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Dr.G. L. Bi¥hisshe Frank E. Buck Professor of

N Econoniics'and Public Policy at Stanford Uni-
~ “versity. He is a Fellow of the American~ .

' Atademy of Arts and'Sciencos, is chairmad of
the Committee on Economic Education of the

. *AEA andj isa ‘former chairman of the Nanonal

- Task Force on Econqmlc Education. Dr. Bach i 1;
the author of FederglReserve Policy-Making
(Knopf, 1950); Economics (Prenitice Hall, 8th

. ed., 1974); Inflatfon (Brown University Press,

‘ -1958) Making Monetary and Fiscal Policy (Thc
Brookings. Institation, 1971); and Th¢dNew
. Inflation (Brown Umvcrs:ty Press, 1973). He
xmcs from
the Umvcrsxty of Chicago, 1940. / '

,Dr Wnlham E:Beckér, _Jr is Aésoc:atc Pro-
fcssor and Director,.Center for Economic Edu-
cagion, Unjversity of ancsota Professor
Becker is a teacher of mpney and banking and
econpmic education and is the author of many
articles and books in economics, economic edu-
¢ation and finance. He has been the'recipient of
national research.and instructional awards from
the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpération and
the National Science Foundation. Currently he
is Executive Director of the Minnesota State *
Councnl for Economic Education and Secretary/
\Treasurer of the Minnesota Economics Associ-
asion. He received his Ph.D. degree in econom-

*ics from the University of Pittsburgh, 1973.

Dr.D. Bruce Johnstone is Executive Assistant
te the President ac the University of Pennsyl- ;,
‘vania where he teaches courses in economics,
finance, and governance of higher educatian. -
He has served as a project specialist for the
Ford Foundation, Administrative Assistant to
_Senator Walter F. Mondale of Minnesota and
as Assistant Director of the University of Mio-
nesota Center for Economic Education.

Dr. Johnstone has publishéd extensively in the

ficld of financing higher education, and has
contributed articles on economic education to

several monographs. He recciveda Ph.D.in -
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~ education from the University of Minnesota, .
1969. . -

Dr Laurence Leamer'is a Prafessor of Econom-
+i¢s acS.0.N.Y. and is Director of the
Binghamton Center for Economic Education
,and Public Policy. He serves as co-chairperson

i of the Economics  Department Undcrgraduatc

urriculum Committee and as Director of -
Sndcrgraduatc Economics lnstrucnon

. Dr. Leamer has conducted extensive research
in economic education and has published

.*widely in that ficld, including articles.in Amer-
. icanEcopomic Reviewdnd: Journal of Economic
. Edtmm‘g

! as Teacher: Informal Essays on the Collegiate

in 1966 he publlshcd The Economist

. Téaching ofEcanarmcs (South-Westersr
Pubhshn%) He received his Ph.D. degree in
«economics from the Umvcrsnty of Chicago, .
1950 2 . e&
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Dr. Richatd Leftwich is Regents Profcssor of
Economics at Oklahoma State Umvcrsuy, is
President-elect of the Midwest F.conbmlc

" Association, and has served as cham(m.n of the

GRE Advance Economics Committec. Hiso
publications include The Price Systejn and °

_ Resource Allocation (Holt, Rinehartfand

Winston, Inc., sixth ed., 1976), Ecanamxcslof
Social Issues (Busmcss Pubhcauons dagh -

. revised,1976), and articles in Sautbem Eco-

nomitc Journal aod The Journal of Ecénomic
Education. He receivedhis Ph.D. jn economics
from the University of Chicago, 1950.

Dr. Darrell R. Lewis is Professor (’)f Economic

Education at the Umvcrs:ty of Minnesota. He is
the co-author of **Research in Econorpic Edis:.
cation”” (JCEE, 1971), Current Issues of
Economic Policy Irwin, 1973), and ! ‘Educa-
tiopal Games and Simulations i Edénomics**
(JCEE, 1974), along with over
monggraphs and articles in ¢conomics and oL
Dr. Lewis received a Ph.D. in eco-
iversity, 1963.
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‘Dr. Campbell R. McConnci 14 the Carl Adolph '

Habpold‘Profcssor of Econol

“sity of Nebraska.Lincoln whete he r c:vcd N

. the 1962 Distinguished Teaching Aw d for the -

2

Social Sciences and Humanities. urrently
. the president of the Midwest Economich Asso-
“ciation. Majdr publxcauons clude Economic

-

dBmP .D. dcgrccg
versity of fowa, 1950.

