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¢

- nstructional frustration is often the most effective stimulus for
:curriculum innovation. Within the last ten'years history curriculums on
‘the collegiate level have been attacked firom within and without. Student

impatience with traditional lectures; decreasing student interest in

’ .

-history as a general education elective or requirement; saturation and .

_collapse of an alwé?% limited job market, instructor boredom with the °

<

-monotony -of the same instructional format; and the need to reconcile
-general course goals with 5pecific~student behavior objectives have

-necessitated rethinking curriculum methods in history.

\ N

_fs Haroer (1973)‘found in 2 study higﬁlight%ng thirty innovative and

~dxemplary projects conducted in Oregon's colleges, rising enrolliments and
Increasing costs have been instfumqntal in increasing class size in

. egu%réalﬁls. history courses. Harpe{ stressed resulting problems which
are natjoﬁal concerns in all large traditional lecture classes, namely:

(1) little opportunity fO( conceptual ized, individualized, analytical
thinking; (2) a direci threat to andxa denial of the tradifkbna!,ccmmunity
college concept of dedicated teaching and close faculty-student rélatfdn;
ships; (3) a growing impersonpality as class size increases whgch results
In less instructional relevance for many sthdents; and (4) diminishing

dialog between faculty and students, frustrating both, and resulting in

decreasing educational motivations for both groups.
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Student Motivationaﬁ Preferences

" in determining the efficacy of any instructional program it is
imperative to consider, as Pascal (1971) stated in his article, "A few
studies have reported that preferences for particular instructional ..

methods was related to certain personality characteristics (p. 1)".

* Among earlier studies Wispe (léSl) concluded that- students in independent

studies preferred permissive teaching methods, while insecure students

wanted more directives. Cronbach (1957) was among the first to directly

_affimm the instructional impact of personality interactions between

" faculty and students. McKeachie (1961) found that students.-high in

_achievement motivation and fow in anxiety generally do better in classes )
where instructors don’t stress "ccrrectness of student behav:oﬁ' Koentg
and McKeachee {1959} found that women high in the need for recognition |

and achicvement tended td,prefer indegpendent study to traditional lectures;

while McKeachie's (1966) study affirmed that male students who needed to’

LY

_affiliate-with an instructor benefited from a class with a ''warm, friendly

*

atmosphere'!. i

_ Pascal's (1971) study proposed four general motivational premises.
which all éducators-contemplat}ng\instruétibnal innovation would be wise
to consider: (1) there is no basis to presume that-past experience with
a particular sub}ect will be that significént in &etermin;;§ ovet-all

success in an e.perimental program; [2) overall, independent study

students need more flexibility, but are not significantly different in

"performance standards than lecture-discussion students; (3) students who

select the lecture-discussion option were more prone.to interact with

'
people, and did spend more time in "informal serious discussion'; and
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(4) posterior analysis (Newmahifzuis) showed that lecture takers were

aJ and needed more authoritarian

oo N L.
Instruction. .. . - /
~ \ ’ .

.: . .
goqsiderably more anti-intellect
" Conclusions deduced from this "study would tend to support commoﬁ]y

-held éssumpt?ons, although his third findihg'points out a bitter-sweet

student motivational trait which could destroy innovation after a . h 4
promising start: (1) students in independeét study need more sense of
autonomy, are flekib]é, and have tHeir tolerancerfor ambiguity moré‘!
refined. They also’are able to handle abstract thinking better; (2) =~
N
lecture~discussion studenté tend to be moderate ‘in thgir desire to pursue
refleciivé:thbught and analysis in an écademic context.. Like lecture
students, they take significantly less interest in abstracticns, but are
willing to accept épparent ambiguities and a sense of autonomy comparable
to what the independent sxudentsdhilt tolerate; (35 based én the Pascal- /
HcKeach{e (1970) study, students who are in favor of many instructionat ,. y
options often don't perform up to expectatisns when.ghey are permitted to
select their own instructional approach.
Among thé most viable and incregsingly popular instruct!onalu
alternatives to large classes employing the‘gfaditional lecture peéﬁod
//!s team teaching., Class size can often be gffectiv;ly increasgd‘yheh
two or more instructors participate because discussion sectlcns theorsti- .
cally provide the needed dialog so essential if analytical and conceptu- \{
j

“

" allzed thinking is to be encouraged. Motivation, participation and . ‘ {

rapport by‘and between staff and Students can certainly be enhanced, A

variety of useful educational by-products also commend team-~teaching.

-

Lectures are prepared more concisely and thoroughly, simulation role-playing
. . \ /

ERIC . & -/




Nesfern Civilization course in 1971-72. found that 89% felt team-teaching /

can be most. effectively practiced, and a Gegree of }ndependent‘study

stressed. _ -

. P .
But whatever the instructional format, whatever the educational
N

outcomes, two overwhelming advantages accrue when history is team taught.

