a comparative study of China, Taiwan, and Hong Kong”, International Journal of
Human Resource Management, Vol. 20 No. 11, pp. 2402-2417, doi: 10.1080/
09585190903239757.

Lizzio, A. and Wilson, K. (2009), “Student participation in university governance: the role conceptions
and sense of efficacy of student representatives on departmental committees”, Studies in Higher
Education, Vol. 34 No. 1, pp. 69-84, doi: 10.1080/03075070802602000.

Lo, W.Y.W. and Li, D. (2023), “Reimagining the notion of Hong Kong as an education hub: national
imperative for higher education policy”, International Journal of Educational Development,
Vol. 103, 102938, doi: 10.1016/j.ijedudev.2023.102938.

McMorran, C. and Ragupathi, K. (2020), “The promise and pitfalls of gradeless learning: responses to
an alternative approach to grading”, Journal of Further and Higher Education, Vol. 44 No. 7,
pp. 925-938, doi: 10.1080/0309877X.2019.1619073.

McMorran, C., Ragupathi, K. and Luo, S. (2017), “Assessment and learning without grades?
Motivations and concerns with implementing gradeless learning in higher education”,
Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education, Vol. 42 No. 3, pp. 361-377, doi: 10.1080/
02602938.2015.1114584.

Napoli, A.R. and Raymond, L.A. (2004), “How reliable are our assessment data?: a comparison of the
reliability of data produced in graded and un-graded conditions”, Research in Higher Education,
Vol. 45 No. 8, pp. 921-929, doi: 10.1007/s11162-004-5954-y.

Normann, D.-A., Sandvik, L.V. and Fjgrtoft, H. (2023), “Reduced grading in assessment: a scoping
review”, Teaching and Teacher Education, Vol. 135, 104336, doi: 10.1016/j.tate.2023.104336.

O’Connor, J.S. and Lessing, A.D. (2017), “What we talk about when we don’t talk about grades”,
Schools (Chicago, Ill.), Vol. 14 No. 2, pp. 303-318, doi: 10.1086/693793.

Pereles, A., Manzanal, A. and Romero, M. (2024), “Motivation, self-regulation, and study approaches
to learning in online postgraduate university students”, Journal of Educators Online, Vol. 21
No. 3, doi: 10.9743/JE0.2024.21.3.11.

36

Downl oaded from http://ftp. nowublishers.con heed/ articl e-pdf/19/1/24/ 9743835/ heed- 09- 2024- 0041. pdf by guest on 09 July 2026


https://www.info.gov.hk/gia/general/202312/06/P2023120600243.htm
https://www.info.gov.hk/gia/general/202312/06/P2023120600243.htm
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41307-020-00202-0
https://doi.org/10.1177/0098628315573144
https://doi.org/10.1187/cbe.05-11-0123
https://doi.org/10.1177/13505076221101146
https://doi.org/10.1080/0969594X.2014.988121
https://doi.org/10.1080/0969594X.2014.988121
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2022.101976
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2022.101976
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585190903239757
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585190903239757
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075070802602000
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijedudev.2023.102938
https://doi.org/10.1080/0309877X.2019.1619073
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2015.1114584
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2015.1114584
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-004-5954-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2023.104336
https://doi.org/10.1086/693793
https://doi.org/10.9743/JEO.2024.21.3.11

Schinske, J. and Tanner, K. (2014), “Teaching more by grading less (or differently)”, CBE-Life Higher Education
Sciences Education, Vol. 13 No. 2, pp. 159-166, doi: 10.1187/cbe.CBE-14-03-0054. Evaluation and

Schneider, J. and Hutt, E. (2014), “Making the grade: a history of the A-F marking scheme”, Journal of Development
Curriculum Studies, Vol. 46 No. 2, pp. 201-224, doi: 10.1080/00220272.2013.790480.

Tam, H., Kwok, S.Y.C.L., Hui, A.N.N,, Chan, D.K., Leung, C., Leung, J., Lo, H. and Lai, S. (2021),
“The significance of emotional intelligence to students’ learning motivation and academic
achievement: a study in Hong Kong with a Confucian heritage”, Children and Youth Services 7
Review, Vol. 121, 105847, doi: 10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.105847. 3

Tang, C. (2024), “Navigating the legal job market: a guide for law graduates in Hong Kong”, Star
Anise Legal, available at: https://www.staranise.com.hk/knowledge-hub/articles/navigating-the-
legal-job-market-a-guide-for-law-graduates-in-hong-kong.html

Tannock, S. (2017), “No grades in higher education now! Revisiting the place of graded assessment in
the reimagination of the public university”, Studies in Higher Education, Vol. 42 No. 8,
pp. 1345-1357, doi: 10.1080/03075079.2015.1092131.

