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ABSTRACT 

Assignment deadline extension policies help students manage 
academic responsibilities alongside personal challenges. While 
increasingly used in higher education, these policies are especially 
relevant in computer engineering programs due to frequent and 
numerous assignments. Therefore, this study focused on a policy 
allowing students to use two one-day extensions without penalty, 
examining how computer engineering undergraduates (n=99) 
utilized them in relation to socio-demographic and academic 
factors. Our mixed-methods analysis using contingency table 
analyses and chi-squared tests found no significant associations 
between extension usage and gender, race, first-generation status, 
or employment as a critical dimension of diversity influencing 
academic experiences. However, a notable association emerged 
based on Cumulative Grade Point Averages (CGPA) groups, 
revealing that students with higher GPAs (3.5–4.0) were likelier 
to use both extensions than those with lower GPAs. These 
differences were primarily driven by variations between non-
users and those who utilized both extensions. The qualitative 
findings showed common positive views of the policy for reducing 
stress and helping manage workloads during emergencies. While 
non-users raised concerns about potential overreliance on such 
extensions, users expressed frustration with the limited number 
of extensions in a semester and the short duration, which added 
to their stress. Thus, the findings underline the importance of 
designing extension policies that balance flexibility and fairness, 
addressing diverse student needs while encouraging responsible 
usage. 
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1 Introduction  

In educational settings, granting extensions or extended deadlines 
for assignments is a frequently used strategy to accommodate 
potential challenges to assist students in achieving their learning 
objectives [12]. These assignment deadline policies are structured 
guidelines [3] established by instructors to regulate academic task 
submission timelines and are mainly aimed at promoting 
flexibility [6, 14], integrity [14], equity [2, 11, 13], and facilitating 
the grading process. Empirical evidence has highlighted the 
effectiveness of various deadline policies in improving student 
time management, workload management [5, 6], motivation [12], 
course engagement, learning autonomy [11], academic 
performance, stress, and mental health [2, 10]. Equally, due to the 
learning autonomy afforded by extended deadlines, they align 
with the self-determination theory (SDT) framework [6, 7], which 
emphasizes the key roles of competence, autonomy, and 
relatedness in promoting student motivation [16]. However, 
policies must effectively balance academic structure with the 
flexibility needed to address the diverse needs of students, 
specifically considering the complexities of contemporary student 
demographics [8, 12], such as socio-demographic (e.g., gender, 
race, first-generation status, employment status) and academic 
factors (e.g., academic performance, motivation, satisfaction). For 
example, differences in how various gender and racial groups use 
extensions highlight students’ diverse needs and experiences [12]. 
Similarly, first-generation students and working students 
encounter unique challenges that can affect their mental health 
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[1], highlighting the need for supportive extension policies [6]. 
Moreover, academic performance, particularly measured by 
cumulative grade point average (CGPA), can play a significant 
role in understanding how effectively students utilize available 
extension resources.  

In computer engineering education, where the workload is often 
intensive due to complex tasks and packed schedules, effective 
time management is critical [14]. Various deadline policies (e.g., 
no deadlines, suggested deadlines, minor penalties, and strict mid-
term deadlines) have been found to influence student timeliness, 
highlighting the importance of well-designed deadline policies 
[3]. For instance, interim deadlines with feedback were found to 
promote timely submissions, while immediate feedback with 
penalties encouraged consistency [11]. A “no-late-submission” 
policy allowing unlimited resubmissions before a final deadline 
created better flexibility for non-traditional students and shifted 
the focus from compliance to learning in a course [16]. However, 
while such flexible deadlines were found to aid students in 
managing time and reducing stress, they were also reported to 
lead to unpreparedness in programming labs and did not clearly 
impact student grades [2]. Meanwhile, incentivized deadlines, 
designed to encourage consistent effort through external rewards 
or penalties, were found to decrease in effectiveness over time 
when considering time management behaviour in online 
programming tasks submission. While adopting flexible deadlines 
policies are long overdue [8], policies should be created to give 
equal advantages to all students. Empirical findings have reported 
mismanagement where students either view the end of the grace 
period as the actual deadline [4] or exploit it to seek a higher letter 
grade [12] especially when some students choose to adhere to the 
original deadline and not misuse the policy. Equally, it also makes 
it difficult to assess authentic academic performance or strategic 
use of the extensions where limiting flexibility may be necessary 
to maintain the original purpose of the extensions. 

