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We report on preliminary results of a statistical study of student performance in more than
a decade of calculus-based introductory physics courses. Treating average homework and test
grades as proxies for student effort and comprehension respectively, we plot comprehension
versus effort in an academic version of the astronomical Hertzsprung-Russell diagram (which
plots stellar luminosity versus temperature). We study the evolution of this diagram with time,
finding that the “academic main sequence” has begun to break down in recent years as student
achievement on tests has become decoupled from homework grades. We present evidence that
this breakdown is likely related to the emergence of easily accessible online solutions to most
textbook problems, and discuss possible responses and strategies for maintaining and enhancing

student learning in the online era.
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1. Introduction

Two of us have been teaching introductory calculus-
based physics courses at Towson University for a
combined 55 years. Like most physics teachers, we
require students to turn in regular homework as-
signments for a significant portion of their overall
course grade. Some of the problems in these assign-
ments are our own, while others are drawn from
textbooks. We aspire to regenerate these problem
sets from scratch for each course, every semester;
but given the realities of teaching workloads at
a comprehensive four-year university, the replace-
ment rate is typically less than 100%.

The purpose of homework is simple: there is
no other way for students to master the material
than by spending significant time working through
problems on their own, especially in a subject as
deductive as this one. The amount of course credit
attached to these homework assignments should be
high enough to motivate students to put in the nec-
essary time. But it should not be high enough to

play a decisive role in determining a student’s fi-
nal grade, since there is no way for instructors to
be certain that students have done the work them-
selves. In practice, we have found over the years that
best results are achieved when homework counts for
about 20% of a student’s overall course grade.

What do we mean by “best”? Like most teach-
ers, we rely on a mixture of clues, including stu-
dent feedback as well as scores on tests and quizzes.
We pause at intervals during lectures and check
class comprehension using interactive multiple-
choice concept (“clicker”) questions. We use stan-
dardized assessments such as the Force Concept In-
ventory (FCI)1 and the Conceptual Survey in Elec-
tricity and Magnetism (CSEM),2 comparing stu-
dent responses before and after the course. And
we study grade distributions carefully, checking
whether they conform to our expectation of a close-
to-normal distribution.

In recent years, one of us has noticed a disturb-
ing trend in these grade distributions. What was
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once a single, close-to-normal distribution (with a
peak typically somewhere in the 70% range) has
gradually bifurcated into a bimodal distribution,
with one peak closer to the 80% range and the
other typically in the 50%-60% range. Informal in-
vestigation suggests that students in the first group
are those who spend significant time on homework,
while those in the second either turn in very little
homework, or have access to solutions which they
copy without learning how to solve the problems
themselves. To use a time-worn analogy, these stu-
dents are like aspiring athletes who hope to achieve
success by going to the gym and watching others do
the exercises for them.

One possible culprit is the rise of easily ac-
cessible solutions to most textbook (and many
instructor-created) problems on internet websites
such as chegg.com and |coursehero.com (Fig. .

Introducing
Textbook Solutions

Chegg

~ \, >// When

~__ homework
gets tough,
get tougher

GET CHEGG STUDY

n Course Hero

s 72

g N

RN

Fig. 1. Images from online solutions websites chegg.com and
coursehero.com

These websites typically claim to help customers
“study smarter, not harder.” They may indeed be
of some help to disciplined students, who turn to
them only after first making a genuine effort on
their own. But for other students (presumably those
in the second “hump” of the bimodal distribution),
the temptation of a shortcut to the answer proves
irresistible, robbing them of the essential ingredi-
ent to all successful learning: the struggle. Students
who miss this moment are like tourists who have
been guided to their destination with blindfolds on.
If they are then dropped anywhere else in the city
on their own, they are helpless, because they have
not explored on their own. All physics teachers are

familiar with the student who complains, “This test
had nothing to do with the homework! In the home-
work, the train went east, but here it went west!”
But how to test such a hypothesis? And what
to do about it? In this short paper, we mostly fo-
cus on the first question, although we consider some
possible ideas in the concluding discussion. We look
forward to hearing about others from readers.

2. A Tool from Astronomy

To help us understand what is happening in
these all-important introductory physics courses, we
turned to a familiar tool from astronomy. Devel-
oped between 1908 and 1913 by Hans Rosenberg,
Ejnar Helrtzsprung,lz| and Henry Norris Russell,
the Hertzsprung-Russell (HR) diagram has be-
come essential to the study of stars and their
evolution 6 [ It plots stellar luminosity or
magnitude (on the vertical) against temperature (or
color, or spectral class) on the horizontal (Fig. [2).
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Fig. 2. Early HR diagram by Russell plotting apparent mag-
nitude versus spectral class. The inset shows Hertzsprung in
1909 (right) with Karl Schwarzschild, later the discoverer of
black holes in general relativity, who played a critical role in
introducing Russell to Hertzsprung’s work.
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Generally speaking, the hotter a star is, the
greater its luminosity. Most stars thus comprise
what is known as the “main sequence,” an approx-
imately linear band running diagonally across the
HR diagram. (For historical reasons, stellar temper-
atures are ordered from hot to cool going from left
to right, so that the slope of the main sequence looks
negative on the diagram, but is really positive in
the sense of luminosity versus temperature.) There
are important exceptions, chiefly the giants (stars
that are luminous despite their cool temperatures)
and dwarfs (stars that are faint despite their hot
temperatures). Modern HR diagrams use data from

