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Abstract

Purpose — The purpose of this paper is to test the impact of a rule that affects tertiary students progressing
from an introductory level finance course to intermediate level. The rule restricted students from progressing
until they achieved a higher grade than just a “pass” mark.

Design/methodology/approach — Archival data were gathered from 11 semesters regarding student
performance pre and post the rule being introduced.

Findings — Results show that the rule was associated with an increase in the chances of success at
intermediate level for those students enrolled after the rule was introduced.

Practical implications — This paper’s main contribution regards the evidence that increasing prior
learning at an introductory level has a positive follow-on effect for students learning at intermediate level.
This has a practical implication for educators, as the rule has shown to increase the chance of success for
knowledge development in the first year of studies.

Originality/value — The setting for this paper is unique and could potentially be replicated elsewhere. In
1980, Schaffer and Calkins called for an evaluation of the pre-requisites necessary for finance education at the
tertiary level, and this paper answer this call stating that pre-requisites can contribute to the academic success
of finance students.
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1. Introduction

Programmes of study, especially in professional disciplines such as accounting and finance,
frequently have a degree of hierarchical structure where subsequent success is at least
partially dependent upon having secured a solid understanding of pre-requisite material.
Often, the curriculum experience as a whole is examined to investigate if there is adequate
preparation of students at each stage of their degree (Adler and Milne, 1997; Carr and
Mathews, 2004). One approach to ensuring adequate preparation is to require a higher level
of performance than a mere passing level in introductory courses to progress to higher level
courses. The following study examines the impact of increasing the requirements for
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students wanting to progress from an introductory level course to intermediate level courses
in finance.

1.1 Motwation

The university in which this study is set normally allows students to progress to the next
course if they achieve a 50 per cent (C- grade) in the pre-requisite. Pre-requisites are courses
that must be completed before progressing to the next more advanced course (Schaffer and
Calkins, 1980). Several years ago, the Department of Accountancy and Finance at this
university, which is the context for the present study, identified a large number of students
who struggled to pass intermediate level courses. Therefore, the department opted to
introduce a rule requiring a C+ (a C+ grade is 60 — 64 per cent) to progress to the next level,
referred to in this paper as the “C+ rule”. The rule was instituted in 2012 to help students
have success in their intermediate year by attempting to increase the base knowledge they
had at introductory level courses. In 2015, an internal review was called for to see if the C+
rule was effective in helping reduce the long tail in second-year courses. This paper
originated from the data being analysed as part of the 2015 review, as once the results were
internally circulated, it was clear that we had findings that could be used for research
purposes.

1.2 Contribution to the literature

Over three decades ago, Schaffer and Calkins (1980) called for an ongoing evaluation of the
necessity for pre-requisites in finance education at tertiary level; this paper both answers
that call and reports on the findings from this unique context. With multiple cohorts of
students to examine, this i situ research directly examines this important issue within
accounting and finance education at the tertiary level. The literature shows that when a
student succeeds in early courses, this often leads to greater success in later years (Gracia
and Jenkins, 2003; Trine and Schellenger, 1999). This study provides evidence to support
this claim. Furthermore, in course programmes that are hierarchical in nature, there is ample
support for the positive effects of prior knowledge (Anderson et al, 2001; Cannon and
Feinstein, 2014); the research presented here takes those arguments and examines them with
regard to a specific implementation of a programme policy. The findings here also support
the basic tenets of Bloom’s mastery learning theory, where he argued that providing time for
students to make up deficiencies early in instruction has benefits for performance with
regard to later instruction (Airasian ef al., 1971; Guskey and Pigott, 1988).

