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Performance Overconfidence: Metacognitive
Effects or Misplaced Student Expectations?

Dennis E. Clayson

Prior research has shown that students consistently overesti-
mate their performance on academic exams, with the error
being inversely related to their grades. The effect has been
explained as a matter of competency. If true, then students
who do not know what they do not know are put in a double
bind. They do not have the cognitive ability to recognize their
own level of skills and consequently are unaware of any need
to change or develop those skills. Another explanation of the
effect suggests that students are generally aware of their per-
formance but consistently overestimate their abilities in a sys-
tematic fashion. This study examines these two hypotheses
and finds no evidence that the overestimation was due to lack
of cognitive competence. It appears to be a systematic effect,
perhaps determined by a students’ past experience and
expectations.
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Several years ago, an article was published in the Journal of
Marketing Education looking at an interesting effect related
to students’ perception of grades (Kennedy, Lawton, and
Plumlee 2002). Students, when asked to estimate their own
performance on an exam immediately after they have com-
pleted it, will tend to overestimate their grade. The overesti-
mation is negatively related to their actual scores, with stu-
dents in the lowest quartile of performance overestimating
the most, while the top quartile may even underestimate their
scores (see Figure 1 for a summary of Kennedy, Lawton, and
Plumlee’s [2002] data).

The authors contended that the cause was most likely a
metacognitive effect involving intelligence and memory—
and perhaps other cognitive skills. Incompetent students
overestimate their performance because they do not know
what they do not know, while competent students underesti-
mate their performance because they know what they do not
know and “consequently underestimate their ability in the
tested domain” (p. 245). They also suggested that compe-
tency could be related to personality and further speculated

that the overestimation effect might be related to the evalua-
tions that students would give to the course. Moreland, Miller,
and Laucka (1981) suggested that poor students are more
likely to overestimate their performance because they attrib-
ute more of their performance to external factors. Grimes
(2002), however, suggests that the same effect is a result of
unmet student performance expectations. In other words, the
students may be aware of how they are doing on any given
assignment but believe they should be performing at a
different level.

The difference between these explanations has important
implications for instruction. “When people are unable to
judge their own achievement, they are in a double bind; they
have neither a particular skill nor the cognitive ability to real-
ize their own level of incompetence. If students are unaware
of their poor performance on tests, they are unlikely to realize
their limitations. Correspondingly, the high performers may
not recognize their ability to be successful” (Kennedy,
Lawton, and Plumlee 2002, p. 243). If true, incompetence in
estimating performance handicaps students and short circuits
pedagogical efforts.

Kennedy, Lawton, and Plumlee (2002) discuss several
strategies to make students more aware of their actual perfor-
mance. These include multiple testing, student feedback after
lecture, and adequate instruction of grading procedures, all
with the goal of repeated feedback and opportunities for self-
reflection. These suggestions are appropriate for almost any
instructional environment, but their implementation may be
simply palliative if the estimation effect is unrelated to com-
petency and awareness. If it is found to be due to other factors,
including performance standards, these procedures may fail
to correct the problems.

Kennedy, Lawton, and Plumlee (2002) cite literature
showing that people consistently overestimate their own abil-
ities relative to others’abilities. They review Kruger and Dun-
ning (1999), indicating that less competent performers con-
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sistently overestimated their own abilities while competent
performers underestimate their own performance. This is
interpreted as a “don’t know what they don’t know” and a
“know what you don’t know” phenomenon. There are several
problems with this interpretation. First, the direction of error
is not obvious from the competency explanation. The “don’t
know what you don’t know” condition is roughly equivalent
to a person being lost spatially. If someone lost in the woods is
observed to overwhelmingly turn and walk north, then the
north-leaning bias cannot be explained by simply asserting
that the person is lost or that he or she misperceives their posi-
tion. There is obviously at least one more influencing factor.
On the other hand, if a person knows “what they don’t know,”
why would they misinterpret their performance at all, and if
they do make an error, why should they not also overestimate
it? Second, the estimated score line from Kennedy, Lawton,
and Plumlee’s data for both undergraduate and graduate stu-
dents is approximately the same; only the actual scores shift.
This is also true for undergraduate data between departments.
The departmental grades change, but the student estimates
stay roughly the same. Third, scores are also bound by upper
and lower limits so that no student can get better than a perfect
grade, allowing much more room for a lower quartile student
to overestimate grades than for a higher quartile student. This
would drive the errors of competent students closer to their
actual scores, or even below.