These advantages were concisely stated by Delaney (i974) in his recent
article "Team Teaching of-the History of Western Civilization at Clackamas
Community College': - . "7

' While all of us are generalists, we have sought in organizing the
course to take advantage of the diverse .backgrounds, -interests and
strengths of (the) instructors... . . What we do not want is for
students- to sit passively and treat the discussiion groups as just
one more lecture. . Some are content to do just that, others are
enthusiastic about being able to explore ideas informally (pp. 29-30).

' Delaney's (1974) survey of the students taking the team-taught

was 'thighly desirable" or ''desirable'". Only 11% seemed to be ihdfffer?é;

to the innovation, or preferred traditional instruction. Innovation

'taking advantage of instructional expert}se, ;areful'and concise prepara-
tion of limited lecture time, and student participation in stressing |
conceptualizgd'and anélytlcal'thinking would scem to be the most effective

way to teach‘history_CIESSes overburdened with stydents and undergirded

FI

with apathy. . ' ‘ \

A few of the student motivational probjems which can undermine/¢ e ’

best laid team-teaching plans vere re-iterated by Delaney (1974): b

- QOther problems are not peculiar to team~teaching but. remain - P

problems: attendance at lecture and discussion sections, getting
students to read the assignments and be prepared to discuss the
material, encouraging students who are shy or less articulate
than some of the fellow students to participate in the discussions
while discouraging one or a few students from dominating the
discussion (p. 30). - :
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—Lacture, Tutorial,

Team-Teaching

I3

Burns and Jones (1967) researched two experimental approaches to

teaching freshman composition at Central Missouri State College in their
i ’ R . . . . N

report:- '"Two Experimental Approaches to Freshman Compositjon--Lecture-

Tutorial and Team Teaching". Many of the problens Harper's (1973) study

- .

' related as to student xndnfference to tradnt:onal lectures were stressed,
Includ:ng the length of the 1nstructnonal week, tediousness of lesson
plan preparation, repetition in lecture and grading practices, loss of

student's sense of identity, and greater motiva(ional incentive for both

'staff pnd students. The authors did caution that when tutorial or team-

— \

teachxng ventures are trued,,nt is essential to nge th students adequate

.a

time to overcome. an initial dlsorlentatn n with al] the gkge time now oo

LY

available for 'self study proJects. Studénts are al apprehgnsnva about ;

. A\
a ""ene-on-one!' confrontation with the iw tructor in t:torial-&fficé

\

sessions, but most eventually come to apprec{ate the closer contact and

more personalized approach The wq:ters also clalimed that students

Y
A
i

retained more information in this experlmental approach. \
- Paradoxically, students are often alienated by an educational
B -
fnnOVatlon intended to provnde them with closer faculty contact and
tapport. whnle many students appear to be e'ither too reticient or
- ovefky self centered_jn’discussion, Delaney (1974} has also discovered an

/// + unforeseen disadvantage with the one or two héur joint Iecturé>as wélj:.~_

It js simply more difficult for an instructor to get to know a class

"

when they meet only once or twice a week in lecture. The impersonality

" and potential alienation which the joint-lecture (team~-teaching)

discussion section was created to mitigate only enhances such preblems

'
t
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fhr students who need the security of a predictable educational Foutine
three times a week‘wiéh the same Enstructor.
\ ~ Pursuing this paradox furtber, Harper (1973) appl|ed experlmental
. innovative unstruqsignglzmefh;;s to tradxtlon-bound curriculums in U. Sl
history. Instructors modnfy traditional lecture formats because they are
. limited to dispensing factual infonnatlon, specuf:cally organized in'a

. normat ive context. In.turning to team-teachnng, whnch does foster

desired creat:ve talents and- some syntheStzang abilities through largely

.\
unstrqctured educational atmosﬁhere, student morale often suffers because-

\ of the absence of the very structured environment the traditional lecture

. : 'was thought wrong in maintaining.

" . \ ’ N ’
Harper's (1973) study did substantiate the Burns and Jones (1967)

7

Yo

* » " 7 ) i . N -
contention that students tended to perfoKm better in lecture-discussion”

. [ . v
‘ . ,fonmats rather than strafght lecture claéses, but he admitted it might be

) .o - "c" - ’s/' o 2" .
. : due to instructor variabilities instead of any instructional ben fits.

»’ N \ ‘ - .
Although students who finished the experimental classes in history seemed .

[N \
. \ k3 i

to prefer. them, attendance and retention:were no bstter in such }ecture-
s . T

dlscussion sections than in the craditional lectures. &

4
!

