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Does a Good Performance in Progressive Assessment Necessarily Lead to a Similar Outcome in the Final Exam?

Abstract
This paper investigates whether good performance in progressive assessment necessarily leads to a similar outcome in the end-of-semester test (final exam) using the experience of a postgraduate statistics course at a large Australian university as a case study. The course embodies intervention measures including (1) changes in relative weights of progressive assessments and final tests; (2) introduction of learning diaries; and (3) changes in the mix of multiple choice questions (MCQ) tests and short answer questions (SAQ) in progressive assessments.

The findings indicate that even though student performance in progressive assessments and final exam score are significantly positively associated, the average progressive score is significantly higher than the final exam score. It seems highly likely that a student attaining a higher grade at the progressive assessment stage may even fail in the final exam.

The paper establishes linkage between some factors and attributes and the final exam. MCQ-based mid-semester tests and higher weights in progressive assessment tend to negatively impact on the final exam score while learning diaries have a positive impact. Focus group discussions seem to confirm that (1) binding time constraint in the final exam; (2) competing demands on time for other final exams in close proximity; and (3) weaker motivation to sustain the momentum due to pass or near pass overall based on progressive tests lead to relatively poorer performance in the final exams.
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1
INTRODUCTION

With the commodification of education worldwide especially in the developed world, teaching and learning environment has taken a new meaning in that higher education may have been “McDonaldized”. The process is inter alia characterized by:

· Mass production of graduates;

· Higher incidence o MCQ as a means of efficiency in assessing more students at the same time;

· Absence of exams altogether in many courses;

· Spreading assessments appropriately across the semester rather than being concentrated toward the end.

At any given point in time, one can find the composition of assessment to vary widely across courses within and between degree programs within and between disciplines. The relative importance of progressive assessment in the total can vary widely ranging anywhere between 25 per cent and 70 per cent or even higher. The modal value of the weight of the progressive assessment is likely to be 30-40 per cent range. Tests involving multiple-choice (MCQ) are the most important modes of assessments both in the mid-semester tests and final exams (in part) in medium to large size classes. 

The paper investigates the extent to which performance in progressive assessment translates into same or similar outcomes in the final exam scores for a course. In other words, can a student sitting on particular grade (say higher distinction) based on his/her progressive assessment stage score expect the same or a similar grade in the final exam.  The experience of an introductory postgraduate course in quantitative analysis is used as a case study.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides a broad overview of the teaching and learning process in terms of the dynamics of change involving composition and orientation of the instruments of assessment and briefly discusses the data. Section 3 presents and analyses the observed pattern of the broad indicators of the performance at various stages of the course assessment. Section 4 seeks to provide an explanation of the observed pattern by statistical modeling. Supplementary analysis based on focus group discussions is undertaken in Section 5 while Section 6 presents concluding comments.

2
A BRIEF OVERVIEW OF THE DYNAMICS OF TEACHING AND LEARNING PROCESSS AND THE DATA

The course on which this case study is based was first introduced in the mid-1990s primarily in response to the demand for the postgraduate programme of another discipline for which it is a compulsory course. It is also a compulsory course for the postgraduate programme of the offering school and a few other related programmes. This one semester course
 was offered in the second semester and in the summer semester until 1999. On average, it attracted around 30 students during the second semester and around 6 students in the summer semester for the five years to 1999. Since 2000 the course is being offered in the first and second semesters while the summer semester offering has been discontinued.

The introductory postgraduate course, which presupposes no prior training in statistics, is designed to provide a solid understanding of the basic quantitative concepts used in economics, business and finance and as a foundation to higher-level quantitative courses. 
The student clientele is very heterogeneous typified by preponderance of students enrolled in non-economics programs and those with non-English speaking background (NESB). Less than twenty per cent of the students graduate to higher-level quantitative courses in economics. 

The analysis undertaken in this paper is based on data for seven years spread over eleven semesters involving nearly 1100 students. The static component of the course is that the same lecturer taught it throughout this period. In all but 1/2001, tutorial assistant(s) have been involved in most tutorial sessions with the lecturer taking at least one tutorial class.

The teaching and learning process in the course has undergone several episodes of change. Most of these were lecturer-induced while some were some extraneous to the process but have impacted on the strategies, initiatives and interventions introduced over time. Table 1 sets out the dynamics of change which relate to enrolment numbers, relative weight and composition of instrument of various instruments, direct contact hours and reading materials.