Instead of the estimated scores being a function of compe-
tency, it could be that all students are reacting in a similar
manner with an adequate knowledge of their performance as
a starting point. Figure 2 shows three such possibilities. Fig-
ure 2a outlines the case in which everyone takes their perfor-
mance (x) and adds a constant increase (Estimate [Est] = x +
c). This could be called the “everyone an optimist” condition.
Figure 2b shows a case in which everyone just assumes they
are average; “everyone the same” condition (Est = k). Figure
2c is a combination of the two (Est = x + f[k – x]). We could

call this the “regressional” condition. In each case, all stu-
dents are hypothesized to do exactly the same thing
irrespective of their current level of knowledge or psycholog-
ical state. In both the “everyone an optimist” and
“regressional” conditions, it is also assumed that the student
actually has at least an approximate feel for his or her grade.
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FIGURE 1: Estimated Grades versus Actual Grades for All Stu-
dents Combined

SOURCE: Kennedy, Lawton, and Plumlee (2002).
NOTE: Q = quartile.
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FIGURE 2a: Everyone an Optimist: Est = x + c
NOTE: Est = estimate.
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FIGURE 2b: Everyone is Average: Est = k
NOTE: Est = estimate.
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FIGURE 2c: Regressional Condition: Est = x + f(k – x)
NOTE: Est = estimate.



In the “everyone the same” condition, the grade does not mat-
ter. Note that in each case, there is a high negative correlation
between the estimated scores minus the actual scores with the
test results.

If students were following one of these scenarios, they
would either find their performance irrelevant or continue to
estimate their grades incorrectly even when they had an accu-
rate, or approximately accurate, knowledge of their own per-
formance. The implications for instruction would then be
more complicated than under the competency explanation.
Increased emphasis on heightening the awareness of perfor-
mance under these conditions could be seen by students as a
type of instructional overkill. If students are cognizant of
their relative performance level but continue to estimate their
grades incorrectly, then they must perceive a disconnection
between measurements of achievement and performance.
They may begin to feel that they individually are an exception
from some general rule or that the system has separated
rewards (grades) from performance. Under these conditions,
students could come to believe that performance was rela-
tively irrelevant in the educational process. Failing to make a
connection between grades and their own efforts (Macom
1997; Wiensenfeld 1996), marketing students may be handi-
capped in their preparation for careers (Baummeister 1996;
Gose 1997). Uncorrected, the results of a disconnection
would be detrimental to the educational process, especially in
professional schools where instruction includes skills and
values as well as the imparting of general knowledge.

THE PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The current study investigates the proposition that the
overestimation effect is associated with metacognition,
which includes class performance and possible personality
correlates. Kennedy, Lawton, and Plumlee (2002) used the
word competent to describe this construct after a demonstra-
tion of the effect in the psychological literature (Kruger and
Dunning 1999).

The investigation is complicated by the relationship
between grades, which should be associated with compe-
tency, and the overestimate effect, which is simply the stu-
dent’s estimated grade minus the actual grade (estimate –
actual, or Est–Act). The two variables are confounded by the
Est–Act genesis. There are at least two solutions to unravel
the differences. The first is to find variables of class perfor-
mance that are unrelated to grades and look at the degree of
association between Est–Act and these measures. If the
metacognitive hypothesis is true, correlations would be
expected to be high. This is not a perfect solution because
almost any measure of class performance may be related to
the final test scores. Numerous knowledge factors independ-
ent of general intelligence or anything discussed in class have
also been shown to be related to classroom test performance
(Clayson 2002).