orbiting telescopes like the Gaia satellitel to plot
magnitudes and colors for millions of stars within a
thousand light-years of the Sun (Fig. |3)).
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Fig. 3. Modern version of the HR diagram, in which each of
the over 4 million pixels corresponds to a real star observed
by ESA’s Gaia satellite.

Although the physics of human behavior is
likely more complex than that governing spherical
balls of hydrogen and helium, it occurred to us that
student learning might be studied in the same way.
The natural analog of stellar temperature would be
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student effort, as measured (at least in an ideal
world) by average homework grade. And the cor-
responding analog of stellar luminosity would be
student achievement, as measured by average grade
on tests and exams. Plotting one against the other,
we wondered if we would find an “academic main
sequence” analogous to the stellar one? And if so,
could it be used to study the evolution of student
learning in a changing academic landscape?

3. The Academic HR Diagram

Our data comprises twelve semesters of calculus-
based Introductory Physics 1 and 2 courses (Me-
chanics and Electricity and Magnetism respec-
tively) from 2012-2020 at Towson University, which
has been among the ten largest undergraduate pro-
grams among primarily Masters-granting institu-
tions in the U.S.A. throughout this period.ﬂ;II Al-
together, the dataset incorporates anonymized av-
erage homework and test grades for 364 Physics 1
students and 261 Physics 2 students.

Academic HR diagrams for all these students
are shown in Fig. [l with best-fit linear “main
sequences” superimposed on the data (obtained

from straightforward least-squares regression).
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Fig. 4. Aggregate academic HR diagrams for calculus-based
Introductory Physics students at Towson University
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As expected, the academic HR diagram shows sig-
nificantly more scatter than the astronomical one.
Nevertheless, it is clear that, on average, more effort
on homework (student “temperature”) does corre-
late with higher test scores (“luminosity”). There is
some evidence, perhaps marginal given the sample
size, for populations corresponding to astronomical
“giants” (i.e., students who excel on tests despite
expending little effort on homework) and “dwarfs”
(those whose test scores suggest that they have not
learned the material, despite having apparently ex-
erted great effort on homework). These trends per-
sist across teaching styles, as shown in the diagrams
by the fact that the PHYS 1 instructor adopts an
upper limit of 100% for both homework and test
grades, while the PHYS 2 instructor favors the use
of bonus problems so that either grade can some-
times exceed 100%.

Some differences between the academic HR di-
agrams in Fig. [ are likely attributable to adaptive
behavior by students. Some students at the lower
end of the main sequence in PHYS 1, for instance,
may conclude that they should spend more time
on homework, and climb up toward the middle in
PHYS 2. Similarly, some students at the upper end
of the main sequence in PHY'S 1 may conclude that
they can afford to spend less time, and slide down
toward the middle in PHYS 2. Students in the dwarf
group in PHYS 1 may be motivated to do their
homework more effectively, and thus migrate verti-
cally upward and join the main sequence—or they
may conclude it is not worth the effort and drop
out. Either way, we would expect the dwarf group
to be smaller for PHYS 2 than for PHYS 1, and
for the PHYS 2 diagram to be more “bunched up”
toward the middle than the PHYS 1 diagram. All
these features are evident in Fig. [4

We have color-coded the datapoints in Fig. [d] by
semester, so that one can in principle follow changes
in the academic HR diagram with time. When the
diagram is animated, so that individual semesters
are superimposed on top of each other in sequen-
tial order, scatter is seen to grow steadily larger
with time. This is hard to convey in a static image,
but suggests that the correlation between home-
work grade (as an indicator of student effort) and
comprehension is weakening with time. A natural
hypothesis to consider is that homework grades are
no longer an accurate reflection of actual effort, as
could happen if students increasingly have access to
fully worked-out solutions.

To test this hypothesis, we begin by noting
that our assumed main sequence has a simple linear
form, y = mz + b, where y is test grade (“compre-
hension”), m is slope, = is homework grade (“ef-
fort”), and b is the value of the y-intercept. For
reasons to be explored further below, it is conve-
nient to break the fits into two periods: before and
after 2016. Average best-fit values of m and b for
both periods are tabulated in Table 1, where A is
the relative standard error, which we take here as a
measure of uncertainty or “badness of fit.”