Journal of Manetar;y Edonomics. He recently
scrv,cd as a consyltant fo the House Commit- -
tee on Banking and Currency
Study. Dr. Swin has contributéd numerous -
articles, to business and cg\omlcs journals and
has conducted extensivefesearch in the areas
*"of housing and mortgage credit. He received
his Ph.D. from Yalc University, 1970.
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- Introductory college courses tn cconomics have  found among the authors’ views concerning the
long been the subject of serious discussion, ' - -shortcomings of the dourse. R

debats, and research among cconomic edu- ‘The pai&g'r's do not'aﬁcmpt to representall

cators. Yet, thg.t fhscpss;qn,_dcba(c, and aspects of the problem. They were selected -
research has failed to generate an bf{c tive . because the authors are working with the
response to criticisms of the economie curric- - " 7 A
s ulufn Economic illiteracy among students - problem and have something worthwhile to -
* contin ith students complainin offer thic profession in its attempts to create a
continucs, with many students comp g more successful beginning course in econom-

e . » - !
- t-hat content is abstract, irr clevant; and unres- ics. We are grateful thar these individuals are
- ponstve to their needs and interests. -

: \ willing to share their thoughts with us. . \
. Our purpose here is to examine the introduc- ' S T . \
" tory f:’oursc inlight of theneed forclearly .- The papers vaty in their perspectivés: from a
defined educational goals. Educational goals =~ hard look at sqme of the factors which may
_provide systematic guidelines for the selection account for the failure of curr entcourses (o -
of appropriate ¢ontent, methods and resource ‘attempts at defining course goalsand. - )
-aids for teaching. Only when the'philosophy . - ©obijsctives. S e N
3nd goals of the introductory course are pre- - The papers also define and examine some of

isely stated, can meaningful questions related ‘the alternative approaches that have been and

content and methods-be answered. Decisions may be used in the beginning.courses: Each of
abQut what to teach and hOW. to tcach_cannot be ﬂjc papers, in one manner or another, points
successfully determined until the goalsofthe - oyt the interrelatedness of the goals, content
coursé re’explicit and are relatedto | and techniques of the educational process that
. expected learning outcomes. . N .~ must be considered if we hope to promote a’ -
- Much of past and current research on the " successful change in educational outcomes of
 principles course has been directed primarily to ~ the introductory course. .
-an assessment of alternative approachesto The first paper in this volume comménts on the -
teaching in the two- and four-year colleges. The . apparent shortcomings of the principlés coufse "
lirerature abounds with discussions and com-" - and examines the relationships between goals,
mentary, focusing attention on the varietyof - (oniencand techniques. CampbellR. . :
methods being utilized: case study, pr ogr 1‘?' Mcéotmcll’s “‘Some Reflections on the Prin-
‘ming, gaming-simulation, inquiry, television, ciples Course,” analyzes the main reasonsfor .
and computer-assisted instruction. Few serious © ¢he growing dissatisfaction with the introduc-"
rescarch.efforts, however, have been devoted . téry course. Professor McConnell also reviews :
' to a systematic review of the goals and objec- recent developments in the field which suggest ..
tives of the introductory course. _ « - potential'improvement in the course anddes- -
Gools and Objectives is organized-aroundSix. - cribes how the “ccl;_ctic’ “‘approach to teaching , -
separate-but-interrelated papers dealing ‘gvi h ~ may help create.apd sustain interest in the, o
the philosophy and geals of the principles _ dxsfxplmc. s PR ' e
course. The articles were wr itten by distin- In **Building a Philosophy of Economic Edu- -
\SU‘Sth cconomists and econamic educators cation,”’ Professor Laurence Leamer descripes.
‘who have had cxtensive teaching and research iy different philosophies of economic educa-" |
experience with principles courses in their tion, Each philosophy or approach to t¢aching
respective institutions. The views'expressed by establishes evaluative.criteria for the selection .
. the authors vary from individual to'individual -6f th® ‘‘central organizing concepts’” and prin-
- and geflect their differing personal interests. = ciples to be taught in the course. -
There is, however, obvious overlapping in the « . : e
- papers with-respect to some of the major goals G. L. Bach’s paper,:"thx Should a Principles
.and’content areas recommended for the course. Course in Economics Be?’* calls for & course
Points of agreement and consensus are also - which has a primary goal of developing stu-
» " « . v ', : N . : .
Q ' ’ ’ i
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‘ dcnts abllmcs to thmk Crmcally\about eco- -
nomic problems. He presenks four objectives. .,
for thiefcourse which focusspecifically on :
student behavior and which are basedon
psychological propositions from lca.mmg
theory. Bach also presents 20 fundamental-
ideas that $tudents are expected to undcrstan‘
upon complctxon of the course.