A second solution rests on the concept of convergence.
Convergence validity can be shown by the existence of a con-
struct determined by the correlations exhibited by independ-
ent measures of the construct (Churchill and Brown 2004).
Consequently, an interesting and simple test can be devised.
Suppose X1 and X2 are defining variables of a concept, in this
case, knowledge. Further suppose that a large number of vari-
ables are also independently measured (W1 to Wn). If X1 and
X2 are two independently defining variables of a single con-
struct, then the pattern of associations between X1 and W1 to
Wn will show a very high degree of concordance with the pat-
tern of associations between X2 and W1 to Wn . If another vari-
able, X3, which may also be a function of X2, is assumed to be
a defining variable of the construct, its pattern of associations
with W1 to Wn will also be very high with X2, but more inter-
esting, the pattern should also be highly related to the pattern
of the independently measured X1. If the pattern with X3 is
poorly related to the pattern with X1, then there is little proba-
bility that X3 is actually related to the concept.

Consequently, the following propositions are advanced.
As a starting point, the effect must be shown to exist.

Proposition 1: The pattern found by Kennedy, Lawton, and
Plumlee (2002) will be replicated. There will be a negative
correlation between Est–Act and the test scores.

Based on the discussion in the introduction, the following
propositions will be examined:

Proposition 2: If the effect is related to competency, a strong
association will be found between Est–Act and other mea-
sured variables that are related to class performance and other
effects suggested by the literature, including personality and
class evaluations.

Proposition 3: If the effect is due to competency, then the pattern
between Est–Act and a group of independently selected vari-
ables should show a high degree of concordance with an inde-
pendent measure of competency with the same group of
variables.

METHOD

Participants

All of the participants were drawn from three undergradu-
ate marketing classes taught in the same term by the same
instructor. Moreland, Miller, and Laucka (1981) and Ken-
nedy, Lawton, and Plumlee (2002) suggest that the misrepre-
sentation of performance holds, regardless of institution,
level of instruction, or instructor. A total of 109 students
agreed to voluntarily participate in the study. Nine students
were removed from the analysis. An inspection of their ques-
tionnaires indicated that these students responded to the
wrong course or did not complete the questionnaires. The
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study then consisted of 100 students. Fifty-two percent of the
participants were female.

Data Collection

To collect a large number of variables to investigate propo-
sitions 2 and 3, two testing periods were used. First, all partic-
ipants took three tests on Web sites. Kennedy, Lawton, and
Plumlee (2002) suggest that personality may be associated
with the metacognitive part of the overestimation effect, but
outside of optimism and self-confidence, they did not specify
what specific measures of personality would be related to the
effect. Consequently, several measures were sought. The first
was a personality inventory sponsored by the University of
Westminster (UK) that measured the five factors of the Five
Factor Model of personality (see Digmand [1990], Goldberg
[1990], and Buchanan and Smith [1999] for a review of the
model), which include measures of agreeableness, conscien-
tiousness, emotional stability, extroversion, and creativity.
The inventory consists of 41 questions (see users.wmin.
ac.uk/~buchant/wwwffi). The second was a team versus indi-
vidual orientation test (86 questions; see www.queendom.
com). The third was a locus of control test available through
Discovery Health (30 questions; see www.discoveryhealth.
com/cgi-bin/tests/lc.cgi). These measures were chosen
because they were readily accessible to students, relatively
short, and nonthreatening. These personality inventories
were used to create a data set needed to test convergence.
They were not used to create concise measures of personality
constructs. The data were assumed to be only suggestive of
possible personality effects for future study.

One week later, all the participants completed a question-
naire in class consisting of 16 questions about perceived attri-
bution of grading, how much they believed they had learned
in the class, and a general evaluation of the course. In addi-
tion, 30 Likert-type statements were included relating to the
students personally and to their perceptions of their educa-
tional experience, including their confidence to estimate
grades. For example, statements included the following: “I
am a better student than average”; “Most exams don’t mea-
sure what I really know”; “I think I would make a good sales-
person”; “My cumulative GPA [grade point average] is a
good reflection of my academic performance”; “Many times,
the grade I get on an exam will be lower than what I thought it
would be”; and “My usual habit is to cram for exams the night
before, or the morning of an exam.”