Therefore, despite extension deadlines’ recognition as a tool to 
support equitable education, little is known about its utilization 
[5], especially when considering socio-demographic and academic 
factors among computer engineering undergraduates [2]. There is 
a need for a strategic policy that promotes early engagement, a 
sense of belonging [10], and a culture of inclusivity and equity 
[12], especially for at-risk students [11]. While prior research 
highlights trends focusing on learning outcomes, a gap remains in 
evaluating how different student groups engage with flexible 
policies to inform more inclusive and effective instructional 
designs. Therefore, there is a critical need to understand how 
factors like gender, race, academic performance, and employment 
status affect students’ views, and use of deadline policies. This is 
essential for creating equitable policies and improving learning 
outcomes. Therefore, we developed a policy focusing on two one-
day extensions without penalty to balance flexibility and 
accountability, and our study will be guided by the following 
research question: “How is the utilization of a two one-day 
extension policy by computer engineering undergraduates 
influenced by socio-demographic and academic factors?” 

2 Methodology   

2.1 Research design  

In order to answer our research questions, we employed a 
sequential mixed-methods approach focusing on a QUAN → qual 
design. The quantitative phase involves a survey to collect data on 
students’ policy usage, perceptions, and socio-demographic 
factors related to the policy, while the qualitative phase focuses 
on an open-ended response to the question, “What are your 
thoughts on the ‘extension without penalty’ deadline system?” 
This design allows the qualitative findings to inform the 
quantitative results, leading to a well-rounded understanding of 
the policy’s impact if there was a significant difference between 
the groups. This study was approved as exempt by the authors’ 
Institutional Review Board (STUDY00011631).  

2.2 Participant and Policy  

The participants of this study were undergraduates of Computer 
Organization and Architecture course, currently in 
sophomore/junior year of study at Michigan State University, 
USA. There was a total of twenty assignments distributed over the 
15-week semester, with most weeks having two assignments due 
on Monday and Friday. The deadline policy established a grace 
period that granted students two one-day extensions for 
assignments of their choice during the semester. Each extension 
extended the due date by 24 hours without any grade penalties. It 
is important to note that certain assignments were ineligible for 
extensions due to their proximity to significant exams, which 
students were informed of in advance. All requests for extensions 
were to be submitted through the class Q/A platform by 8 PM local 
time on the original assignment deadline, utilizing the designated 
template. Requests submitted after this deadline were not 
approved. Furthermore, once an extension was approved, it could 
not be revoked or altered. 

 

2.3 Data Collection and Analysis  

Students’ feedback was collected at the end of the semester using 
Qualtrics, and the survey was distributed during the final class 
session. Participation was voluntary. Following data collection, 
the responses were exported to Excel for data cleaning and 
preparation. Quantitative data were analyzed using JASP (v0.19.3) 
[9], while open-ended responses were filtered based on the 
quantitative outcomes in Excel before thematic analysis was 
conducted.  

3 Findings 

A total of N=124 students volunteered to participate in this study; 
however, students who could not be categorized due to their 
preference not to answer demographic questions, as well as those 
with Resource Center for Persons with Disabilities (RCPD) 
accommodation letters, were excluded. This resulted in a final 
sample of N=99 students for analysis, which we have categorized 
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based on the following demographics and the number of 
extension utilizations.  

 

Table 1: Socio-demographic and academic factors by extension usage 

 

Males constituted the largest gender group (74.75%), with the 
majority (52.70%) using two extensions, while females (22.22%) 
also predominantly used two extensions (50.00%) (Table 1). In 
terms of race, White or Caucasian students made up the largest 
group (54.55%), with half (50.00%) utilizing two extensions, 
followed by Asian students (34.34%), who showed the same 
preference for two extensions (50.00%). Additionally, students 
with a CGPA of 3.5–4.0 represented the majority (60.61%), with 
two extensions being their most common choice (40.00%), and 
first-generation students (14.14%) were more likely to use two 
extensions (71.43%) compared to non-first-generation students 
(49.41%). 