2. Theoretical background and hypotheses

2.1 Prior learning

How well students succeed at higher levels of education is dependent, in part, on the
knowledge and skills they have acquired in lower levels. Learning hierarchies of this type
are often investigated via the high school to tertiary transition (Andersson et al., 2017; Byrne
and Flood, 2005; Duff, 2004; Evans, 2000). Less frequently studied is the transition from
introductory level coursework to intermediate level coursework at tertiary institutions,
especially within the discipline of finance. Often, studies in accounting and finance
education state that prior learning is a significant indicator of success (Bergin, 1983;
Crawford and Wang, 2014; Jansen and de Villiers, 2016). As the disciplines of accounting
and finance both build upon similar foundational concepts, it is appropriate to look at both
accounting and finance based literature (Brown et al, 2013). In addition, the context of this
study is in a department of Accountancy and Finance, and the intermediate and advanced
courses both require the same set of pre-requisite introduction courses.



2.2 Performance and prior learming in accounting and finance

A variety of factors can influence students and their learning. Performance, as measured by
academic achievement, is well studied in the accounting and financial education literature
(Borde et al., 1998; Eskew and Faley, 1988; Farley and Ramsay, 1988; Wooten, 1998). This
research often focuses on what influences achievement (Borde et al, 1998; Koh and Koh,
1999; Terry, 2002) and, more specifically, the influence of a mathematics background
(Alcock et al., 2008; Ely and Hittle, 1990; Naser and Peel, 1998). Within finance education,
Uyar and Gungormus (2016) stated the most influential factors that affect performance are
the students’ grade point average (GPA), their attendance in class, and the type of high
school they attended. Other studies in finance and accounting have also found a positive
association with prior learning and academic performance (Gracia and Jenkins, 2003). Trine
and Schellenger (1999) investigated the relationship between a pre-requisite course
in accounting and finance with a more advanced finance course. They found that past
academic performance was a significant predictor of future academic success. In addition,
the only non-cognitive factor that was significant in their model was motivation (Trine and
Schellenger, 1999). Duff (2004, p. 425) stated that “prior academic achievement remains the
best predictor of academic performance”.

Knowing that a student needs to be able to build upon prior knowledge (Anderson et al.,
2001; Airasian ef al, 1971; Cannon and Feinstein, 2014), educators should be prepared to
ensure that students have the necessary knowledge to be able to undertake that process of
development. To that end, the question arises as to how best to ensure that students in upper
level university courses possess the knowledge and skills requisite to be successful in those
courses. Can it be productive to require students to achieve a level of mastery of the material
that is beyond what is normally required for passing the course? (Kulik ef al., 1990).

2.3 Research questions and hypotheses

This study investigates the impact of the increased progression requirements from
introductory level finance to intermediate level finance courses. As previously stated, the
context for the study is a university that implemented a rule to require a C+ for
advancement to intermediate level finance courses in 2012. Data are available from both pre
and post implementation, allowing for a thorough investigation of the effects of the
requirement.

To examine the efficacy of the C+ rule using the data available to us, we posited a series
of research hypotheses that support the argument that the C+ rule was effective.
Hypotheses are presented in the alternative rather than the null form to facilitate
comprehension of the argument. First, we needed to establish that there is a relationship
between a student’s academic performance in their first introductory level finance course
with their academic performance in the intermediate level course which follows. Without
this relationship, there is no cause to investigate further, as the premise of the C+ rule is that
it helps to build foundational knowledge. To test the effectiveness of the C+ rule, we need to
first establish that this relationship exists. If we find that there is no relationship present
between academic success in first-year and second-year finance courses, then there is no
cause to further investigate this situation:

HI. There is a positive relationship between performance in FINC100 and performance
in intermediate level finance courses.

Second, we examined the students who were in the 50 to 59 per cent range after the C+ rule
was introduced. These students had to repeat FINC100 before they were allowed to continue
on and enrol in the intermediate level finance course. To test if the rule was indeed effective,
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we needed to know if students who repeated the FINC100 course improved their
performance in the second attempt of the first-year introductory course. If students did not
improve upon their second attempt, again, the rule would not be working as intended, as the
purpose of the C+ rule is to increase foundational knowledge so that students are better
prepared for their intermediate learning:

H2. Students who score between 50 and 59 per cent in FINC100 improve their academic
achievement in FINC100 upon repeating the course.

