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Comparison of Four Modules

	Type of Module
	No of assignments
	Range of Passes
	Non Submission
	Failure
	

	School Led (D)
	12
	3-16
	0
	1
	

	School based (OL)
	8
	5-12
	0
	
	

	Dissertation (Online)
	4
	3-16
	2
	1
	1.DH Not Participated

2. Did not participate

	LFW (Partner led)
	13
	4-16
	0
	2
	


Spread of Marks for Four Modules
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Vignettes

Failure

1 Grade 17

Assignment not up to standard. Maths teacher returned work for completion and did not resubmit improved version. Ill focused despite instruction early. Module range 3-16.

2 Grade 17

Not following instructions after not participating in online discussion. Non-submission of drafts.

Assistant Headteacher who has been “busy”.

3. Grade 17

Failure to follow instructions and advice

4. Grade 17

Failure to follow instructions and advice

Non-Submission

1. DH who did not participate. Was persuaded by another student to apply late. Never took part.

2. Participant never seen or heard of. Did not respond to e-mails.

Low Marks 16

1. Inability to write with clarity and focus despite instructions

2. Not following instructions. Not writing to MA criteria.

3 Not following instructions. Not writing to MA criteria.

School Based Programmes

Spread of Marks
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Vignette Case Studies

1. No portfolio Received or reason given despite phone reminder and promise of delivery

2. Bereavement / lack of attendance since 2/12/10 but no official withdrawal / deferment from course

The tutor reported of the lower performing group:

A very mixed range of abilities in this group. A couple of non-submissions where students have made little effort to communicate intentions, but mainly a dedicated group of colleagues who have become immersed in their research.
Resubmissions and Deferred Submissions

Failed submissions are capped at grade 16. However, only 3 deferred candidates achieved higher than 10, with two gaining 5. This suggests that deferred candidates are likely to get lower pass marks. 4 candidates failed on a second submission. These could not be considered to be serious candidates and the tutor was often confused as to why they submitted at all and did not follow instructions. Alternatively they could not have understood the criteria or level. In some cases they had not attended sessions regularly.
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Strategies to Improve Assignment Quality

The strategies to improve assignment quality include:

1. Core sessions at Trent Park on assignment and research skills

2. Access to assignments at above and taken to other venues.

3. Report on assignments sent to all students and tutors at each board.

4. Publication of materials online at http://midwhebonline.org.uk/
5. Module guides contain criteria and tasks.

6. Tutorial support offered

7. Training for tutors

8. Self-assessment sheets for modules explaining the criteria

9. Monitoring of progress of sections and feedback to students.
Conclusions

Conclusions are difficult to draw because of the low sample size of each module. All modules were taught by the staff for the first time.

1. Performance is largely dependent upon the candidate and the seriousness they pursue their studies. This affects whether they participate, follow instructions and submit.

2. There is a marginal positive effect of University and experienced module staff on quality of the assignments.

3. Illness, family issues and workload are major factors that affect participation, submission and sometimes quality.

4. Scholarship skills and language appears to have some affect on quality of assignments submitted.

5 Deferral and resubmission are correlated with lower marks and standards probably reflecting ongoing disadvantage of the candidates to secure high quality work by reason of external factors such as time, commitment or scholarship skills.