[Table 1 about here]
Several discernible patterns can be identified as follows:

· Enrolment numbers have soared from just over 50 students per semester in the initial years under study to more than 160 in recent semesters. Second semester enrolments have always been higher than those in the first semester.

· There is a decisive shift away from short-answer-based (SAQ) to multiple choice-based (MCQ) tests. Mid-semester tests since 2005 are completely MCQ-based while final exams since 2004, with the exception of 1/2005 and 1/2006, consisted of a 50 per cent MCQ component.

· Until 2004, the semester project involved 22 tasks and was due in the second last week of the semester. Considering the workload, its weight was increased from 25% in 2001 to 35% in 2002 and further to 40% in 2003, which continued until 2004. Since 2005, the semester project was divided into two components with differing due dates. Project 1 fell due around the middle of the semester with Project 2 falling due toward the end of the semester. Their combined weight has ranged between 36 and 40 per cent during that period.

· The single mid-semester tests (until 2003) were of 60 minutes duration plus 10 minutes perusal and held outside of the class hours. There was no mid-semester test in 2004. In 2005, 2006 and 2/2007 two tests spread evenly throughout the semester were of 30 minutes duration plus 10 minutes perusal and have been held during lab sessions. In 1/2007 there were four-computer-based tests which the students could sit any time within specified deadlines.

· The single mid-semester tests (until 2003) were of 60 minutes duration plus 10 minutes perusal and held outside of the class hours. There was no mid-semester in 2004. In 2005, 2006 and 2/2007 two tests spread evenly throughout the semester were of 30 minutes duration plus 10 minutes perusal and held during lab sessions. In 1/2007 there were four-computer-based tests which the students could sit any time within a specified deadline.

· The combined weight of the various instruments of progressive assessment has varied over the years but ranged between 40 per cent and 60 per cent of the total assessment in the course. However, in six out of eleven semesters, progressive assessment has accounted for 60 per cent of the overall course assessment. 

· Learning diary (LD) as an instrument of teaching and learning and assessment was used for three semesters and was something like ‘prepare as you go’ which kept students working on a regular basis
. The learning diary as an instrument of assessment embodied three broad goals: (a) flexibility; (b) regularity in learning; and (c) exposing the students to go beyond the textbook. The learning diaries fell due at the same time as the two projects. However, the LD was discontinued because of lack of support from the offering School. This was due to the perception of “excessive workload” by the tutors.

In light of the preceding discussion, the paper seeks to explore possible linkages between progressive assessment and final exam. Variables used in the analysis are listed in Table 2, which warrant some discussion.

[Table 2 about here]
FINAL and PROGTOTAL respectively represent the marks students obtained in their final and progressive assessments. Short accounts of other explanatory variables used in the analysis are presented below: 

Multiple Choice Tests (MCQ)

Many researchers from within and outside the US conducted about 2000 studies which show positive association between different aspects of teaching and student performance in multiple choice tests (see, for example, Wilson 1998). However, the problem with MCQ tests is that they do not really test the analytical and critical abilities and ability to assess. They can favor rote learning (Cf. Brady 2005). This apart, as Becker and Watts (1999, p.344) point out that these correlations lay in the 0.2-0.7 range.  It seems likely that emphasis on MCQ could have a positive effect on the final score.

Progressive Assessment Weight (PRGSWGT)

For the purpose of this study a dummy variable is used to represent PRGSWGT
. It can be hypothesized that beyond a certain point the average student might not be able to sustain the momentum of the good performance of the progressive assessment stage till the final exam depending on his/her objective function. If the progressive assessment is worth more than 50 per cent of the total and if the student achieves the threshold grade of an overall pass or near pass for the course, it is possible, even probable that the average student’s priority may shift somewhat to achieving a higher grade in courses offered by the parent discipline rather than achieving the highest possible grade in this ‘service’ course. It may, therefore, be reasonable to expect that if PRGSWGT exceeds 50 per cent, it will impact negatively on the final score. Furthermore, a cut-off point of above 50 per cent weight represents a threshold giving students an opportunity to gain a pass based purely on progressive assessment. 