Four statements were included because they replicate
those asked on the CATCS (Cynical Attitudes Toward Col-
lege Scale) to measure academic cynicism (Brockway et al.
2002). The final data set from the sites and the questionnaire
consisted of 57 measurements.

Ten weeks before the questionnaire, the first class exam
was given, which was followed by a second exam 4 weeks

before the questionnaire. These two scores were averaged to
give a measure of class performance (knowledge).

Kennedy, Lawton, and Plumlee (2202) have shown that
the effect becomes smaller as a term progresses, seemingly
supporting the competency hypothesis. Consequently, the
major dependent variable was gathered at the conclusion of
the course to look only at those effects that still remained at
the end of the term. On a final comprehensive exam given 2
weeks after the questionnaire, the students were asked to esti-
mate the grade they would receive on the exam immediately
after they completed it, creating Est–Act. The students had no
expectation that the grades of the exam would be curved. In
summary, the questionnaire was given 4 weeks after the last
exam measure in class and 2 weeks before the Est–Act
measure was taken.

RESULTS

Proposition 1: Kennedy, Lawton and Plumlee’s effect will
be replicated. The correlation between Est–Act and the actual
final exam grade is significant and negative (r = –.567, n =
100, p < .001). As shown in Table 1, there is a significant dif-
ference in Est–Act by the final exam quartile. The pattern
found in the previous study is replicated, with two exceptions
(see Figure 3). There is a “kink” in the present data between
quartile 3 and 4, created by the general low scores on the
exam. The estimated scores follow the same pattern. The top
quartile of students in this study overestimated their scores,
which actually strengthens the comparison. Kennedy,
Lawton, and Plumlee (2002) found exactly the same excep-
tion with marketing classes (p. 247). It is important for future
discussions to note that the average on this exam was below
the university average.

Proposition 2: If the effect is due to competency, a strong
association will be found between Est–Act and other mea-
sured variables that are related to class performance and
other metacognitive effects. Questions and statements that
relate directly to performance in class should be associated
with the prior exam average and to a lesser extent with the
final exam, which was taken after the questionnaire was
given. Table 2 shows the correlations for four performance
indicators. In each case, there is significant relationship
between performance and grades, but none with Est–Act.

Confirmatory factor analysis was used to isolate three
metacognitive relationships. “Cynicism,” “confidence,” and
“evaluation of learning” were created by summing statements
indicated in Table 3. All three were found to be significantly
related to grades, but not to Est–Act (see Table 4). Kennedy,
Lawton, and Plumlee (2002) had speculated that the overesti-
mation effect might be related to the evaluations that students
would give to the course (see Greenwald and Gillmore
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[1997], Gillmore and Greenwald [1999], Marsh and Roche
[2000] for an explanation and discussion).

Moreland, Miller, and Laucka (1981) suggest that poor
students are more likely to overestimate their performance
because they attribute more of their performance to external
factors. The students in this study were asked to estimate what
percentage of the grade on an average exam they believe is
due to “external factors beyond the student’s control.” Both
the exam average and final scores were negatively related to
this variable (for exam averages, r = –.305, p = .003; for final,
r = –.343, p = .001), but Est–Act was not related (r = .133, ns).

Est–Act was broken down into four categories. A group
that was essentially accurate (–2 to 2 from actual scores, or
approximately 1.96 standard errors around the mean error),
making up 15% of the total; a group that underestimated their
scores, for another 15%; a group that overestimated within on
letter grade, for 36%; and a group that overestimated their
grade greater than one letter grade, for 34%. Using this break-
down, none of the means of the variables discussed above
show a significant relationship using ANOVA.