When educators deal‘rith the resulting student alienation and
- }
. hostility to a new experiment in team-teaching by imposing further

[ o

_.experimentation in the hope of caﬁturing student response, further

alienation can and often does result. Delaney (1974) implied this in

assessing the effectiveness of popular simulation; role-playing games

superimposed upon team-teaching formats. By conceh;fating on key

historical issues or leading personalfties in a histohiographic approach

through faculty and/or student simulation, greater confusion restlted for

&
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those students who resisted the initial innovatiqnlgf team-teaching. In

e

. . R /
short, certain students are not only content’ to sit passively, they openly

]

resented any effourt to further involve them |n a requsred course:

In assessing the efficacy of any team-teaching apprcach this®

| 1

potential problem needs to be weighed against the bbvious'acvantages

which Elkins (1970) stated so snmply and cogently in his article on team '

.teaching history in Mest Germany . Team—teachnng does save time, minimizes

! e ’
out of class preparatnon, and unifies student expernedtes ~
AN
Slmulatlon—Gamlnq) Role-Playrgg .
Because the ?amnng approach tc |nstruct|on is stlll suspect, .

confusion and coqtradiction abounds. Baker's (1968) study cf JUﬂlOF h:gh
! \

U.S. history students being tadght WLth s:mulatuon~gam5ng qla;med it was

1

a much more effective teaching devise than the tradlt{cnal class—roonl.' -

format! Yet, just a year later, Heinkel (1970) found no signlficant

..lmprovement in enther lnterest or performance in surveying a Junlor high

a

‘pmlltrca! science class uslng simulation. A 1973 study by Wentworth and
Lewis'fohndlthat cognitive achievement in communnty'college economrcs
classes could be slgnifioantly lower when slmulatién-gaming‘was emplaoyed.
The most lnterestlng conclu510n reached by Lucas (1974} was that
.whlle simulation condltloned students perfonned no better than érapl tional
lecture ones, delayed post-tests scores were higher thah\the orxg\nal |
pbstftest evaluation for simulation classes. Students apparently '
continued to reinforce their cognitive study of the currlculhpuije to

motivational involvement long after the experiment ended, certainly one

of the real ébjectives.of any. educational approach’

»

- ”“
3
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In 1969 Holverson investigated the comparison of the cognitive

(systems analysis) approach versus traditional lectures in sociology.

-

$ . A L .
The retention of objective data.was not appréciably enhanced for students
taking the simulation approach, as Heinkel (1970) found for political

_7élénce, because significant performance differentials were not'reaﬂly
. )

o/ . !
‘due to methods of teaching at all. The m . resented, personality
N ’ - - i

‘of the brofessor,'time of the cléss, and stee of the class were all

l

i s

- ~ factors which, in Halverson's (1969) estnmdteon, influenced the
. g ./ —
! ’d!fferentna] ‘As hesconcluded “It is apparent from thns study that the

"systems analysis does not produce a significant improvement of objective
-knowledge an “sociology {p. 16)". * ’
Recéntly Bernsteudf(1974) ana]yzed "Snmulat:ow versus the Scandard
\ . Lecthye’Approach/in Teaching Introductory Amerncan Government”; Stressing

..
3 - . -3

increased student motivation in those Sections en&ioyinj\éimu]atiOn, he
.did admlt that research is remarkabIQ consistent’in conc?hding that there
Te . * are no sign|f|cant dufferences academical ly betWeen tradltlcnal and |
simulation taught Classes. lntergstungly:.he did recognize that top much
i p " forced role-playing apparently.did cause a drop in attendance and resuit&ng‘
incrgase in the failure to retaln students,
Jansicewicz (1974) has effect{Vcl§ summarized the pitfglls of team~
_teach}ng in the. related disgﬁbl!he of pelitical science‘in his brief
art}clq:_ “Simulation in the Teachlng of State and Local Pglitics". While
enthusiastlcally endorsing experimental simulation, role-playing in his

N
po!lttcal science classes, he cautioned the reader that, "Although | am a

2 'strong advocate of the simulation methoda | haVethéélized and hasten to

point out that it is not arpanaceé. There is no substftﬁtexfgr an
: _ L2

&) insightful, informed and dynamic instructor (p. 37)."° T~

- ERIC D 1.3
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\vUnfortunate!Qﬁ“team:Seaching is.often not the panacea. This study

-wlli\evaluate the effects these joint lecture (JL) approaches have had

upor students. : ‘ \

!

ackground

~

-During the Fall Semester, 1969, Cerritos College s department of
hlstory began discussing the possnbllnty of combining sections of an
already large one semester required U.S. history course (History 27:
American History and ngstitution) into a JL for\?OO or moreﬁstudents Qith
discussion sectionéh' The opportuﬁities for providing two lecturers stress-
ing their topxcal specnalltaes(:n group &nscussxon seemed a destrable
alternative to the ax%étlng traditionat lecpure (TL) class which meets
three hours a week with 60 to 80 students eprolled..