Learning Diary (LRNDIARY)

One can expect a positive impact of LRNDIARY on the final score given that the student not only needs to be regular but go beyond the textbook to score well in this instrument of assessment. This is likely to stand the student in good stead for the final and perhaps beyond.

Size of the Class (CLASSIZE)
A student’s performance may not be neutral to the size of the class. One can reasonably expect that smaller the class size the more interactive the learning environment in terms of individual learning needs addressed. A large class might not be conducive for addressing individual student needs. Furthermore, with growing numbers, student quality at the margin might be on the decline. The combined effect of these two factors is likely to lead to a negative association between CLASSIZE and FINAL. One way to include this variable could be to use two dummy variables with student numbers between 100-150 set equal to 1, 0 otherwise, and student numbers above 150 equal to 1, 0 otherwise. Alternatively, the actual student numbers could be used to represent this variable given that the data had 11 different sets of numbers for 11 semesters. While these numbers remained constant within a semester, there were enough variations between semesters. 

Non-English Speaking Background (NESB)
Given an environment characterized by extreme time constraint (e.g. a two-hour final exam), it is possible that an average student with NESB might take longer to comprehend and find difficult to complete his/her exam within the stipulated time. Therefore, the incidence of NESB students and final exam score may be negatively associated.

Students in Economics and Related Discipline (DISCIPLINE)

Given that the School of Economics offers this course, how is the incidence of economics students likely to be associated with final exam performance? Is it possible that students enrolled in economics degree/diploma/certificate programs may be more motivated to sustain the momentum of achieving a good grade in the final so that they can perform well in higher economics courses? It seems plausible to suggest a positive association between the incidence of economics students and performance in the final exam.

3
IDENTIFYING SOME EMERGING PATTERNS

This section identifies some emerging patterns of the relative performances in the progressive assessment and final exam over a period of eleven semesters. Table 3 presents means and coefficients of variation of the relevant variables. Some discernible patterns can be identified.

· The average percentage marks for progressive assessment have increased over the years from high seventies to around mid-eighties while they have decreased significantly for the final exam and somewhat for the overall course. It can also be seen that the coefficients of variation for the final exam marks have nearly doubled in the later years. 
· Paired sample test confirmed that except for 1/2001, 2/2001, 1/2002 and 2/2002, average percentage marks in progressive assessment has always been statistically significantly (with p-value < 0.0001) higher than final marks. 
· The divergence between average percentage marks for the progressive and the final exam seem to have widened in later semesters. A similar picture emerges in respect of the coefficients of variation between the percentage marks final exam and the overall course. 

[Table 3 about here]
Table 4 presents Pearson correlation coefficients involving percentage marks for the progressive and final exam. The information presented in Table 4 suggests that the correlation coefficients between percentage marks in the final exam and the progressive assessment though statistically significant are numerically small. At no stage during the eleven semesters does progressive percentage explain any more than 40 per cent of the variation in the final exam percentage (overall 8.5 per cent and as low as 5 per cent in 1/2007).

In light of the discussion earlier in this section it can be surmised that a pass or a higher grade at the stage of progressive assessment does not necessarily imply as similar outcome for the course let alone for the final exam. This paper defines various grades as follows:

F (Fail, ≤ 49.4%); P (Pass, 49.5 to ≤ 64.4%); C (Credit, 64.5 to ≤ 74.4%); D (Distinction, 75.5 to ≤ 84.4%); HD (Higher Distinction, ≥ 84.5%). Progress and respectively represent progressive assessment and final exam grade.
[Table 4 about here]
To quantify the impact of grades at various stages, it is useful to compute the conditional probabilities of a final exam grade, given a progressive grade. The results of this exercise are set in Table 5. These are based on the entire sample for 11 semesters. A student sitting on a pass grade at the progressive assessment stage (P-progress) has a 54 per cent chance of failure in the final exam (F-final). A progressive grade of higher distinction (HD-progress) has an 11 per cent of F-final and a 37 per cent chance of HD-final. 