W their essay, ‘A Studcﬁt-Ohcntcd Rcﬁ
Problem Solving Approach in Economxcs,

William Beckey-and Craig Swan suggest that e

the ma;or goal §f economics instruction is to-

* acquaint students with a limited number of
concepts and skill¢ that can be apphc& to per-
sonal and social problems of interest to them.
“The authors explore this objective in térms of
its- multxfacctc;d émphasis on the student’s

" . ability, fhie iise of ceOnomic analysis an¥l “‘read

problem” solving applications of economic
knowledge. The concluding section of their
paper describes the spudent-instructor relation-
ships that characterize the ‘‘real problcm

. approach to tcz‘chmg economics.

- The importance of a phxlosophy and a setof -
goals for teaching economics is reinforced

Richard Leftwich in his essay, *‘Objectivey'of
the Collcgc level Principles of Egonomics

- Courde.” In his.discussion, Leftwjelf calls for ol
‘" reorganization of the course based on student: .

objectives which emphasize concrete and use-
ful economic principles. He also recommends
 three objectives for the course and identifies
17 key concepts and gcncralxzauons necessary
for basic ccononnc literacy. -

Darrcll R. Lewis and D Brucc_]ohnstonc
present their vtcws in "Curqgulum, Welfare,
and the Introdumory, Colfegiate Course in Eco- )
+ 'nomics.”’ The authors illustrate the potcntxal
for the use of an™‘economic perspective’’ as the
. overriding goal of the course and attemptto [ ¢
" identify the basic core of concepts and relatibn-
ships that form the structure of economics.
~'They make a'very important point in noting that
. offering dnd teaching the introductory conrses .-
.implies a sét of ob)cctwes onthe partof the
dcpartmcnt and the instructors. It should be
quite obvious that desiréd ends can only be
attamcd when thc objectives of thcsc efforts arc*

-~ el | )
. [ . LA . ) - i
.". . x.l ‘ — . ‘L “
a0 . p ‘ 4 X’
‘ C
. : ’ ’ . iz
o , .. S, 0. L NS
ma.de cxplicit bcforchand - A
The essay prcscntcd mthxs publxt;atxon are the

. . result of the Minne ohs Federa) Resttve ‘
- Bank’s specigl mtcfgt in considering factors - /.
“that ihpact on, and the problems as;ocxatcd ‘o
" with, the phxlosophy and goals-of the princi-

- ples course. The task was'to pregent thé R AR

'impressions of noted scholars who have /A
*- seripusly questioned the effectivenessof the « -/ . -

principles course and who have devoted eir /"

professxonal skills to developing reasonab

approaches baskd on, their cr§onal Kilosg- ,' e
Phxl)csand goals 6f-cconomic lcarmng\_/ ’

" We hope that fEaders will be cncduragcd to

/. examine their intr¥éductory courses and be 7 7 o.-
spurred to conduct systematic reviews of goals _ - .