3.1 Gender  

A contingency table analysis was performed between gender 
(Female, Male, Other) and the number of extensions used (None, 
One, Two). The analysis reveals that the most frequent extension 
usage pattern across genders was using two extensions, which 
accounted for the majority (N=52.53%) of the total sample. Among 
the three gender groups, males were the largest group (N=74) and 
had the highest number of individuals using two extensions (N=39, 
52.70%). Similarly, females predominantly also used two 
extensions (N = 11, 50.00%), reflecting a trend suggesting that the 
use of two extensions was the most prominent pattern across all 
gender categories. A chi-squared test determined no significant 
association at χ2(4,99) =0.899, p=0.925 between gender and 
extension. 

3.2 Race  

As for differences between race, we observed no response for 
those identifying as American Indian or Alaska Native, Native 

Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, Hispanic, Latino/a/x, or 
Spanish origin, Middle Eastern or North African. However, some 
respondents identified as ‘other’ due to being part of two races 
(N=8, 8.08%), and a few students identified as Black or African 
American (N=3, 3.03%). The analysis revealed the White or 
Caucasian respondents were the largest group (N=54, 54.55%) 
with the most frequent pattern of using two extensions (N = 27, 
50.00%), followed by no extensions (N = 19, 35.19%). The Asian 
respondents accounted for 34.34% of the total sample (N = 34), and 
like the White or Caucasian group, two extensions were the most 
common (N = 17, 50.00%) however, followed by one extension (N 
= 9, 26.47%). The chi-squared test conducted to determine if the 
association between race and the number of extensions used was 
statistically significant indicated no significant association, χ² (6, 
N = 99) = 6.655, p = 0.354, suggesting that the distribution of 
extension usage is not significantly different across racial groups. 

3.3 CGPA  

Likewise, as for differences between CGPA ranges (2.5–2.99, 3.0–
3.49, 3.5–4.0), the analysis revealed that respondents with a CGPA 
of 3.5–4.0 were the largest group (N = 60, 60.61%) with the most 
frequent pattern of using two extensions (N = 24, 40.00%), 
followed by no extensions (N = 22, 36.67%). Those in the 3.0–3.49 
range accounted for 36.36% of the total sample (N = 36) and 
showed a majority usage of two extensions (N = 26, 72.22%), 
followed by equal proportions for no extensions (N = 5, 13.89%) 
and one extension (N = 5, 13.89%). The chi-squared test conducted 
to determine if the association between CGPA and the number of 
extensions used was statistically significant, χ² (4, 99) = 10.360, p 
= 0.035, Cramer’s V =.229, suggesting that the distribution of 
extension usage is significantly different across CGPA ranges 
with a large effect size.  

Factors  None % One % Two % N % 
Gender Female 6 27.27 5 22.73 11 50.00 22 22.22 

Male 21 28.38 14 18.92 39 52.70 74 74.75 
Other 1 33.33 0 0.00 2 66.67 3 3.03 

Race Asian 8 23.53 9 26.47 17 50.00 34 34.34 
Black or African American 1 33.33 0 0.00 2 66.67 3 3.03 
White or Caucasian 19 35.19 8 14.81 27 50.00 54 54.55 
Other 0 0.00 2 25.00 6 75.00 8 8.08 

CGPA 2.5–2.99 1 33.33 0 0.00 2 66.67 3 3.03 
3.0–3.49 5 13.89 5 13.89 26 72.22 36 36.36 
3.5–4.0 22 36.67 14 23.33 24 40.00 60 60.61 