[Table 5 about here]

4
EXPLAINING THE OBSERVED PATTERN

Against the background of the preceding discussion this section uses regression analysis to quantitatively assess the impact of the different factors presented earlier in Table 2 on the student performance in the final exam. A linear regression equation with final exam score (FINAL) as the dependent variable and the all the variables listed in Table 2 as independent variables was estimated.
 The results are set out in Table 6. DISCIPLINE as a dummy variable was not statistically significant and was dropped from the estimation. Furthermore, the measure of CLASSIZE using dummy variables did not turn out to be significant. Therefore, the actual number of students enrolled in the class was used as the measure of this variable. Originally an OLS regression using the five independent variables listed was estimated. The assumption of homoscedasticty was violated but the Ramsey RESET test indicated that there the null hypothesis of no omitted variables could not be rejected. Therefore, a regression equation with robust standard errors (White 1980) was estimated. The robust regression does not include the assumption about constant variance and provides a consistent estimate with heteroscedasticity. The estimated regression equation with robust standard errors is set out in Table 6. 
[Table 6 about here]

The information contained in Table 6 suggests that:

· All the coefficients except that of the NESB are statistically significant at 0.01 per cent level, while NESB has a marginal significance at 5% level. 

· For each mark increase in progressive total (PROGTOTAL), there will be about 0.6 mark increases in the FINAL mark.

· Use of multiple choices (MCQ) in mid-semesters tends to significantly and substantially reduced marks obtained in the final exam. 

· A progressive weight in excess of 50 per cent has a significant and substantial negative effect on the final exam score.
 

· As expected LRNDIARY has had a positive impact on the FINAL. 

· The higher the CLASSIZE the lower is FINAL.
 

· A student with non-English speaking background is likely to register a lower FINAL. 

While the quantitative analysis of available data provides significant pointers to the factors underlying the performance in the final exam, some factors such as relative weight of progressive-final assessment and binding time constraint in the final exam warrant further investigation. This was done by undertaking further analysis involving focus group discussions reported in Section 5.
5
SOME FURTHER ANALYSIS BASED ON FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION

These focus group discussions centered on the nature of assessment in a statistics course. The participants were postgraduate students who volunteered to take part in the study. Each group of participants numbered around 6 and were predominantly of non-English speaking background reflecting latter’s demographic majoritarian status. The focus groups took place in the computer labs two occurring toward the middle with the other two taking place toward the end of the semester.  Focus group discussions took place after the students sat their mid-semester MCQ tests. The students were assured that (a) their participation was completely voluntary; (b) they could freely express their views; (c) their responses will be anonymous; and (d) their responses would have no bearing whatsoever on their performance in the course. During the four focus group discussions the authors posed questions that asked students to elect broadly and in specific instances between progressive assessment and non-progressive assessment.

The general consensus of the majority of students favored progressive assessment. The reasons cited for this were manifold. 

· The most common reason given was the reduction in stress levels associated with lower weighting being attached to individual pieces of assessment. Another factor was the time constraints associated with non-progressive assessment (i.e. being forced to disgorge a great amount of information in a short amount of time). There might be time constraints associated with the non-progressive assessment. Some students also thought that non-progressive assessment is a lot more formal. Non-progressive assessment is conducted in a different environment (a much larger room) and it tends to be quite intimidating. 
 

· Multiple assignments (i.e., spreading the instruments of assessment spread throughout the semester) in particular were also highlighted for allowing students a second chance to produce a decent research oriented mark for the subject using the feedback from the first assignment. 

· Some students expressed concern that a higher weight of progressive assessment would have the tendency to reduce motivation, even subconsciously, for the final exam if students knew that irrespective of their performance in the final they had already obtained a grade close to an overall pass in the course.
· The minority who rejected progressive assessment as an appropriate mechanism cited the timing of the assessment and the fact that it was ostensibly overtly arduous in terms of the sheer body of work necessary to complete the course relative to other less intensive courses. The timing of progressive assessment was criticized as always seeming to clash with other commitments. 

· There was also an argument raised that non-progressive assessment’s added difficulty did more justice to the standard of performance that should be expected from postgraduate students. 

Students were ambivalent about the prospect of reintroducing short answer questions to the mid-semester exams. Some felt that there was a greater degree of difficulty associated with short answer questions but this was to be contrasted with a hypothetical body of students who felt that MCQ was more difficult because often you were left a choice between two equally feasible alternatives. 