+ and objecgives. It is also hoped,that these C
~‘papers wilPstimulate discussion in the profes-. . -

‘sion and promote the exghange of ideas, . _
thoughts and rcsultsk::ithc authors. - .ﬁ ,;,‘¢ o

- Sintere apprc 1ation is-€xtended to the anc- :
~ apolis FederalReserve Bank for publishing this |
work. The editofsare espetially indebted to the

authors who contributed these provocatxve :

papcrs by 4,,_,/ !
Allan sen, Chairmanl 4' ’ F
Departmefit of Economxcs RERTREE T
St. CloudState Umvcrsxty P
: Ca
Andrew T. Nappx DmﬁptoN ARCR I .
" Center for Economic. Education e

St. Cloud Sate University
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Campbeli R. McConnell*  ~ vy

. L

L . : “
The following essay is the fesult of a gracious
ifvitation to reflect upon the character of, and _
the problemsassociated with, the principles of .
economics course. For one who has been asso-

“ciated with this cours¢ foralmast a'quarter

century; suchan invitation is not merely - X : <
s S ' "¢, lege economics does nat teach the student

welcome, it is irresistible! - o

" Two cavéars are in order. First, my perspective

- isbased on a lengthy association wih a large,
statg university which has a tradition of reld- -
tively open admissions. It is reasonable to
expect'that whatever validity or relevance’my

. impressions may have will diminish as one
relates them o America’s handful of présti- -
gipus institutions or to small liberal arts '

- colleges. Second, I'intend to exploit fully the
opportunity before me. After all, given my
assignment, there is no need to worry about
such matters as misspecified variables, low .
coeffecients of determination, independ'e_nt
variables with the wrong sign, or unwarranted
inferences. My task, relatively unfettered by
statistical paraphernalia, the canons of logic,

and other such scientific entrapments, is simply -

.20 preseht my impressions of the introductory .
) coura'e.’ T CF Gy

My,,pl'c"')m menrs fall ge_fﬁerally l'n‘to.-th.ree L

categories. First, the're is an attempt to accouat

for the **bad press’’ with which the principles
'+ course has long been burdened. Second, the - .
_.consequent gloom is dispelled (somewhat) by a
" survey of some more-ot-less recent develop-
ments which can lead to the improvement, not
to say renaissance, in the effectiveness and-
palatability of the course. Finally, a modest
“defense of the much-maligned eclectic’
approach will be offered. .

“ABADPRESS _ o

- If economists agree on one thing; it is that the -
introductory course is a spurce of serious and -
prolonged dissatisfaction. Evidence of the bad
press accorded the principles course'is abun- -
dant. Professional meetings periodically devote

* Carl Adolph Happold Professor of Economics; ‘_"‘ :

“University of Nebraska-Lincoln -5 -

a
, S

‘
-

.-_. . el

Q . .
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sessions to the problems associated with the
content and teaching of the principles course.
+ ~Noted scholars have quesgoned the effective-
ness of the coursé. So sayeth Professor George -
- Stigler (1962, p. 657): i o

The watergd-down encytlopedia which con-
stitutes the esent course in beginning col-

how to think onr economic questions. The
brief exposure to each of a vast array of tech-
; niques and problems leaves with the student

* - o basic economic logic with which:to analyze .
the’economic questions he will face as a citi- .
zen. The student will memorize a few facts,
diagrams, and pelicy recommendations, and
ten’years later will be as untutored in eco-
nomics as the day he entered the class.

-And it must be admitted.that, when practi-
. tioners congregate, the conversation frequently
. degeneratesintoa masochistic lament over the
- - shortcomings—réal and imagined—of the-
intraductory course. Dissdtisfaction with the
coufSe is shared by students. They frequently
regard it as unirispiring; irrelevent, and sorely -
at odds with their expectations. On the bther " - .-
-+ hand, for most economics departments the
. principles course is #he major pedagogical |
undertaking. It is the department’sone and.” .. .
only contact with most students and, hence, its
. primary means,of *‘recruiting’’ majos. For - °
most departments, the staffing of th principlgs
course represents its most resource/absorbing
‘endeavor -/ ‘ =

. el .
Why, then, given the primacy of the principles- .,
course; haven’t the payoffs from the course . "
been more acceptable? Lét me speculate with ,
respect to a ntimber of possible factors, admit--
tedly interrelated and overlapping, which may ..
contribute to the allegedly dismal record of the -
principles course. -~ . . - :