Heet}ng with ;dmini;trat!ve approval, our first JL section'was

e .
IR -

scheduled fo? the ‘Fall, 1970. Two instructor; with nearly 240 students
handleg ; clégg with elght discussion sections. ‘ '
'qu JL_sections with a total of three ihstrPctors were used in tée
Spring, 1971, but with enrollment comparable to ;hgt for the Fall, 1576{
During the Fall, 1971, the oriéinal two inst;uctors coptinued their
JL approach fér the third semester, experiencing stagnating ihteregt and
Tow en;ollmgnt. A second section this ;emester attempted a new gtrategy,

S )
debate format stressing historical rolelplaying.

having both instructors before the class concurrently in a simulated

>

By the Spring, 1972, the departm?nt decided to limit our JL offering
to this simulated debate class. We experienced disappointing enrojlment,
_ despite high instructor motivation, -

v ,/ / . -

v
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After a year's hiatus, during the Fall, 1973, thesz same debate
instructors tried a new twist, combining their TL section which met at

the same time once a week in debate. . ..

\
\

‘Specific Purposes and Hypotheses

1 M

The department, division} and increasingly the college has discussed

the relative merits of this JL épproach. But no one has ever botherea"to —
objectively examine the comparative merits of a JL to TL instrhctiénal
approach.
Specific purposes of this stu;§ will be to: (1) compare retention
rates for students in boﬁh‘JL and TL history sectjon; of History 27; ) J—
(2) compare student academic perforﬁance in the same history classes;
(3) analyze possible initial class appeal or preference by comparing P
registration patterns for both JL and TL sections of_Hi§tory 27. 7
it is hypgtﬁesized‘that: (1) -retention rate is lower in JL than TL
‘_seétions; (2) academic performancé is higher in JL than TL sections, and;
(3) students prefer TL to JL sections ‘as evidenced in registration trends.

institutional tmpact

During the Fall Semester, 1974, California community colleges were
placea on a dual census accounting basis for state ADA monies, Retention,
‘qvwaés anleducational!y desirabie ;oal, now assumes -financial imperatives.
A Classes must re;ain students throuéh the twelfth week as well as through
the fourth, if revenues are to continue throughout the semester. Our JL
history experiment would appear to have great significance campus-wide ‘
“ concerning retention. . \ |l

With the announcement of plans to build our campus' first large

_lecture, multi-media classroom which all divisions are encouraged to use,

\)‘ . ) B ”'S Q:' )
. o B -

. . .
' * ' s
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JL approaches are.once more being actively considered. Although student
receptiveness, financing, and improved multi-media support should be
evident by 1976; a&ministrativa, instructional and student attitudes have

changed little since our first JL venture during the Fall, 1970.° For- L

A .
these reasons, an objective analysis of history JL classes is needed now

more than ever before. ’ /' ?
Method ‘ ‘
- B

Procedure X :

) - - .
Selection of Subjects. In order to carry out the aforementioned

objectives of the study: {1) grade reports were acquired for all students

\\

who‘Were enrolled in a JL Hi;tory 27 class from the Fall semester, 1970
through the fall semester, 1973. Between Fall semesters 1970 and.1973
these seven JL History 27 classes Bad a total enrollment of 10056 students.
In order to provide bench marks for compar}son analogous data from
students enrolled in TL Histery 27 classes from the Fall semester 1970 !
through theZFall semester 1973 were acquired. The TL courses that were -
selected had been: (1) taught by the same instructors who wera tnvolved

In the JL approach and, (2) offered at approximately the same time of day

as the JL flasses This selection procedure was employed in an attempt

.'to avoid confoundxng by unwanted sxtuatlonal variables such as tlme-of-

day and personalities of the teachers Between Fall semesters ]970'and
1973 these nipeteen TL History 27 classes had a total enrolliment of/1525

students. ' ' ,

Measurement of Performance. Through the use of grade reporgé, final

course grades, operationaliy defined as measures of student academic

l

1,
o
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" performance rates'* (A+B). | _

" of students who reeeived_a grade of A, B, C, D, F.

L e wentdY st Wk
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performance, and course retention rates were used a5 criterion variables
in an attempt to provide ob]ective measures of course effectiveness.