There were no significant correlations with any of the per-
sonality measures from the Web sites, including locus of con-
trol, for the exam average, final, or Est–Act.

Proposition 3: If the effect is due to competency, then the
pattern between Est–Act and a group of independently
selected variables should show a high degree of concordance

with an independent measure of competency with the same
group of variables. Since convergent validity is not always
easy to demonstrate, the following discussion will progress
from the most simple to the most complex analysis. The cor-
relations between the 57 variables of the study and the previ-
ous exam average, the final exam, and Est–Act were calcu-
lated. A sign test was used to compare the direction of the
pattern. Between the previous exam average and the final
exam, 52 of the correlations were in the same direction, while
five were not (Z = 6.09, p < .001). Between the previous exam
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TABLE 1
MEAN DIFFERENCES OF EST–ACT

BY ACTUAL GRADE QUARTILE

Quartile n M SD

Lowest 27 13.52 9.56
Quarter 2 26 8.81 6.07
Quarter 3 25 4.16 8.15
Highest 22 0.82 5.86

NOTE: Est–Act = estimated grade minus actual grade. F(3, 96) =
12.95, p < .001.
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FIGURE 3: Estimated Grades versus Actual Grades by Quartile
of Final Exam

NOTE: Q = quartile.

TABLE 2
CORRELATIONS OF PERFORMANCE

RELATED VARIABLES WITH
PRIOR EXAMS, FINAL, AND EST–ACT

Question or Statement Prior Exams Final Est–Act

1. Learned .327** .292** –.008
2. Better student .252* .203* .079
3. Time to study –.260** –.249* .005
4. Grade lower –.401** –.252* .056

NOTE: Est–Act = estimated grade minus actual grade. The exact
wording of question and statements is as follows: 1. How much do you
think you have learned in this class? 2. I am a better student than aver-
age. 3. I never have time to study as much as I would like. 4. Many
times the grade I get on an exam is lower than I thought it would be.
*p < .05. **p < .01.

TABLE 3
CONFIRMATIVE FACTOR ANALYSIS

BY METACOGNITIVE VARIABLES

Variable Loading t value R2

Cynicism
1. Exams do not measure .42 3.20 .17
2. Professors good teachers –.36 –4.25 .31
3. Professors lower grades .43 3.78 .24
4. Grade point average PA

and knowledge –.64 –4.05 .28
Confidence

1. Predicting grades .41 2.83 .21
2. Grader lower than thought –.77 –3.32 .60

Evaluation of learning
1. Learned in class .42 4.93 .26
2. Optimistic about knowledge .67 8.70 .78
3. Optimistic about skills .63 8.23 .70

NOTE:χ2 = 48.71, df = 24, p = .0021.Goodness-of-Fit Index = .89.The
exact wording of question and statements is as follows: For cynicism,
1.Most exams don’t measure what I really know.2.Most _____ profes-
sors are good teachers. 3. Professor purposely put questions into
exams to lower the average grade. 4. My cumulative GPA [grade point
average] is a good reflection of my academic performance. For confi-
dence, 1. Before I take a test, I am pretty good at predicting how well I
will do on the exam. 2. Many times the grade I get on an exam will be
lower than what I thought it would be. For evaluation of learning, 1.
How much do you think you learned in this class? 2. This class made
me _____ optimistic about my marketing knowledge (graded on a 5-
point scale).3.This class made me _____ optimistic about my market-
ing skills (graded on a 5-point scale).



average and Est–Act, 31 of the correlations were in the
expected direction, while 26 were not (Z = .53, ns).

The range of the correlations as measured by their varia-
tion is instructive. The F ratio between the previous exam cor-
relations and the final exam correlation is nonsignificant
F(56, 56) = 1.31, ns). The F ratio between the previous exam
correlations and the Est–Act correlations is F(56, 56) = 3.85,
p < .01, with the Est–Act pattern showing the least variation.
While correlation of correlations are ultrasensitive because of
reduced variation, they still allow for a measure of concor-
dance between variables. The association between the previ-
ous exam and the 57 variables, and between Est–Act and the
57 variables, is r = –.313 (r2 = .098), while the association
between the previous exam averages and the final exam is r =
.931 (r2 = .867).