Ny ’
Student Aspirations
In discussing the less-developed countries in |

[

Mo

the principles course, instructors often tell their ;o

syudents that the differential berween Aspira- -
oms and Accomplishments is equal to Social -
nrest. It obviously follows that; if a popula-

tion;s Aspirations are unrealistically high,

‘Social Unrest may be substantial even in the . ..

r




'

L presence of significant economic accom. ‘a prmclplcs course-to conmbuté in some dxrccr o

* ., plishments . Perhdps the same kind of rationale *° ~ and substantial way to one’s expertiseas a °
. applies to the prmcxplcs course.”Many students businessperson, executiye, or manager efone’s
~.undoubtcdly come into the course with the , own financial resources. Sech expectatiofis are
»", anticipation that it will provide thend with csloar " doomed to be unfulfilled. As one experienced
" cut and definitive answers to the pressing - _ teacher has summed up the prbblcm “The
socioecdnomic problems of the day. Given the | .studcnt whose cenception of econdmics is a.
X . inherent nature of the coursé—ig is merely an "~ fuzzy mixture of Wall Stwreet and: fife insurance
’ introduction, after all—these aspirations are, |, is simply nor with us when W€ move gracefully
rarely fy illed. Students cmcrgtgro the om margmal’utxlxty o margmal N
coursegvith a sense of disappomntment; * o productxvxty ™ e Q 5 o
Y although in fact thé.course mdy have accom-,,
plished 4 great dcal ] . + Theissue bf»aspu'auons and studcnt motxvatxon
S cdn be-carried a step further. Professor W. Lee
- 'Why can'twe doa bcttcr job of provxdmg . Hansen (1976) dxsunguxshcs bctwccn “citizen- -’
, -  students with answers to the current problems - shlp ccopamics’’ (where the concernis.with
at the forefront of their: thinking? In the first “‘overall questions of efficiency and equity,

place, we must adit that in many cases we” stability and growth, and the like’’) and “pcr-
.+ simply do not have the answers—at least géod, * - sonal economics’ (where thy \emphasis is upon