First 
Generation  

No 26 30.59 17 20.00 42 49.41 85 85.86 
Yes 2 14.29 2 14.29 10 71.43 14 14.14 

Working 
status  

No 18 35.29 10 19.61 23 45.10 51 51.52 
Yes 10 20.83 9 18.75 29 60.42 48 48.48 

 Total 28 28.28 19 19.19 52 52.53 - - 
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We are unable to measure the significance, as the odds ratios can 
only be calculated for 2x2 contingency tables and ours reflect a 
3x3 design with three CGPA groups vs types of extension. 
Therefore, we analyzed the differences based on a planned 
comparison between each group. Significant differences were 
found between CGPA groups 3.0–3.49 and 3.5–4.0 at χ² (2, 96) = 
9.650, p = 0.008, Cramer’s V = 0.317, indicating a large effect size 
between the CGPA groups and the pattern of extension usage for 
these groups. However, no significant differences were observed 
between CGPA groups 2.5–2.99 and 3.0–3.49, χ² (2, 39) = 1.109, p 
= 0.574, or between CGPA groups 2.5–2.99 and 3.5–4.0, χ²(2, 63) = 
1.201, p = 0.549, suggesting that extension usage patterns were 
relatively similar for participants in these comparisons. Further 
analysis of the significant difference between CGPA groups 3.0–
3.49 and 3.5–4.0 revealed that the disparity was primarily driven 
by differences in “No extensions” versus “Two extensions,” χ² (1, 
77) = 8.172, p = 0.004, Cramer’s V = 0.326, indicating a strong effect 
size suggesting that participants with higher CGPAs (3.5–4.0) 
were more likely to use “Two extensions” compared to those with 
CGPAs in the 3.0–3.49 range. However, no significant differences 
were found between “No extensions” and “One extension,” χ²(1, N 
= 46) = 0.399, p = 0.528, or between “One extension” and “Two 
extensions,” χ²(1, N = 69) = 3.671, p = 0.055. These results indicate 
that differences in extension usage for these specific categories 
were not statistically meaningful, highlighting that the primary 
driver of the significant result was the comparison between “No 
extensions” and “Two extensions”.  

3.4 First-Generation Status 

Next, we analysed the relationship between first-generation 
status (Yes/No) and the number of extensions utilized (None, One, 
or Two). Continuing generation students (N=85, 85.86%) 
frequently request two extensions (N=42, 49.41%), followed by no 
extensions (N=26, 30.59%). Similarly, first-generation students 
(N=14, 14.14%) also most commonly requested two extensions 
(N=10, 71.43%). The chi-squared test revealed no significant 
association between first-generation status and the number of 
extensions (χ2(2, 99) =2.443, p=0.295. 

3.5 Working Status  

Lastly, we examined the association between whether students 
were working while studying (Yes/No) and the number of 
extensions they utilized (None, One, or Two). Among students not 
working while studying (N=51, 51.52%), the most frequent pattern 
was requesting two extensions (N=23, 45.10%), followed by no 
extensions (N=18, 35.29%). Similarly, students working while 
studying (N=48, 48.48%) also most commonly requested two 
extensions (60.42%), with smaller proportions requesting no 
extensions (N=10, 20.83%) or one extension (N=9,18.75%). The chi-
squared test indicated no significant association between working 
status and the number of extensions (χ² (2, 99) = 2.942, p = 0.230), 
which suggests that working while studying does not 
significantly impact students’ extension usage patterns, though 

further research could explore additional factors influencing this 
behavior. 
 

3.6 Qualitative findings  

Based on a thematic analysis performed to identify how the 
groups that used the policy (“Two extensions - Group A) and did 
not use the policy (“No extensions” - Group B) differed, we 
observed that both groups (A = 8, B = 6) acknowledged the policy’s 
value for students indicating positive perception, even if the 
respondent did not personally use it. Example feedback from the 
students are: “It helped me manage my workload and gave me 
time to learn (A)” and “I think it works well and can help students 
that need it (B)”. Equally, having the policy offers flexibility for 
students to manage academic and personal challenges (A = 8, B = 
3); for instance, one student from A said, “It allowed me to handle 
emergencies and unexpected delays,” while from group B, “It was 
nice to know I had extensions to fall back on”. It was observed that 
one of the key uses of the policy is emergency support to 
accommodate unforeseen events, such as medical emergencies or 
personal commitments (A = 6, B = 2), as supported by a statement 
from a student from group B stating “I didn’t encounter 
emergencies that required an extension,” and “This policy saved 
me during emergencies like an unexpected trip” from group A. 
Lastly, they highlighted that the policy reduced stress during 
emergencies or heavy workloads by allowing additional time to 
complete assignments. For example, a student from group A 
(N=10) stated, “It eased my stress during a medical emergency”. 
While those who did not use the policy may not have directly 
engaged with it, they would have indirectly evaluated its presence 
in the course structure, where their responses (N=5) could have 
been due to second-hand benefits based on their understanding of 
the policy, for example, “I didn’t need it, but it can help students 
that do”.  