A more detailed analysis can be made by looking at the
nine variables out of the 57 that were found to be significantly
correlated with both the exam average and the final exam
scores. Their relationship with these variables and Est–Act
are shown in Table 5.

A MANOVA was run using both exam average and Est–
Act as covariates of the nine variables shown above. There
was a significant within-cells overall relationship (Wilks’s
Lambda = 3.46, p < .001). Univariate analysis showed that the
significant relationship was established for the exam average,
F(9, 83) = 6.87, p < .001, and not for Est–Act, F(9, 83) = 0.66,
p = .743. The correlation formed by the two variables, with
the resultant canonical function, is .980 (p < .001) and –.148
(ns), respectively.

Another test assumes that the nine variables above form a
latent variable called “learning,” while Est–Act forms
another latent variable called “estimate.” The LISREL analy-
sis of the model is shown in Figure 4. The model finds a close
fit with the data; however, as with the other methods, it finds a
nonsignificant relationship between Est–Act and another
measure of learning.

DISCUSSION

All tests of the metacognitive propositions assuming that
students do not know what “why they do not know,” failed.
Although the overestimation effect appears to be real, there is
no evidence from this study that it is due to any metacognitive

skills tested, either performance based or psychological. In
fact, Est–Act was not significantly correlated with any vari-
able in the study, an effect predicted if none of the 57 variables
were related to the overestimation or if the overestimation
effect is a constant that affects every student regardless of his
or her class performance or personality. It seems likely from
the data that the constant effect is a more logical hypothesis.
What constant factor may be influencing the effect was not
investigated in this study; however, an inspection of Figure 3
suggests an interesting hypothesis. The students appear to be
estimating their grades roughly half way from their actual
scores to some norm. In this study, that norm appears to be the
average GPA of the university. Such an explanation explains
the pattern found in the present study and the ones found by
Kennedy, Lawton, and Plumlee (2002). It explains why stu-
dents in their study overestimated their grades in a percentage
relative to the average performance of their individual depart-
ments. The estimated scores in all departments were roughly
the same; only the actual grade line shifted up and down. The
students appear to hold a common subjective level of perfor-
mance and compare their own with that level. The subjective
norm would most likely be set by the students’experience and
expectations.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The negative consequences of the competency effect on
education outlined by Kennedy, Lawton, and Plumlee (2002)
would apply irrespective of the cause of the effect. The reme-
dies suggested to correct it, however, are dependent on the
cause. Grimes (2002) suggested that the overestimation
effect may be due to “unmet student performance expecta-
tions.” This study also suggests that the effect may be more
related to the students’perception of a constant standard than
to individual cognitive differences in students.

It is problematic to suggest strategies for individual
instructors to change habits that may be longstanding. The
author has instituted a policy of telling students early in
selected courses that certain academic standards will be
insisted on irrespective of the standards of any other class.
This is followed by an early testing period reinforcing the
contention. During the past nine classes taught before the
semester that yielded the data for this study, students
expected a course average grade of 2.70 (recorded from their
anonymous teaching evaluations), while actually receiving a
grade of 2.85. Other undergraduate classes taught during the
time period did not include these expectations. The students
in these classes expected a grade of 2.69 on average, and
received 2.25. This procedure, however, did not totally
eliminate the overestimation effect.

If the effect applies to all students equally, then the conse-
quences will be minimized when the perception of the stu-
dents are synchronized with grading standards. The problems
with overestimation will probably be felt most strongly in any
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TABLE 4
CORRELATIONS WITH METACOGNITIVE VARIABLES

WITH PRIOR EXAMS, FINAL, AND EST–ACT

Variable Prior Exams Final Est–Act

Cynicism –.355** –.307** .060
Confidence .357** .209* .038
Evaluation of learning .321** .253* –.008

NOTE: Est–Act = estimated grade minus actual grade.
*p < .05. **p < .01.



class where the grades vary most from the norms. The issue
then for individual faculty, departments, and the institution
may be the establishment and communication of appropriate
norms that will reflect to students their actual level of
performance.