As to the manner of the course’s weighting, the majority of students approved of the existing 60/40 PA/Final exam split.
 Students favored MCQ alone in the mid-semester tests but would not have been averse to the inclusion of some short answer. The fact that progressive assessment enabled students to focus on one small part of the course at a time was also viewed favorably. Overall the existing balance in the course (2 mid-semester MCQ, 2 projects and 1 final exam) was found to be favorable

One important feature of this course is that psychological barriers and anxieties are often associated with learning statistics which, to many students is somewhat akin to learning a 'foreign language' (See for example, Onwuegbuzie 2000; Alauddin and Butler 2004)
. Blalock (1987) suggested that statistics anxiety may, in part, stem from mathematics anxiety. However, Onwuegbuzie (2000, p.323), while acknowledging that there is a positive association between mathematics anxiety and statistics anxiety, did not believe that the former was necessarily a precursor to the latter. The existing literature finds that between two-thirds and three-fourths of the students suffer some degree of statitics anxiety (Onwuegbuzie 2003; Alauddin and Butler 2004). Futheremore, there seems to be causal link between statitisc anxisty and course acheivement. Onwuegbuzie and Seaman (1995)  found that

 ‘… graduate students with high levels of statistics anxiety test anxietywho were randomly assigned to a statistics examination administered under timed conditions tended to have lower levels of performance than did their high-anxious counterparts who were administered the same test under untimed conditions. …. the prformance of low-anxious students  was similar in both timed and untimed conditions. …. During timed examinations, high-anxious students who concentrate on task-irrelavant responses evidentltly have difficulty shifting from one-type of focus to another, culminating in an involuntary narrowing of attention and interference with memory processes such as the storage and retrival of information’ (Onwuegbuzie 2000, p.324).

6
CONCLUDING COMMENTS

Using the data on relative performance in progressive assessment and final exam in a postgraduate statistics course, this paper investigates whether good performance in progressive assessment necessarily leads to a similar outcome in the end-of-semester test (final exam). The course embodies intervention measures including: 

· Changes in relative weights of progressive assessments and final tests ranging between 40 and 60 per cent of the total assessment; 

· Introduction of learning diaries; 

· A complete switch from short answer questions ( SAQ) to multiple choice questions (MCQ); and 

· A change of final test based completely on SAQ to a combination of MCQ and SAQ.

Student performance in progressive assessment and final exam scores are significantly positively correlated and the average progressive score is significantly higher than the average final exam score except for one semester. Furthermore, it seems to be highly likely that a student attaining a higher grade at the progressive assessment stage may even fail in the final exam. Thus the final exam score becomes the limitational factor for the overall course grade given the progressive score. In other words, Mid-semester tests based exclusively on MCQ mid-semester tests and higher weights in progressive assessment tend to negatively impact on the performance in the final exam score while learning diaries have had a positive impact. On the other hand, bigger class size and non-English speaking background appear to have a negative impact on the marks obtained in the final exam. The combined impact of high incidence of statistics anxiety among students and exam under timed conditions may also have contributed to lower final scores relative to progressive assessment conducted under untimed conditions.

Focus group discussions seem to confirm that (1) binding time constraint in the final exam; (2) competing demands on time for final exams in other courses due contemporaneously; and (3) weaker motivation to sustain the momentum due to pass or near pass overall based on progressive tests are likely to lead to relatively poorer performance in the final exam.
Finally, the conclusions of the paper while interesting and significant need to be read with the following caveats. 

First of all, lack of information precludes the possibility of assessing the impact of workload and the evenness or otherwise of the spread of instruments of assessment in the courses that a student was enrolled concurrently.

 Secondly, due to information constraints it is not possible to examine whether or how the students’ study habits such as (a) regularity in work on the on the course  including self-study, attendance in lecturers and lab sessions and consultation the academic staff; and (b) number of hours allocated per week on the course affect their performance in the final exam.
Thirdly, the analysis is based on data from one course. Its limited scope and micro nature makes generalizations difficult. 
Nevertheless, it may be indicative of factors at work for the divergence between the relative performances in progressive assessment and final exam. However, only further research can confirm or refute the findings of this paper.
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Table 1: The Dynamics of Change in Teaching and Learning Process, 2001 – 2007

	Semester

/Year
	Enrolment 
	Mid-Semester Test % - Type
	Learning Diary (%)
	Project (%)
	Final Exam

 % - Type

	
	
	1


	2


	1


	2


	1


	2


	