Once we established that students were able to improve their foundational knowledge on the
second attempt at FINC100, the next stage was to compare academic performance of
students’ pre and post the rule being introduced. To fully test the effectiveness of the C+
rule, we needed to compare the results of those that went on to intermediate level finance
course before the C+ rule was introduced with those that had to repeat FINC100 before
progression. The expectations is that students who had to repeat FINC100 would have a
greater level of foundational knowledge and would therefore have greater success at
intermediate level finance courses that those who were allowed to progress with a grade
between 50 and 59 per cent, prior to 2012. The hypothesis below focuses on only those
students affected by the rule post 2012, and those that would have been affected pre 2012:

H3. Students who pass FINC100 but do not get the necessary C+ to progress, but then
retake the course and get a C+, have more academic success in intermediate level
courses than C or C— students who had progressed prior to the C+ rule.

Finally, we compared all students. The purpose of the rule being introduced was to help
students perform more successfully in their intermediate level finance courses. Therefore,
we investigated if overall the performance of all students increased post the rule being
introduced in 2012:

H4. Performance of students in intermediate level finance courses increases following
the implementation of the C+ rule.

In summary, HI makes the case that performance in FINC100 is in fact associated with
success in intermediate level courses. Without this relationship, there is no basis for the C+
rule. H2 argues that re-taking FINC100 results in increased knowledge that facilitates
performance in higher level courses. H3 argues that the specific students who are affected
by the C+ rule (those who pass, but without a C+) benefit from retaking the course when
one looks at their subsequent performance in intermediate level courses as compared to
those students (under the former system) who did not have to retake the course. H4 argues
that the intermediate level courses benefit overall from having a more prepared cohort of
students taking those courses.

3. Method

The setting for this investigation was a large New Zealand university. The Department of
Accountancy and Finance was the specific setting for this research. To the best of the
research team’s knowledge, there are no other departments in business schools in Asia
Pacific universities that have a similar C+ rule. All other institutions allow a “pass” mark to
progress to the intermediate level courses. This context, where a student can pass a course,
and yet be restricted from progression, is unique.



3.1 Context
The C+ rule came into effect in 2012. Discussion in the department had been ongoing for a
number of years prior to 2012 about how to best address the large number of students who
failed in intermediate year. Although variation in performance occurred in the different
courses at intermediate level, an example of one course demonstrates why the department
was concerned as it had a pass rate in the years 2009 to 2011 that ranged from 57 to 59 per
cent. In staff meetings in 2011, options were considered about how to best help students to
succeed. One alternative was to introduce a limited number of places for intermediate level
accounting and finance. For example, only the top 100 students from introductory year
would be allowed to progress. This option was consistent with other departments in the
university who restricted entry based on first-year results, such as the Law School and the
Medical School. The second option was the introduction of the C+ rule. The latter was
preferred as it offered more students the option of progressing. It did not seem fair to
students to stop them from progressing if they were able to demonstrate a certain level of
mastery of the material. At a staff meeting in 2011, the department voted unanimously in
favour of adopting the C+ rule. Some of the concerns raised during discussion at staff
meetings included how the rule would work for part-time students, whether the rule would
have the desired effect of helping students to succeed in intermediate level courses, if there
would be increased administration as a result of the rules introduction, and if there would
be a negative impact to other departments in the School of Business. All concerns raised
were addressed by the department as the various university committees considered the
proposal, and in 2012, the rule came into effect for students who enrolled in a Bachelor of
Commerce. All Department of Accountancy and Finance first-year courses are affected by
this rule, as all courses at first year are a pre-requisite for an intermediate course within the
department. The strategic teaching and learning plan for the department included a 2015
review of the effectiveness of the rule, and as previously stated, the present study was first
undertaken as part of that review process. Now in the department, and indeed in the wider
university, the rule is accepted as the norm for the Department of Accountancy and Finance.
The university for the present study uses a grading system as shown in Table I, where
both D and E represent fail grades and all other grades are deemed a “pass”. In the
Department of Accountancy and Finance, two of the three intermediate level courses which
are required for the Bachelor of Commerce degree, name FINC100 as a pre-requisite, thereby
ensuring that students achieve a C+ or better in FINC100 before progression to these
intermediate level courses.