.generally accepted answers. At the present - personal decision-making as relatedto career
: ; time, for example, economists do not have'a - choice, pcrsonal budgeting, and so forth). Hc
A cconvincing explanation of the cutrent economic . points out that the citizenship|appgoach,’ ‘
‘environment of simultapeous inflationand - . stréssed by economics teachets, implies pay- i
unemployment., S‘écondly, there is the hard fact *~  offslargely in the form of soci benefis. On.
that current problcms dre highly complex. the other hand, the personal a proach, anti- -
Good, relévant'answers require more under-* - .- ‘éipated by studcnts implies direct private ; .o
standmg of etonomic analysis thancanbe ~ * beénefits. The probk’m is that students are nOt
v, * » reasonably absorbed ina ﬁrsr course. A good motivated to provide the effort|needed ¢ to ac-
~ " explanation of the cconomic ithpact of a dollar .| quire the knowledge contained|in the typic
R devaluation, for example, call$ for the student ¢ " aitizenship-oriented pnncxplcs course bccausc
, to have athand a rather substantial boxof .. - = they correctly perceive few pnvatc bcncﬁts
. ', . analytical fools. Thxrdly, in many mstanccs S .chcc ‘the efforts of economics dcpartmcms
' answers to current,socioeconomic qucstxons . “‘to producc economic literacy for effective citi-
. *  transcend the dxscxplmc of economics. Hence, - -2 ~zenship are frustrated.’! Iromcally, although
“- . economists y¥a economists cannot rcasonably -« students are prcsumably very rcccptxvc to per-
. be expected to know all the answers. To =~ - . sonal economics bceause of the prxvatc benefits
_illustrate: events of the Watergaté eramakeit -~ it embodies, economics dcpartmcnts aré typi-
~ abvndantly slcar that supply and demand may =~ cally umntcrcstcd in incorporating this
"havé little to’do ' with the price of mdk And orlcntatlon in their mtroductory coursé.?2 -
. must confess that radical economists’ asseition 4 ' . :
. that orthodox egonomists are - simply asking the Student Diversity ,
7 wrong qucstlons is very bothcrsqmc tome. o - _“The problems assocxatcd with the prmcxplcs L
- course undoubtedly stem.in part from the hctcr--
The above comments may be naive in that they = ogcncxty of its clxcntclc ‘At most collcgcs and
are based on the assumption that students have universities the mtroductdry course is popu--
a reasonably accurate conception of the &inds of . _lated by a far.r anging variety ‘of students. Ae
quiestions which are Flcvam to economics.. - onc *end of the Contmuum we ﬁnd thc économics ;
Student aspirations may'be dealt another -~ =~ . = DS . o
punishinig-blow if the studenf” anticipatesa . ;- ‘7‘"”- Pewr, 1971,p. 43, ; x . "
functxonal vocatxonal COLII‘SC Somc studcnts 2 This paragraph draws heavily upon pp 6- 9 of Professof . .
dcspltc amplc warmngs to the contrary, cxpcct . Hanstn's paper. : ' o
. , . . .
Qo . . ) . ‘ >4 . . [f\ L ‘¢
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majots or ‘‘potential’’ majors. At the other " general. ]n short, 25 years ago economic analy
extreme are the ‘‘pragmatists’’ who are looking  sis was much narrower inscope and the - .
fof a place to keep warm between their 8:30 and approach to economics was much more oriented
10:30,classes. Between, these extremes are ar- toward historical, dcscriitivc, and ipstitutional
rayed home econémics and journalism majors - -  materials. I A o '
who are reluctantly fulfilling a requirement, * *° - Do v, -t
‘engineers who are pfesent at the insistence of My point is ebvious: We are attempting to pre-
- their faculty advisors; and undeclared “*shop- » sentan expanded, more sophisticated and '
pers’’ who have not yet “‘found themselves’’ 1increasingly demanding §ub)cc; matter £0 stu-
in term's of their aeademic objectives. As with dengs who, on the average, may have adimin- .

all introductory courses, the resulting polyglot * . ishgﬁal’ab,ﬂiw for callege-level work. Small
. of interests’and expectations is a fertile’ - WO ﬁﬁh?t the principles course is a source of

..breeding ground for student disappointment’ tension q}'fg:,f;ustratignfor both teachers and -
“4nd frustration. How does an instrugtor . ﬁmd L ‘ . N

. . fespond to a young woman who casually,

inquires as tb how printiples of economics Wil] .The Teaching Dimension i /.
contribute to her major in fashiorrdesign? . "Tor ecapitulate: We find in the pr nc.nph?s

o o . course (1) a student body whose aspirations
A “‘Sophjstication-Abilify Squeeze?” °* '\ conceining the course are diverse, unrealistic,

and misguided; (2) a very heterogeneous stu- .
dent population of possibly diminishing capa-
bilities; and (3) an expanding and increasingly

" sophisticated body of subject matter.

- The general dissatisfaction with the principles
%, “course may also be derived from two other con- °
. /flicting developments: On the one hand, widely-
:* publicized da st that the capabilities of -
* college-bound students,seems declining.
For the past dozen years the results of college
~ eptrance examinations suggest that the verbal,
writing, and quantative skills of potential. ~
.college entsants have been falling. Although
thete has been a gréat deal of conjecture i
concerning the causes of these deteriorating = *
~ test scores, the evidence does seem to suggest
pn balanceé that less adequately prepared =~ o
students are‘entering academe. 3 .

How do économics departments react to thé
obvious pedagogical challenge posed by this
unappealing combinatiop of ¢haracteristics?