	1/2001 
	≈50
	20-SAQ
	-
	-
	-
	25
	-
	55-SAQQ

	2/2001
	≈55
	20-SAQ
	-
	-
	-
	25
	-
	55-SAQ

	1/2002
	≈80
	20-SAQ
	-
	-
	-
	35
	-
	45-SAQ

	2/2002
	≈90
	20-SAQ
	-
	-
	-
	35
	-
	45-SAQ

	1/2003
	≈90
	20-SAQ
	-
	-
	-
	40
	-
	40-SAQ

	1/2004
	≈80
	-
	-
	-
	-
	40
	-
	40-SAQ; 20-MCQ

	1/2005
	≈90
	5-MCQ
	5-MCQ
	7
	7
	16
	20
	40-SAQ

	1/2006
	≈120
	5-MCQ
	5-MCQ
	7
	7
	16
	20
	40-SAQ

	/2006
	≈180
	-
	-
	12
	12
	16
	20
	20-SAQ; 20-MCQ

	1/2007
	≈110
	4 computer-based tests worth 5% each
	-
	-
	18
	22
	20-SAQ; 20-MCQ

	2/2007
	≈160
	10-MCQ
	10-MCQ
	-
	-
	18
	22
	20-SAQ; 20-MCQ


   Note: SAQ and MCQ respectively refer to short answer and multiple-choice questions.

Table 2 Variables used in the analysis
	Variable Code
	                            Description

	Dependent variable

	FINAL
	Marks obtained by a student at the final exam for the course

	Explanatory variables

	PROGTOTAL
	Marks obtained by a student in progressive assessments

	MCQ
	Dummy variable = 1 if multiple choice was used in the mid-semester test, 0 otherwise.

	PRGSWGT
	Dummy variable = 1 if weight of progressive assessment exceeds 50 percent of total assessment in the course, 0 otherwise.

	LRNDIARY
	Dummy variable = 1 if learning diary was used an instrument of assessment, 0 otherwise.

	CLASSIZE
	Number of students enrolled in the class

Or SIZEDUM1=1, for enrolment numbers between 100 and 150, 0 otherwise; SIZEDUM2=1 for enrolment numbers 150 and above, 0 otherwise.

	NESB
	Dummy variable = 1 if a student is from non-English speaking background, 0 otherwise.

	DISCIPLINE
	Dummy variable = 1 for a student majoring in economics, natural resource economics or property economics, 0 otherwise.


Table 3 Descriptive Statistics for Progressive and Final Exam Percentage Marks
	Semester/ Year (n)
	Progressive (%)
	Final exam (%)

	
	Mean
	CV
	Mean
	CV

	1/2001 (50)
	77.3
	18.8
	81.6
	15.6

	2/2001 (55)
	76.8
	16.0
	76.5
	23.4

	1/2002 (78)
	80.8
	10.9
	77.8
	23.3

	2/2002 (90)
	83.2
	9.7
	82.7
	13.2

	1/2003 (88)
	81.3
	10.3
	71.2
	25.6

	1/2004 (77)
	87.8
	9.8
	72.0
	25.8

	1/2005 (82)
	85.0
	8.2
	75.3
	24.6

	1/2006 (118)
	83.3
	11.8
	74.3
	24.5

	2/2006 (178)
	87.9
	7.7
	69.2
	27.3

	1/2007 (106)
	87.8
	9.1
	57.4
	29.8

	2/2007 (157)
	85.2
	10.2
	59.3
	28.5

	Total (1079)
	84.1
	11.3
	
70.6
	27.1


Table 4 Pearson Correlation Coefficients involving Progressive and Final Marks

	Semester/Year
	Correlation Coefficient 

	2001-07 (1079)
	0.292**

	1/2001 (50)
	0.532**

	2/2001 (55)
	0.628**

	1/2002 (78)
	0.612**

	2/2002 (90)
	0.488**

	1/2003 (88)
	0.554**

	1/2004 (77)
	0.524**

	1/2005 (82)
	0.578**

	1/2006 (118)
	0.467**

	2/2006 (178)
	0.384**

	1/2007 (106)
	0.225*

	2/2007 (157)
	0.448**


* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (one-tailed)

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (one-tailed)

Table 5 Conditional Probability of a Final Exam Grade given a Progressive Grade 
	Probability 