Four measures were used to compare academic performance between JL

and TL approaches: (1)} a comparison of 'retention rates' between JL and

TL as measured by the nroportion of students who received a 'Withdrawal"

grade; (2) a comparxson of tsyrvival rates'’ as indicated by the pr0portxon
-of students receiving any "credlt grade't (A+B+C+D+CR), (3) a compar:son of

"successful performance rates" (A+B+C+CR)* and; (4) a comparlson of "high

LA

Concerning "retentlon rates' computation of proportlons was based on

“the :total number of JLorTL students enrolTed. Proporttons concernxng

“survival rates'' ware computed usung as a divisor the total number of

students who received grades A, 8, C, U, F E. Computatnon of - proportlcns

‘poncerning‘the remaining '‘rates'! were éompute& based on the total number

In order to assess the statistical significant between any observed
dlfferences in proportions between JL and TL approaches concernlng the
aforement ioned performance measures, “the Lawshe-Baker (in Pownie & Hesth,

!97&) Nomographic method of comparing pronortions based on the Chi-S5quare

-

tstribution was employed.

" Measurement of Course Attractiveness. In an attempt to compare the

attractiveness of the two approaches to prospective students, a comparative

. 4 . .
l6ngitudinal analysis between JL and TL classes concerning daily student

registration counts throughout the registration period was carried.out.

For comparative purposes, the registration period/ﬁ;s divided into four

one week segments. For each weekly segment the number of JL and TL

i :
\
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students enrolled was divided by the appropriate collective maximum class
size figure (JL=2L0; TL=80), thus giving the. proportion of students
already enrolled relative to JL or TL class enrollment maximums. Again
the Lawshe-Baker Nomographic method of comparing proportions was ‘employed.
~ . | Results
Con;érning academic performance, a COmpariéon of 'iretention rates',
_“surviva] rates", 'successful performance rates', and "'high performance
. rates' i;\§hown in Table_}fk Fé?nprocedures used in computing prqportions
reéer to the ﬁeth;d section. As-can be seen, tretention/rate 1s
;!gnificaétly (p < .055 better for tEe %L compared to the JL approach.
The Lawshe-BiKer Nomcgraphic method of comparing proportions was used to
test the signi?icance of differences between the two approaches. Converse-
— -ly, there were ho sidgnificant (p )..05) differences between JL and TL
' approaches cohcerning tsurvival rate”,’”successfu! performance rate'' and
“high performagce rate'.
TABLE !}

COMPARISON OF FiNAL GRADES BETWEEN ‘JL AND TL HISTORY STUDE&#S AS
A FUNCTION OF CATEGORIES ©F ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENY

Withdrawal Survival Succeésful High
, Rate Rate performance Performance
_ ('w) (A+8+C+D+CR} Rate (A+B+C+CR) Rate (A+B)
Joint Lecture |  32.3% 98.1% 90.0% 39.1%
, Traditional o - s o
Lecture 20.6% 96.7% 88.4% - h0.,0%
Difference 12.3%% 1.6% 1.6% 0.%%
\\\\ ] * S!gﬁif}cant beyond .05 level of confidence.
: . 6 “

+

o o <
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Pertaining to course attractiveness Table 2 presents the proportions °

of students registered at the end of weeks 1, 2, 3, 4 relative to maximum

JL or TL class enrollments. As can be seen, the TL approach, as pbidenced
by registration counts, significantly (p< <.05) attracts students fnore

readily than the JL approach (seé Figure 1).
LY . \ . )

\\ TABLE 2 .

PROPORT1ONS OF STUDENTS REGISTERED RELATIVE TO MAXIMUM

" JL OR TL CLASS ENROLLMENT FOR WEEKS 1 THROUGH. %4

Week ‘Week Week A Week*
1 2 ) 3 L
Joint Lecture 8% 33% 58% 62%
T{aditibna! Lecture 56% 91% 9% . 99% ?\\\
Difference h 18 . 58%* Loy 37 .

# Significant beyond .05 level of

" confidence.
100 F ) — 7
90 - ’
80 |
o 70 B
€ 60 |-
u 50
s MWr X = TL '
30 |- \ ' !
20 |- o '
1o - 0 = JL
0 .
Week 1 Week 2 Week 3 \ Week L
Figure 1. Longitundial comparison of student
registration counts between JL and TL classes as a
function of the percentage of students registered
. ' relative to maximum class size for weeks | through b,
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Discussion °

\ The findings indicate that the retention rate was lower in JL than
TL sections. Apparéntl*, an initial problem-for any experimenta} class
Is student retention, and the JL innovation at Cer}itos'was no eiception.
The original JL section during the Fall, 1970, historically had by far
the largest initial group of students ever in a JL class at Cerritos.
Because of the size (240) the collége was forced to schedule the section
In the theater auditoriuﬁ, coqggcive neither for class‘room#discussioﬁ nor
ro) }-taking. The.résulting informality of the lecture possibly encouraged
absenteeism, which in turn increased the high droprout rate when students
fell behfnd in class work.