Numerical grade achieved Represented by
90-100 A+
85-89 A
80-84 A-
7579 B+
70-74 B
65-69 B—
60-64 C+
55-59 C
50-54 C—
40-49 D
<40 E
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FINC100, “Business Finance”, is offered in both semesters and is described as an
introduction to the principles of finance, especially in the context of a business. The first of
the two intermediate level courses that require FINC100 covers the fundamentals of
corporate finance and is described as covering the theory and application of why and how
optimal corporate financial decisions are made. The second of the two courses that requires
FINC100 covers investment analysis and portfolio management and is designed to expose
students to the theory of financial asset valuation, selection and the valuation of financial
securities and portfolio management. The teaching team on FINC100 has had some changes
over the time period of this study; however, the content of the course has remained stable.
Both intermediate courses build upon prior knowledge taught in FINC100.

3.2 Data collection and participants
Data were collected using the student management system at the university. Records from
eleven semesters were gathered. The new C+ rule was introduced in 2012. Thus, to
determine the impact, records were sourced from 2010 semester two (S2), and each semester
through 2015. The data were gathered for the first-year finance course (FINC100), and all of
the intermediate level finance courses that have the FINC100 course as a pre-requisite.
Students who chose to not proceed to intermediate level courses were excluded for further
testing, leaving only students with results for intermediate level courses to be tracked over
time. Students who did not take FINC100 at the university that this study was set in or were
exempt from taking FINC100 were eliminated from the sample. An average was calculated
from students’ course results for the two courses that named FINC100 as a pre-requisite to
proxy for students’ overall performance in the intermediate level courses. Ethics approval
was granted retrospectively, as originally this research project was for internal purposes
only to determine the effectiveness of the C+ rule. The department had questioned if the C+
rule was helping students, so an internal working party was created to test the effectiveness
and impact upon students. Once the internal report had been received by the department, it
was realised that there were important findings that could be disseminated, so at that point,
ethics approval was sought and granted.

The statistical methods used in the analyses are described along with the presentation of
the results in the following section of the paper.

4. Results

In the absence of other studies that have examined this phenomenon, and given the
uniqueness of the context, a model of student performance was constructed to reflect this
unusual situation. The first hypothesis states that performance in FINC100 is related to
performance in the two intermediate level courses that require FINC100. To test H1, we
regressed the intermediate level averages on FINC100 results for the periods pre and post
the implementation of the C+ rule. The regression model used for testing H1 is as follows:

Average intermediate level Finance results = o + BFINC100 results + €

These regressions are reported in Table II. The sample sizes prior to the C+ rule (across
three courses) were between 109 to 179 and post the C+ rules (across seven courses), ranged
between 19 to 149. To keep the variability in the predictor variable (FINC100 Results)
consistent before and after the implementation of the C+ rule, we only used students who
scored at a C+ or better in the “pre” semesters. As shown by the results, students who
achieve high results in the introductory finance course also tend to achieve high results at
intermediate level finance courses.



As can be seen in Table I, the coefficients of the FINC100 results in the regression for Progression to

intermediate level finance averages across pre and post C+ rule time periods were strongly
significantly positive. This occurs in course after course both before and following the
implementation of the requirement. Therefore, it can be said that hypothesis one is
supported and that there is a statistically significant positive relationship with students’
success in FINC100 and subsequently success in their intermediate level finance courses.