	Grade 
	P-progress
	C-progress
	D-progress
	HD-progress

	F-final
	0.542
	0.292
	0.173
	0.114

	P-final
	0.208
	0.212
	0.205
	0.171

	C-final
	0.083
	0.186
	0.170
	0.164

	D-final
	0.083
	0.150
	0.222
	0.179

	HD-final
	0.083
	0.159
	0.231
	0.372


F=fail, P=Pass, C=Credit, D=Distinction, HD=Higher distinction

Table 6 Robust estimates of regression coefficients (Dependent Variable: FINAL)
	 Predictor
	Coefficient
	t-ratio
	p-value (one-tail)

	Intercept
	25.201
	9.93
	0.0001

	PROGTOTAL
	0.596
	9.39
	0.0001

	MCQ 
	-12.283
	-15.04
	0.0001

	PRGSWGT
	-15.585
	-15.35
	0.0001

	LRNDIARY
	5.645
	10.74
	0.0001

	CLASSIZE
	-0.028
	-3.7
	0.0001

	NESB
	-1.058
	-1.65
	0.0500


       Notes: (a) Adjusted R2 = 0.504; F (6, 1067) = 162.02
� It is the postgraduate equivalent of two undergraduate courses offered over two semesters.


� A typical module in an LD involved the completion of the following tasks: [Topic 1 Introduction and key statistical measures (Recommended to be completed by Week 3. Weight in LD 1:4/12)].


Task #�
Description�
Indicative word limit�
Weight (%)�
�
1�
Summarise in your own words the main goals and objectives of the topics covered in Module 11�
200�
15�
�
2�
Identify the key concepts that you have learned�
300�
20�
�
3�
Identify the principal applications of the concepts you learned in a real world context�
350�
30�
�
4�
Identify any limitations of the concepts and ways in which you can overcome them�
200�
25�
�
5�
List any additional readings that you have consulted. Be specific with page numbers of the additional reading(s). You must provide some evidence of how the additional reading by making a reference to the material and by specifying the page number(s). Briefly state what have you learned from the additional readings�
150�
10�
�



� In reality, however, it is difficult to sustain the logic of “excessive workload” in marking an LD on tutors given that the diary was fairly well-structured. If done efficiently, the overall workload would be within a tutor’s stipulated workload. It could, therefore, be argued that due to the inefficiency of some of the tutors rather than “excessive workload” that lead to the discontinuation of LD as an instrument of student learning and assessment.


� One could conceivably use the actual weights of 40%, 45%, 55% and 60%. The number of cases with a 60% progressive weight is 729 out of total number of 1079 cases. In other words, it remains constant for about 68 per cent of the cases the weight for progressive assessment is constant. The numbers of cases for which weight of progressive assessment has been set at 40 per cent, 45 per cent and 55 percent are respectively 77 (7.1%), 105 (9.7%) and 168 (15.6%). 





� Final percentage marks and ratio of final and progressive percentage marks instead of final actual scores were also tried as alternative forms of the dependent variable. However, inclusion of final percentage marks or final-progressive percentage marks ratio instead of final actual scores reduced the adjusted R2 to less than 0.16 regardless of the number of the independent variables.





� An alternative measure of this variable using actual weights as independent variable also confirmed this negative association.





� An alternative measure of this variable (SIZEDUM1 and SIZEDUM2) did not turn out to be statistically significant.


� ‘Some people might be working. If you’re doing quite well in the progressive assessment for the subject there might be a tendency to not focus so much on the final assessment. During finals there are likely to be other distractions that might hurt NP assessment. Also it helps knowing what you’re going into the final exam with. Other subjects which are 40/60 in terms of PA/final exam you don’t really know what you’re going to end up with. I guess it helps having a mix in the subject’.








� A typical response summed up the majority view: ‘Personally, I am very happy about the weight in this course (more PA than NP). We have 60% for MCQ and projects and 40% for the finals. I am an international student and I do not like having too much pressure around the time of the final exam because there are other subjects that I have to do around then. The final when you have NP assessment is kind of like you make it or you break it. Personally I am quite happy with the weight’.





� ‘Statistics anxiety refers to the apprehension that occurs as a result of encountering statistics in any form and in any setting - learning or applying statistics in a formal environment. Some students appear to experience high levels of statistics anxiety when confronted with statistical ideas, problems, or issues, instructional situations, or evaluative situations’ (Onwuegbuzie 2000, p.323).
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