Table 1. Best-fit main sequence parameters
m b (%) A (%)

PHYS 1 (before 2016) 0.55 16 17

(after 2016) 0.60 13 40

PHYS 2  (before 2016) 0.44 30 30

(after 2016) 0.34 40 74

Table 1 suggests an inverse correlation between
the values of m and b, as might be expected. Thus,
PHYS 1 shows a steeper slope and correspondingly
smaller intercept than PHYS 2. This difference is
likely a reflection of differing teaching styles, in par-
ticular the more liberal use of bonus problems in
homework assignments than on tests (thus lower-
ing the slope in PHYS 2 relative to PHYS 1). The
correlation is confirmed in Fig. |5} which plots best-
fit slope versus intercept in each semester for both
courses. The size of each datapoint in this and sub-
sequent plots is scaled to the number of students in
the class per semester. Fig. |5| establishes that the
academic main sequence can be effectively charac-
terized by a single degree of freedom (m or b). In
what follows, we express our results in terms of the
slope m.
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Fig. 5. Correlation of best-fit slope and intercept for the
academic main sequences in Fig.



4. Impact of Online Solutions

The most striking aspect of the numbers in Table 1
is the tremendous increase in relative standard error
A with time. (Thanks to the correlation established
above, this quantity has the same value whether
standard error is taken relative to slope or inter-
cept.) Over the period 2016-2020, the “badness of
fit” of the academic main sequence jumped from
17% to 40% for Physics 1, and from 30% to 74% for
Physics 2, relative to its value from 2012-2016.

To follow this change more closely in time, we
show in Fig. [f] a plot of best-fit slope m for each
semester, with the size of each errorbar given by
A. This figure confirms that until about 2016, the
academic main sequence is reasonably well fit by a
simple linear function with consistent values of m
and b. That is, until that time, an average student’s
effort on homework did serve as a faithful predictor
of their subsequent achievement on tests and ex-
ams. After that time, however, best-fit values of m
and b began to fluctuate, and their relative uncer-
tainties grew tremendously. Indeed, there are some
individual courses and semesters where the “main
sequence” resembles a vertical line, so that there is
no functional relationship between homework and
test grades at all (e.g., where nearly all the students
scored homework averages near 90%, yet their test
grades varied between 40% and 100%).
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Fig. 6. Best-fit slope m of the academic main sequence as a

function of time, with the size of the error bars given by the
“badness of fit” (relative standard error) A.

To test the hypothesis that this breakdown is
related to the emergence of online solutions, we
turned to the website SEMrush.com, which tracks
internet traffic to any given address. We obtained
historical data on traffic to the two leading inter-
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net solutions vendors, coursehero.com and chegg.
com, and digitized it. Fig. [7] plots the results and
superimposes them on our datapoints for standard
error. The overlap is remarkable, particularly dur-
ing the years 2016-2018 when the use of online so-
lutions appears to have become truly widespread.
We regard this as an interesting, if preliminary re-
sult that bears further investigation, and we invite
other instructors to see if they can duplicate and/or
expand on our findings.
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Fig. 7. Standard error for our academic HR diagrams
(points), superimposed on a plot of web traffic to the two
leading internet solutions providers (solid lines, measured in
units of 10 million hits).

5. Discussion

There is good evidence for an academic
Hertzsprung-Russell diagram, with homework
grade serving as a proxy for student effort and mean
test grade measuring student comprehension. But
the correlation (i.e., the existence of a stable linear
“main sequence” incorporating most students) has
started to break down. The growing “badness of
fit” (standard error) of this main sequence appears
to be correlated with increased web traffic to the
most popular online solution vendors (chegg.com
and coursehero.com), particularly since 2016. If
so, then the traditional homework model may no
longer be an effective way to promote student learn-
ing for most students.

What are the practical solutions to this prob-
lem, if any? Ideally, of course, instructors could re-
spond by generating entirely new homework prob-
lem sets from scratch, for every course, every
semester, so that online vendors would always be
a step behind. This is unrealistic for instructors at
most institutions, who must teach multiple courses
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at once. Another approach might be to reduce the
fraction of the overall course grade associated with
homework (say from 20% to 10%, or even nothing;
hoping that students will understand that doing the
homework will be essential to performing well on
tests). This, however, effectively shifts the weight of
a student’s overall course grade further toward tests
and exams, which would be counter-productive for
most introductory students.

A third idea, and one that we have begun to
adopt in practice, is to supplement or replace the
homework portion of our courses with in-class as-
sessments like low-stakes quizzes or group problem-
solving exercises at the whiteboard. There are some
clear benefits to this approach. However, there are
downsides as well: the kinds of problems that can be
worked by students this way are necessarily shorter
and often more conceptual. Much of the physical in-
sight that we want our students to discover comes
through longer, more context-rich problems whose
solution requires more time. And in general, any
additional in-class exercise necessarily reduces the
amount of material that the instructor can cover
over the duration of the course.

It may be that there is no ideal solution, and
that we must learn to take comfort in the words of
legendary physicist and teacher Victor Weisskopf:
“Better to uncover a little, than to cover a lot.”
We look forward to hearing from others about ways
that they have adapted their introductory physics
courses to the online era.
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