H2 stated that students would improve their performance in FINC100 in their second try

intermediate
level courses

at the course. When the C+ rule was implemented, there was some concern within the 281
department that students who had technically “passed” the course would not be motivated
to increase their grade on the next attempt. Without improvement in a second try, there
would be little purpose in repeating the course. We identified students who scored between
50 and 59 per cent in their FINC100 results after the inception of the C+ rule and compared
their respective first and second attempted results. As shown in Table V, there is a
significant increase in the overall distribution of grades in students second attempt at
FINC100 compared with the original result (Table III).

Coefficient t-statistic p-value n
Combined period prior to C+ rule
2010 S2 1.06 7.02 <0.001 179
2011 S1 1.02 6.04 <0.001 109
2011 S2 1.10 10.37 <0.001 199
Semester period after 2012
2012 S1 1.12 798 <0.001 149
2012 S2 1.07 7.82 <0.001 137
2013 S1 1.35 9.38 <0.001 145
2013 S2 1.39 10.80 <0.001 147
2014 S1 0.98 5.30 <0.001 109
2014 S2 137 7.24 <0.001 71 Table II.
2015 S1 1.28 3.16 <0.001 19  Regression analysis

First attempt at Second attempt at
the course FINC100 the course FINC100 Change

Mean 55.2 70.3
Std Dev 3.0 8.8
Grades
A+ 0% 0% No change
A 0% 2% 2% increase
A— 0% 9% 9% increase
B+ 0% 27% 27% increase
B 0% 29% 29% increase
B- 0% 9% 9% increase
C+ 0% 14% 14% increase Table III.
C 50% 5% 45% decrease Students Who scored
C— 50% 4% 46% decrease 50-59 in FINC100
D 0% 0% No change post the C+-rule
E 0% 2% 2% increase (n =156)
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TableIV.
Intermediate level

A dependent samples #-test was calculated to determine if the mean differences were
significant. The mean increased from 55.21 in the first attempt to 70.34 in the second
attempt. The differences in means is significant at p-value < 0.001. There were 56
observations of students who had repeated the FINC100 course. Findings show that
students who repeated FINC100 on average scored 15.13 points higher in their second
attempt marks compared with their first attempt marks, an effect size of 1.72 using the
standard deviation of the second attempt scores (the standard deviation of the first attempt
is truncated due to only selecting students with a score between 50 and 59, inclusive). Thus,
we see a strong increase in performance for students who retook the course.

H3 stated that students who initially scored a C or C— (score between 50 and 59
inclusive) and who retook FINC 100 subsequently outperformed students who were not
required to retake the course (prior to the implementation of the C+ rule). Groups were
formed for both pre and post the C+ rule by extracting only the students who had achieved
a Cor a C— in FINC100. Students who scored between 50 and 59 per cent in their FINC100
results pre the C+ rule were identified in one group and the second group consisted of
students who scored between 50 and 59 per cent in FINC100 post the C+ rule being
introduced in 2012 (these student repeated the course to progress to intermediate level
courses). Students who scored between 50 and 59 per cent in FINC100 before the C+ rule
was introduced would have progressed to intermediate level Finance courses without
having to repeat the introductory course. For these two groups of students, we tracked their
intermediate level finance results, calculated an average and assigned a letter grade to the
averages as seen in Table IV. As shown, there is a reduction in the left tail students and an
increase of students in the B— to C— grade ranges in the post C+ period compared with the
pre C+ period.