- Many departments, it r‘u st be admittcd,'rqs-
pond by assigning their least-experienced
teachers to staff the'course. The hard fact is

-~ that at mosqlarge, Ph.D.-granting institutions,

. -the priaciples course is taught primarily by ...

relatively inexperienced graduate teaching

* . assistants (TAs). It is certainly #0# my intention

to demean either the abilities or the dedication

[

"The sc,,con'd development is that in‘the past 25 of the vast majority of TAs; indeed, my impres-
years or so the breadth and sophistication of. sion is that they are probably brighter and bet-
~economics have increased dramatically and this ter prepared at the completion of theif formal
has been reflected in the principles course. To training than were the “‘old hands”’ providing
' illustratc,vprc-Sar.nucl's'onl teXts wereunencum- ' ' ¢hay training at a similar point in their careerg. -
bered by the complexities of i macroeconomic . My point is that most TAs are going throughi.m .
. analysis and measurement. And it was perhaps apprenticeship period and inexperience means
only 15 year s ago that economic growthpene-- | mistakes, an absence of depth of understand. °
, traged the principles courscasanewand in. ing, and a restricted range of knowledge. , s
tr &“8 ,5 " dllflcult.,_ topic. Il’} aquick survey Voo Furthermere, for most T%\s this period of ap- - .
of pre-Sagitelson texts enc is impressed by the - prenticeship teaching is the most harried, over-
. relative pucity of geometric presentation and | burdened period of their entire academiic lives. -
, the virtual absence of quantitive apparatusin - Inaddition, the near-subsistence level of most .
) _ - . graduate stipends is hardly conducive tohigh -
3 See, for example, U.S. News & WorldReport»,'September 15 -TA, morale a‘;d a §t1_‘0ngly fno_t,watcfi classroom
and November 24, 1975. S . effort. Indeed, with some justification, T As feel

N\
. - o . . we




.
o
. theyare bcmg ﬁnancxally cxploxtcd 4 Typically,
" with [ittle or no teaching training ordirection,
TAs are thrust into a classroom and told to
“‘teach pripciples.’’ As on ht anticipate, ~
the congequences of this * ﬂcg s the textbook;
there’s the classroom’” method of téacher
trainlng arg.nat always salutary.5One .
_parthuLanly un‘;fortunatc response ony the part of
TAsis th€ tendency to transfer thesmore-or-less *
* esoteric analyscg/of their advanced courses to -
"the principles cQurse. In this way TAs have the
opportunity to énhance their own graspof the
material through teaching asdd also save the .
time and effort involved in the.preparation of -
more appropriate materials. One€ can hardly.
imagine a more effective way of confounding -
and frustra}mg principles students. Finally, the ~
‘recent relative decline in career opportunmés
in teaching means that TAs afe not likely to.be
highly moy:tcd to invest great quantities of

time in clagsroom preparation. Given the

. growing probability that their careers ‘will lie in
)public or private research ragher thamrmhc
classroom, the private yield from sﬁch,an in- ¢
vestme a(c may be so mmu§culc that it is
unwarr nted. . o, /

¢ Gcncrally spcakmg, the propcnsxty-of pcﬁna- '
‘nent staff to opt for the principles course is not *

"'strong. After ally in this era of specialization the.
general practitioner is ‘held in relatively low
estéem. Carl Kaysen (f97-4 p. 182) has suc- -
cinetly described the changing role of tcachmg
in higher education which'h4s occurred.ify thc
past three or four dccadcs

.

. the academic world has changed from
¢ in which the characteristic activity was
ﬁé teaching of undcrgra uates. The repre-

.,

4 Inthisera of ﬁr‘lfanclal re(renchment in higher education legis-,
lators frequently lament the apparent hlgh cost of graduate
education and single it out as a top-priority item for cuna\lmem o
elimination. But leglsla(ors would be well-advised to include in
their cost calculations some estimate of the increase in depart- 3
mental wage bills associated with the replacenfent of low -wage
TAs by rclatively high-wage profcssorial staff.

r

S5ltis recognized‘ that the results of empificnl studies on the -
effectiveness of TAs vis-a-vis professorial staff are mixed. See
Charles anphenr and Campbell McConnell (1970, pp. 139-142);
Wallace E. Oates and Richagd E. Quandt (1970, pp. 131-138);
Phillip Saunders (1971, pp.36-40); and Howard P. Tuckman
(1975, 34-49).