Nevertheless, some students who did not use the policy expressed 
concerns that it might encourage students to delay work instead 
of developing better time management habits (N=2). For example, 
“I worry this encourages poor time management or 
procrastination.” They did not find the policy relevant due to 
effective time management or early assignment completion (N=5). 
These opposed the perception of Group A, indicating the 
limitation of having only a small number of extensions available 
that do not meet their needs during a long semester (N=7). For 
example, a student mentioned, “Two extensions for the semester 
are not enough”. They also criticized the limitation of the 24-hour 
extension period as insufficient for completing time-intensive 
assignments (N=5). Furthermore, they added that the strict time 
constraints of the policy sometimes caused more stress than it 
alleviated for students using extensions (N=3), for example, 
“Having only 24 hours to complete assignments added stress”.  

Consequently, students in Group A suggested increasing the 
number of extensions available per semester to better 
accommodate students’ needs during busy periods (N=6) while 
advocating longer extensions (e.g., 2 days) to provide more 
meaningful time for assignment completion and stress relief 
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(N=4); such a view was not shared by those in Group B. While 
students in Group A recommended innovative policies, such as 
earning extensions through participation or offering incentives 
for not using them (N=3), to increase fairness and flexibility, 
Group B were concerned that such extensions might tempt 
students to rely on them too much (N=3). 

4 Discussion and Conclusion  

Assignment deadline policies can empower students by offering 
flexibility and support, enabling them to manage their academic 
workload effectively and enhancing their overall learning 
experience [6]. The analysis showed that using the full two 
extensions that were available in the current policy was the most 
common extension usage pattern across all demographic groups, 
without significant differences between gender, race, working 
status, or first-generations status. Males were the largest group 
and predominantly used two extensions, with a similar trend 
observed among females. In terms of race, White or Caucasian and 
Asian students most frequently utilized two extensions, while 
first-generation status and working status did not show 
significant associations with extension usage, two extensions 
remained the most common choice, indicating the policy’s appeal 
and application across diverse groups. 

We also observed that students with higher GPAs were more 
likely to use two extensions compared to those with lower GPAs, 
revealing a significant relationship between academic 
performance and extension usage.  We theorized that higher GPA 
students may have a better understanding of the extension 
benefits to optimize their performance, prompting queries on how 
resource utilization differs based on performance levels. However, 
further qualitative inquiry revealed that both groups (those who 
used and who did not use extensions) recognized the policy’s 
value in providing flexibility to manage academic and personal 
challenges, particularly during emergencies. Students revealed 
that they appreciated having such an option as it reduced stress 
and accommodated unforeseen events, as also reported by [8]; 
however, concerns were raised about the policy’s limitations, 
including the adequacy of two extensions and the 24-hour 
extension period, which some students found inadequate for time-
intensive assignments. While some suggested increasing the 
number of extensions or extending the time frame (e.g., to two 
days), there were concerns that the policy might encourage 
procrastination or poor time management; hence highlighting the 
need to balance flexibility with effective learning habits. While 
other social-demographic aspects were found not to influence 
extension use, the inclusion of equitable and inclusive policies can 
be used to enhance relatedness, ensuring students feel supported 
and understood within their educational context [12]. 

5 Limitations and Future Direction  

This study is limited in several aspects. First, the respondents were 
restricted to a computer engineering class, which potentially 
limits the applicability of the findings when considering different 

academic years or institutions. Next, while our study was limited 
to socio-demographic and academic factors, future studies should 
consider factors such as course complexity, assignment ratio, 
students learning behaviors and external pressures, which could 
have also influenced extension use. The existing policy only 
permitted two one-day extensions and some students indicated 
that this duration was inadequate for time-consuming 
assignments. Therefore, indicating future investigations could 
examine the effects of lengthening the extension period or 
increasing the number of extensions to determine the optimal 
balance between flexibility and student accountability. Equally, 
also considering the effects of plagiarism in coding and the use of 
GenAI with different durations and extensions. Additionally, 
future studies could evaluate the effectiveness of different 
assignment deadline policies (e.g. grace periods, varying 
extension lengths, or incentive-based extensions) to identify the 
most successful strategies for enhancing equity, inclusivity, and 
student achievement.  
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