Appropriate grading norms may have other implications
in the lives of students. There are potential career problems if
students are generally cognizant of performance levels but
continue to believe that external measures of success are inac-
curate because of the expectations created by an over-
generalized and overgenerous norm. Not only may the stu-
dents not benefit fully from their education, they may also
take an attitude into the workplace that would be detrimental
to future career success. Students could come to believe that
there is a disconnection between measurements of achieve-
ment and their own performance or view themselves as
exceptions from internal standards. If not corrected, the stu-
dents may enter the workplace with attitudes that could
handicap their careers.

LIMITATIONS

The study was conducted at one university with a limited
number of students. According to previous research, this
should not have affected the major findings, but the effect is
still poorly understood. Both tests of personality and student
evaluations still need to be done with more precision. The
evaluation measure used, while showing some convergence
validity, was still not identical in type or administration of the
used questionnaires for this purpose. Because of administra-
tive policy, the actual evaluations from the students could not
be used. The Est–Act measure was from one test. It is possible
that the grade overestimation effect may show a different pat-
tern from other, or multiple, testing situations.

SUGGESTIONS FOR
FUTURE RESEARCH

There is still a possibility that student evaluations may be
related to the effect. There is some evidence that students may
inflate their grades more in classes that they evaluate highly
(Williams and Ceci 1997), but there are no studies comparing
this tendency with the overestimation effect. It is also not
clear from Kennedy, Lawton, and Plumlee’s (2002) study, or
from this one, what students actually mean by their estimated
score. Students supposedly were recording the grade they
“expected,” but students may expect a grade different than the
one they think they “deserve,” and the two could be con-
founded in their estimate. While students may not relate their
expected grade overestimation to their evaluation of instruc-
tion, they would be expected to have a rather strong relation-
ship between the difference between “deserved” and actual
scores, if for no other reason than fairness.

If the effect is related to norms instead of competency, then
comparative studies across institutions with different GPAs
would be instructive. It would also be interesting to under-
stand what part grade inflation may play in the effect.
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TABLE 5
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES

Correlations Regressional Beta Coefficients

Variable Final TestAv Est–Act Final TestAv Est–Act

1. External grade factors –.343** –.305** .133 –.187* –.138 .126
2. Better student .210* .257* .079 .063 .046 .129
3. Good salesperson –.338** –.300** .121 –.206* –.154 .054
4. Exams do not measure –.218* –.227* –.030 –.071 –.048 –.079
5. Visual material –.257* –.273* .114 –.187* –.187* .123
6. No time to study –.235* –.228* .005 –.095 –.068 .022
7. Grade point average good reflection .258* .370** –.058 .103 .190 –.137
8. Mis-estimated grade –.244* –.384** –.056 –.015 –.138 –.100
9. Learned in class .420** .470** –.044 .245* .274** –.046
R2 .367** .417** .067

NOTE: Est–Act = estimated grade minus actual grade; TestAv = exam average. The exact wording of questions and statements is as follows: 1.
What percentage of an average exam is due to external factors beyond the students’control? 2. I think I am a better student than average.3. I think I
would make a good salesperson.4.Most exams don’t measure what I really know.5. I learn easier with visual material than with spoken material.6.
I never have the time to study for an exam as long as I would like. 7. My cumulative GPA [grade point average] is a good reflection of my academic
performance. 8. Many times the grade I get on an exam will be lower than what I thought it would be. 9. How much do you think you learned in this
class?
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FIGURE 4: Model of Latent Effects
NOTE: Mis-est = Overestamed grades; Est–Act = estimated grade minus actual grade; GPA = grade point average.
χ2 = 42.72, df = 34, p = .15. Goodness-of-Fit Index = .92; Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index = .87.