The data were analysed using an independent samples #-test to determine if there
was a significant difference in the two groups. There were 66 students in the pre C+
group, and 56 in the post C+ group. (Although we do not have exact figures, based on
information we do have, we estimate that roughly two-thirds of the Finance majors who
received an initial score of 50-59 chose to repeat the course.) Again, significant
differences were found between the two groups. Pre the C+ rule being introduced, the

Pre C+ rule Post C+ rule
(did not repeat FINC100) (did repeat FINC100) Change

Mean 34.9 44.9
SD 19.3 17.6
n 66 56

Grades

A+ 0% 0% No change

A 0% 0% No change

A— 0% 0% No change

B+ 0% 0% No change

B 2% 2% No change

B- 3% 14% 12% increase

+ 2% 5% 3% increase
3% 7% 4% increase

[@Xe)

grades: students that ¢_ 9% 14% 5% increase

scored 50-59 in
FINC100

D 27% 25% 2% decrease
E 53% 32% 21% decrease




mean was 34.91 for students who progressed to intermediate level courses and post;
the mean increased to 44.94. The differences between these two groups was significant
at p-value < 0.001, with an effect size (Cohen’s d) of 0.54. Thus, the third hypothesis is
supported as students who scored in the grade range of 50-59 in FINC100, who had to
repeat the course, performed at a significantly higher level in intermediate courses than
those students who were allowed to progress immediately prior to the C+ rule being
introduced.

H4 stated that overall performance in the intermediate level courses would increase due
to the C+ rule. To investigate the overall effectiveness of the C+ rule, we needed to look at
the average intermediate level course grades for ail students and determine if they were the
same or different pre and post the implementation of the C+ rule. These results are
presented in Table V. There were 520 students in pre C+ courses and 1,390 in post C+
courses. To determine if the two groups were significantly different from one another, an
independent samples #-test was performed. The mean pre the C+ rule being introduced was
52.83 and post was 56.10. The italic statistic was ¢ (1908) = 2.94 with p = .003. The effect size
here is fairly small (Cohen’s d = 0.147), but it should be noted that except for students
originally in the C or C— range, there essentially is no difference in student background.
Thus, the implementation of the C+ rule has a small, but salutary effect on performance
overall.

5. Findings

The goal of this study was to shed light on the efficacy of increasing the standards in an
introductory course in finance on performance in subsequent coursework for students
continuing on in finance. A series of analyses of extant data are supportive of the efficacy of
the “C+ rule”. We posed four hypotheses that we felt would be determinative of whether the
rule was effective.

In relationship to those hypotheses, we first tested if there was a relationship between
academic performance in the first-year introductory finance course, and academic
performance in the second-year intermediate finance course. We found that there is a strong
relationship between performance in FINC100 and performance in two subsequent courses.
This result is consistent with the literature on prior learning, showing that foundational

Pre C+ rule Post C+ rule Change
Mean 52.8 56.1
SD 237 21.1
n 520 1390
Grades
A+ 3% 2% 1% decrease
A 4% 3% 1% decrease
A— 5% 6% 1% increase
B+ 5% 8% 3% increase
B 8% 9% 1% increase
B— 10% 12% 2% increase
C+ 10% 11% 1% increase
C 7% 9% 2% increase
C— 10% 8% 2% decrease
D 14% 12% 2% decrease
E 25% 20% 5% decrease
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knowledge is important (Airasian et al, 1971) and that pre-requisites in finance education
are necessary to establish that base (Blaylock and Lacewell, 2008). Pre-requisites knowledge
is important in both finance and accounting education, as the development of the necessary
skills in these numerically based subjects is crucial for a student’s ongoing chance of
academic success (Sargent, 2013).

H2 showed that students who repeated FINC100 strongly improved their academic
performance upon a second attempt. Importantly, if students had not improved their
academic performance in FINC100 on the second time, this would have left doubt to the
effectiveness of the C+ rule. The results showed a significant improvement, and this helped
establish that the rule was working as intended. The risk was that students may feel
despondent and reluctant to engage in the course the second time (Shepard and Smith, 1989).
Students who gained a 50 to 59 in their first attempt would be faced with a choice. They had
passed the course; however, they were not allowed to continue on with their finance or
accounting major. The choice at this point in time would be to change their major, or retake
FINC100 to improve their grade and gain the C+ necessary to re-enrol in the intermediate
level courses. Therefore, it can be assumed that the less motivated students would choose to
change their choice of major, leaving only those students who really wanted to continue
their studies in accounting or finance to choose to re-take FINC100. Our results reflect this,
as students’ performance improved upon their second attempt.

