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INSTRUCTIONAL TEAM WITH DBR RESEARCH PROGRAM: LOOKING FOR
A VARIETY OF ALTERNATIVE APPLICATIONS OF CONFIDENCE-BASED
MARKING -CBM (GARDNER-MEDWIN & CURTIN, 2007). I
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Age 21-25 39,37%
26-30 20,47%
31-35 18,90%

36-40 7,87%

+40 13,39%
Gender Men 34,65%
Women 65,35%
Prior ed. Graduate 73.,23%
Master 25,20%

Doctorate 1,57%

DATA COLLECTED:

Time Fulltime Master 24,41%

Par. Masters 8,66%
Halftime job  53,54%
Fulltimeiob 13.39%

RESULTS
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Resultbelow 0 17,76%
Result0 1,56%
Result11-20 27.10%
Result21-30 8.72%

Average 762

St.Deviation 10.51
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STUDENTS' EVALUATION RESULTS
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Confidence Level 1 2 3
Score if Correct 1 2 3
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CBM CODING SCHEME

PKT2 FT2 PKT3 ET3
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20,87% 17,76% 2,49% 0,31%
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CONCLUSIONS SO FAR & FUTURE LINES OF RESEARCH
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