The.instruttéks decided to administer all exams in dﬁscussion

_ sections, Certain students who disliked this instructional format
unexpectgdly had problems taking exams when they missed discussion, therébé
denying themselves.thg practice necessary for successful mastgry of exam

material. It was observed that as long as the discussion section was

devoted to answering questions on the week's lecture, or simple review,

attendance was fairly constant; but when outside assignments, or in-class

grpﬁp discussions were introduced, retention suffered.
y /

‘ Perhaps one of the most significant\(eason for lower retentjon in JL
\ . . ,

sections was the difficulty in schedu]ing the one hour diéqussion section-

at t!mts that fit the students' schedules. Two sections woﬁld logically
. \ -

’corresépnd to the Friday meeting hour of the ﬁondéy-Wednesda¢>Ieﬁture,
\ - B .
which pleased those fortunate enough to get in; but any other t?me caused
problems problems that apparently cotld be easily solved by e#rly o }

j withdrawal'.
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The results associated with academic performance do not support the

hypothesis that academic performance is hibher in JL than TL sections.
Before the present study's analysis of grade distributions was
fintshed, instructors who had férmerly participated in the. JL classes

were informally hypothesizing that Bhigh performance!! (A+B) would be

- significantly greater for JL sections than for their TL classes.

; Surprisingly, although a slightly higher percentage of "'A! grades was

.« _glven in JL classes, it was often done at the expense of MB!* scores,

. Yresulting in no significant differerice in the '"high performance' grade .

*. ! .

category compared with TL sections. When added to the lower retention

rate the overall result was far from impressive scholastically. In an
.effort to mitigate some of the instructional difficulties inherent. in  ~

team-taught lectures, as well as student fear of.a new venture, the . -

3

instructors decided .to allow the JL students to drop'bne of the four
exams given during the semester. Since this resulted in students {érély

;éklng make-ups, many apparently suffered an unfofseenﬂproblem. anndt,’

-gaining enough experience with the multiple choice tests which were given,
P + oo

’

students failed to improve their scores bnf]ate;,teéts.,
Intentionally, grading was intended to be more "'liberal’ in JL )

g}ésses. Using a normative refbrepce class curve, graQes below the "'8"

level tended to-be less predictable than in most TL classes. Because of

the more unstructured study habits of students in JL classes, partly
. !

necessitated by the class format, grades did vary from exam to exam for

all but the "A'"! students. This, in part, was one of the reasons for

.

“throwing out'' one of the exams. -

T,
L

N .
fray '
T s . .
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. one most Tikely to be ‘supported by objective ahalysis.

- g

Because the brief fifty question test had to be equally divided

%

between instructors- and among subject matter topics, the questions
tended to be somewhat more general. It was the intent of the instructors

to remove as much anxiety as soon as possible from the test situation,

4

and make the JL evaluative curve comparable in percentage of duccessful
_grade achievers with the TL classes. Concerning the aforementioned, the
-JL approach apparently was successful, although'the evaluative method

did differ.

t

The findings associated with *'course attractiveness'' support the

h§pothgsis that students pre?er TL to JL sections as evidenced in regis~. -
tration trends. According to the instructors who were involved in the
'JL approach, of the study's three hypotheses;;fbis hypothesis was the

-

From the outset, enrollment mechanics bfokg—down in the JL classes.

k)

The Scaedule of Glas§cs for the Fall, i970, inaavertentlylde!eted
‘referéﬁce.to the discussion sections, indicéting only that there would

.be one hour to be arranged. Quite .accidentally, there-was no probl%m‘
“this initial semester in filling the JL class, as mcst students signgd,up

-~

for it as if it was a TL section. ‘ e A

v P

|

By the secpnd semester, both JL classes had the required ?iscussion
sections li}tea but with the designation 'lab'' attached. This, added to.
tﬁé dno-un?t credit! for‘the discussion section frightened ;Qéy some
potential students, even though the department was carefu{‘not to schedule

" other Hiétory 27 TL classes at the same 'prime-time' hours. o 7

Enroliment became so critical by, the“start of the third semester

that the department decided to retrench on the experiment 'thereafter.

T e i

/
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Only in the Fall, 1973, did the college succeed in filling both
séctions of a compromise JL-TL class format, and then students signed up

for only the TL portjon of thé venture. Such deception, it was felt,

" did the program or the students little credit, and the experiment was

dropped in January, 1974, _
Among the articles prgviodsly cited, Déianey's (1974), Harpef{s
(1973), and Pascal's (1971) éeemeé most relevant to the'p;eéént study.
éerritostol]ege's hi;tory department instituted team teaching to
avoid the impersonality of large classes by offering thé>§tuéenté an
cpportunity to analyze topjcs in a generally conceptual ized wéy,
thereby hoping to improve rapport éetweeh faéuliy and sthdeﬁts.
Although one can not. fault Harper (1973) for stressing gimilar génergl

reasons for team teaching innovations, this study's findings concernifg.