Third, we found that students who retook FINC100 successfully had much better
performance in intermediate level coursework than students who were not require to retake
the course (prior to the introduction of the C+ rule). Again, this is consistent with the
literature, as building foundational knowledge in accounting and finance will lead towards
greater success in later courses (Gracia and Jenkins, 2003; Trine and Schellenger, 1999). This
finding further supports the implementation of the C+ rule and shows that there are positive
student outcomes from the rule being in place.

H4 tested if course performance in intermediate level courses overall (for all students)
improved after the introduction of the C+ rule. We found that this was the case, and that all
students had improved their academic performance post 2012 when the rule had been
introduced. Anecdotal evidence from students who were affected by the C+ rule supports
that students often worked harder in the first-year introductory courses, as they did not
want to fall in the 50 to 59 grade band and have to repeat the course. The C+ rule has
appeared to act as a motivator to increase the effort of students in first-year courses,
although this has yet to be examined and is outside the scope of the present study.

6. Conclusions, limitations and implications

The analyses presented here support the department’s decision to implement the C+ rule.
There are, of course, considerations beyond performance in subsequent courses. Students
who have to retake FINC100 fall behind their peers in their progress toward a degree and
incur additional financial burdens due to the necessity of retaking the course. However,
performance at the intermediate level clearly indicates the benefit of having done so. The
question arises as to why students perform better when retaking the course; is motivation
increased, or does the student have a better introduction to the course from having taken it
before? Such issues, while extremely interesting, were beyond the scope of this research.

6.1 Contributions to theory and practice

The research presented here harkens back to Schaffer and Calkins (1980) call for an
evaluation of the pre-requisites necessary for finance education at the tertiary level; the
findings may have been delayed, but they seem fairly clear: pre-requisite knowledge is



clearly beneficial. Broadly speaking, the findings here are supportive of the arguments of Progression to

Gracia and Jenkins (2003), and more directly, Trine and Schellenger (1999), that success in
earlier courses in accounting and finance are associated with later success.

In practice, this paper provides evidence that requiring above passing level performance
to continue in a programme of study can have overall beneficial effects for students. Other
institutions may wish to implement a similar programme requirement, as the evidence is
clear from this research that there has been a positive influence to students learning at
intermediate level.

6.2 Limitations
There are some limitations with the present study that need to be noted. First, there has been
no analysis done on students as the progress to their third year of student at the institution.
In the advanced courses, we do not know if there has been any impact from the C+ rule
being introduced. This should be investigated. Second, as previously mentioned, there were
some changes to teaching staff on FINC100 over the period 2010-2015; however, all changes
made to the course were made in consultation with the prior teachers, thus ensuring
continuity in the time period analysed as part of this project. We do not know if and how the
C+ rule may impact on students’ effort and study habits, both in the short and long term. A
clear need for research on motivation related to this rule is apparent.

We acknowledge that this is one study at one institution. This work will need to be
replicated and expanded upon, both at other universities, and in related programmes of
study such as accounting and business.

6.3 Future research

There is much work to continue to be done in this area. This would include not only
additional quantitative studies of outcomes and influences on outcomes, but qualitative
research as well that might explore the mechanisms that underlie the differences in
performance. What if the requirement for performance were raised to a B— as opposed to a
C+? Would the benefits continue to accrue, or would some sort of breaking point be
reached? What if the numerical requirements had been left in place (C— is sufficient), but the
difficulty of the tests administered increased? That is, what if the demand for increased
performance were realised through a more stringent set of examinations rather than the
declaration that a C+ was required for moving on? We are intrigued by these possibilities
and hope to be able to explore at least some of them in subsequent work.
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