Tsang, K.K. and Lian, Y. (2021), “Understanding the reasons for academic stress in Hong Kong via
photovoice: implications for education policies and changes”, Asia Pacific Journal of Education,
Vol. 41 No. 2, pp. 356-367, doi: 10.1080/02188791.2020.1772719.

White, C.B. and Fantone, J.C. (2010), “Pass—fail grading: laying the foundation for self-regulated
learning”, Advances in Health Sciences Education: Theory and Practice, Vol. 15 No. 4,
pp. 469-477, doi: 10.1007/s10459-009-9211-1.

Yang, E. (2019), “Filial piety and ritual: a confucian approach to well-being”, Science, Religion and
Culture, Vol. 6 No. 1, doi: 10.17582/journal.src/2019.6.1.96.102.

Further reading

Biggs, J. (1996), “Enhancing teaching through constructive alignment”, Higher Education, Vol. 32
No. 3, pp. 347-364, doi: 10.1007/bf00138871.

Boud, D. and Molloy, E. (2013), “Rethinking models of feedback for learning: the challenge of
design”, Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education, Vol. 38 No. 6, pp. 698-712, doi:
10.1080/02602938.2012.691462.

Lee, W.W.S. (2017), “Relationships among grit, academic performance, perceived academic failure,
and stress in associate degree students”, Journal of Adolescence, Vol. 60 No. 1, pp. 148-152, doi:
10.1016/j.adolescence.2017.08.006.

Ng, P.T. and Tan, C. (2010), “The Singapore global schoolhouse : an analysis of the development of the
tertiary education landscape in Singapore”, International Journal of Educational Management,
Vol. 24 No. 2, pp. 178-188, doi: 10.1108/09513541011031556.

Roberts, P. (2015), “Higher education curriculum orientations and the implications for institutional
curriculum change”, Teaching in Higher Education, Vol. 20 No. 5, pp. 542-555, doi: 10.1080/
13562517.2015.1036731.

Ryan, R.M. and Deci, E.L. (2000), “Self-determination theory and the facilitation of intrinsic
motivation, social development, and well-being”, American Psychologist, Vol. 55 No. 1,
pp. 68-78, doi: 10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.68.

Sadler, D.R. (2009), “Grade integrity and the representation of academic achievement”, Studies in
Higher Education, Vol. 34 No. 7, pp. 807-826, doi: 10.1080/03075070802706553.

Corresponding author
Xinzi Ow Yong can be contacted at: elaineow@connect.hku.hk

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com

Downl oaded from http://ftp. nowublishers.con heed/ articl e-pdf/19/1/24/ 9743835/ heed- 09- 2024- 0041. pdf by guest on 09 July 2026


https://doi.org/10.1187/cbe.CBE-14-03-0054
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220272.2013.790480
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.105847
https://www.staranise.com.hk/knowledge-hub/articles/navigating-the-legal-job-market-a-guide-for-law-graduates-in-hong-kong.html
https://www.staranise.com.hk/knowledge-hub/articles/navigating-the-legal-job-market-a-guide-for-law-graduates-in-hong-kong.html
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2015.1092131
https://doi.org/10.1080/02188791.2020.1772719
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10459-009-9211-1
https://doi.org/10.17582/journal.src/2019.6.1.96.102
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf00138871
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2012.691462
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2017.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513541011031556
https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2015.1036731
https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2015.1036731
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.68
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075070802706553
mailto:elaineow@connect.hku.hk

	Perceptions of “going gradeless” a case study of a master’s programme in the education field
	Introduction
	Clarifying “going gradeless,” gradeless learning (GL) and gradeless systems (GS)

	Literature review
	The graded system
	The gradeless system

	Research methodology
	Findings
	Perceptions of “going gradeless” among students and academics
	Grade-centric culture and learning approaches
	Challenges of implementing gradeless systems
	Communication gaps and hidden grading practices
	Viability of a gradeless system for promoting gradeless learning

	Discussions
	Conclusion
	Limitations

	References
	Further reading