"the JL teaching experience would tend to.undermine both Harper's and the

authpr's'expectations.

H

Pascal's (1971) conclusions, nore épecifiﬁ'and ;ore éermaing, would -

H

tend to reinforce the findings of this investiéation. Past success of

»

students in history seemed tc have no direct correlation with potential

interest or success in the JL class, Certaln: students electina the JL x&it
[

:approach did interact more freely in discussion than they would have in

TL classes; although performance"was not significantly improved in JtL

1

classes, thus supporting Pascal's hypothesis. Above all, Pascal's VN
. . ] -

. . . Ce b VT .

implication that lecture takers preferred a more authoritarian environ-

i ~

ment seemed to be born out for JL as well as TL students.

None of the sources stated the administrative problems inherent in.~

teamlteaching more succinctly than Delaney (1974). His conclusion that 89%

T
A

o
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of the student participants favored team teaching was somewhat\at

¥

variance with the present findings, but. again, he taught an elective

»

course while at Cerritos the course was a basic requirement.

On a secondary level Burns and Jones (1967) did provide substanpié-

‘tion for'the basic initial disorientation faceﬁ‘by many students in

:ijéibxpeffﬁéhtél'JL classes. The present study also found much student

" resistance to a '"one-on-one' contact: with instructors.
! Successes and limitations with simulation-role playiné teaching
methods would tend to suppért the fié&ings of Baker (1968), Holverson
‘- (1969), Heinkel (1970), Wentworth and Lewis (1973), Bern;éein (1974),

' Jansiewicz (1974) and, Lucas (1974). éernstein'si(l974) conclusion seemed
© most représentativ;;~némeiy, that instructors seemed to enjoy the
. Intellectual interaction of }ole-p!aying more than the vast majority of

the students. Not that the students failed to be entertained, but lower

retention and insignificant improvement in successfui grade achievements

woulé indicate quite an ed0caiional gap between enjoyment and acceptance
of the gpecific instructional obje.tives. Perhaps the instructors needed
to be more explicit in what they expected, and.why they felf simul ation
would get across the ﬁigtorice? topics more clearly. Perhaps the students

needed to be move receptive to innovation with’boals_as stated, and more

/

/.

Despite educationally viable reasonSJfGr continuing the JL experiment,
/ 4

especially after limited success during the Fall; 1973, the department

willing .to izé?ge.in analytical examination‘of/differing historical

positiops.

decided to discontinue the venture foq/the same reasons Harper (1973)

/

- stressed i{n cautioning against the oyér use of JL methods. Students.sgemed
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to prefer a structured, predictable course of least resistance, a Tﬁ

section. The unstructured innovations'in our JL classes did adversely

affec; student morale, which in turn resulted in fewer stuqents
voluntarily signing up for JL experimental classes.

Conclusions ' B o . \

if any 3L team-teaching venture is to be successful at Cerrntos

College, five basic problems need to be recognized and resolved

The college neeﬁs to realize that, at present, stqdents prefer a
traditional, structured instructional approach in a required course.

The realities of student registration trends cannot be ignored.l

? if the cellege does try team teaching ventures other than the TL-

JL Qariety, it must be willing to provide needed ''software' in multl“ .
‘media and instructlonal aides to provide‘the motivational contact
students seek |n all classroom situations. , | i ‘ . " >

in line wwth the. above problem, the college must ‘be willing to!

- absofb over a lonhg range period the declining ADA revenues and increasing
teaching unit load expenses lnherent'ln JL, team teaching classes. A
basic investment has to be made in instructional costs, for it is
funancually impossible te teach a JL cliss as inexpensively as the TL \

sections. Afder all, the latter classes'

and the instructor's salary, along with occasional audio-visdal equipment.

require only chalk, some maps,

.

- lf:large lectures, team taught or individual, are to.bécome more

appealing to students, careful administrative planning, adequate publicity,
and intensive counseling will be required. It is essential that student
attitudes be re-conditioned if any JL, experiment is to succeed in an

educationally honest environment,
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Finally, it is imperative tP r"ealize that most literature reviews _
substantiated th.s JL-TL study's findings, namely that there was no ' :
~ noticeable improvement in student pe:"formance attributable to the JL
-, : fnnovation, although mol':.i;v/a\tion could possibly be improved if a minimum
"~ of administrative structure was retained. ) ’
— - - . g :
, >’ N
- 1 '.
% . \‘
‘ " - ‘). . 4 ‘.4‘ . .
i . ,
; L) '
.. ) » ‘ .
) - ' ) * . Q'..
e i )
' . 4 ‘ fl.e" . ': ‘,1 F—
) Q ' ’ L. - R At Salel,
. EMC ' D Ce ol n :




imtw Ame -, e EbEe wemveme - ew - AE . e alaes e

- . : ~ Definition of Terms

Traditional Lecture (TL). One ‘instructor meets one section of
’ kl

History 27 (a one semester réquired U.’. history and Constitution course)

of 80 students (class average and maximum) three hours a week. The

-

sectigpg#;pu4d~mééf’?}fty minutes a day three times a week, seventy-five

»mlnutes a day twice a week, or one hundred and fifty minutes a day once
aJWeek. Mithin the traditional ]ecéure fo;mat. carrying three student
i;nd instructor teaching units, there is, of course great variety of
approach and content. In adaition to the three hours of lecture-discdssion,
combinations 6f programmed accelerated, and self paced instruction are

A i - .
all upder the unit:umbre]la,of a Iﬂlsection.

Joint Lecture (JL). As'defined by the participating instructors, a

Joint lecture section consisted of three TL sections (240 students)

s combined into fifty minute sessions twice‘a week. Although both instructors.
were present for each JL,,rar;Iy did they share-the ''stage''. Depending Coe
on the topical content of the cou;sa,’one lecturer would'conduct\the class
from one te four sessions in.a row. .The instructional load was equally

divided during the semester.

Discussion Sections. This optimum JL with 240 students was divided
into sight discussion sections of thirty each, meeting fifty minutes a
J week at times conducive to student class scheduling. Each instructor
ln}tially’met four discussion sections per semester, and whén possible,
.rotafé;/;ec{iOns, In each discussion section lecgures were c;itiqued, '
toplcs expanded upon, supp!eméntal information provided, and exams

’

yd admihlsterqd. v -~ .

e '
' : ) °
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Joint Lecture-Role Playing Simulation. This approach evolved as‘

a variation of the JL section. To stimulate discussion section response,

and to better relate instructor approaches in one topic, both lectqrers

»

shared the !'stage'' each joint lecture meeting. Selecting topics which

evnnced dtfferxng interpretations, or biographfcal figures who repre-
sented dafferung historical |nterpretatxons with regard to the glven1
topic, the students were subjected to a simulated debate-dramma which,
\ . !
{t was. hoped, would make the topic more alive and relevant. ;

/ i

- Traditional Lecture-Joint Lecture Simulation. This final variaiipn

of the joint lecture approach was itself a compromise between the Tu

and JL approath. Two instructors with concurrent TL éections- combnned
their classes once a week for the role-playing simuiation of the JL
appreach. The other>TL session provided additional lecture material not
always rzlated to the JL debate, and.provided the class format in which-
all exams were administered. ln short, half the class was TL, half JL-
Simu]etion, and the ;tudents sighed up only for the TL sect}on.

Administrative Guarantee. The JL instructors originally requested

and received certain administretfve goarantees that the complete program
Qoold nmake' if the total enrol{ment equa{led three quarters (180 students)
0% the JL maximum durlng the expcrimental perlod. cThe full ?omplement of
discuss:on sections would also be run. ) .

»

ADA-Teachnnq Unit Equivalents. When enrollment leveled off from

120 to 150 students per JL sect ion ADA (average daily attendance state

monles) would no longer pay for the teacher units:. |t became riecessary |
to- cut the number of discussion sections, and hence, the numbef of TU

‘granted. An examp!e of this would be:
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s

12 TY, divided equally. Each instructof‘>\\\\\\\\‘\\\\\\\

received six TU, two for the lecture, and four for each of

a. 180-240 students

it

th; four discussion Seefions.

b. 120-150 students = 8-9 TU. The customary division for sake .
of resch;duling of an instructor's total teaching.éssignment
was to give one person three TU (two for the JL, one for the

" discussion section) and assign the other the remainder. -

c. In the TL=JL Simulétiop offering, each instructor received

three TU since he was assigned only one TL section. Obviously

this solution provided maximum ADA income and minimum TU costs.

Scheduling Difficulties. From the outset, listing of the JL
discussion sections caused problems in the class sqheddle. On two
occasions they were listed as "iabs! which frightened off many potentia}

students. On another occasion they vere simply not listed, and instead

ione hour to be arranged' was inserted after the timas of-the JL. {n

all cases there was 0" class credit given, which frustrated students

not accustomed to such offerings in the social sciences. In short, it
was always easier for a student to receive three units for a TL course.

Prime Time. Instructional hours most favored by students, i.e.

£

M-W-F 8a.m. to 12noon, T-TH 8a.m. to lla.m. -
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