[}
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- sentative fjculty mcmbcr was a tcachcr he
‘might or might not be a scholar or soientist
contributing to the advancement of science
-and learning as well. If he was, itwasina
eertain sense incidental to his main activity,
and was almost'ccrtanz to be on the facul-

aty :gf?ne of the dozen or so univérsities where

f the country’s rcscarch acuvnty took

‘place. . .
o ¢ KJ

Now the scientist A scholar is the rcprcscn-
' tative faculty member. Research and scholar-

ship and the trammg of graduate students

- who will4in turn carry’on these tasks are his

-, charactéristic activities. The number.of umi-

- versities where scrlous work is done has mul-
. tipliedat 1east fivefold tatistically, of

" coursg, thé pieture has chaggcd mych less -

~* drastically; undergraduate tc;achmg still

bulks large in the total actlvrtyvof the whp]?\P

_professoriate; and the: propompn of the grou

thag contributes signifi tly to,the advance

of scignce and, scholar 11p rcmafns small.

- Butimtermsof - asa en-hc valucs the qhangc <

s ovctwhcl%z% : . v

v

.

3

.

.
-

: ', « “The gﬁﬁgematwc prpfcssor typn'glly has *

neitheritithe:or, mclmatnon to teach those who -
‘”,\zre-not gn the way to becomifg professionals
v h1s7sub ject, whether as-coinritted gradu- .
ate studeqts, or undcrgradua‘te imajors from™ <% -
.among whom the graduatestudehits will be }
‘recriiited . . .. The more aiman ig succédsful
~"and cclcbratcd as a scholar; the less: mllmg
and/able is his institution or eyen his dcpart-
ment to pr¢ss him to teach what‘hc«n.s not
mclmcd to. ‘

o

¢

-— R

\
Professor Kayscn s cpmmcnts mnght be supplc- ¢
~ miented by noting a number of very pragmatic :
reasons 7o# to teach the principles course.
‘First, there js the matter-of rewards. The uni-
~ versity reward structure if oriented largely in
favor of specialists — Kaysen’s new repre- 7
~ sentative faculty members — who master a
given (narrow) -area to the extent that they can
contribate to the research and literature in gjrac *
field: Stated differently, the costs borpe by ‘
professors who dedicate thcmsclvcs tothe-
principles course can be greatin terms of pres-
tlgc acadcmnc advancemeht/and financial
)

[EN
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reward.® Forthrightly stated_many of the * than are their colleagues who teach more ad- -

. problems now 4ssociated with the pginciples . vanced courses. Fourth, thére frequently exists
coursenright diminish er disappear, /fthe’. . atacitunderstanding that oné of the functions - .
‘incentive system was revised to rewardthose . : of the principles course is to weed out marginal . !

- . teaching introductory coursey at levelscom- .~ students. Itis understandable thatmany - .
- parablckto those who engage in other facets - teachers choose, when possible, to avoid this™ . -
of academic life. The profession hasishownno - - unsavory task Fifth, intermediate and ad- ‘
strong propensity to engage in such a restruc- . . vanced courses are populated by a far more
turing of the incentive system and it is ot un- selective and hémogcd;ous group of students, . , .
-* -reasonable‘tqinfer from this inaction that the. . - both in terms of ability and ifiterest; making* - . " .
profession as @ whol¢ simply does not regard -such courses easies and more pledsant to teach.
.the teaching of prip€iples as a high-priority Finally, thege is the matter of studént evalua, , .
endeavor. A second and relatgd point is ¢o ~{ tions. There is evidence to suggestthat, ceternss /7
‘cerned with the matter of spetialization. Al-" - paribus, studenit evaluations of teachers  © g
though’cconomists are williig tocommunicatt improve with course level. That is, a given. - N
the benefits of specialization with cofigiderable teacher will tend to receive a higher ratingin . * . .
" vigor in the classroom, there is a 'cugus ' " junior-of senior-level courses than in a fresh- - Py
™ reluctance or'thespart of the typical ‘ecopomics man or sophomere course. Ironically, this sug- :
. department to apply this notion to its Qwn gests that the widespread acceptance of
+ + eadeavors. Indeed, most departments of'which °, student evaluation procédures may create some "
.. Lheve knowledge insist upon evaluating efch * ~ incentives for teachérs to retreat from the prif- . .
and every member on the basis of 5074 teaching™ ciples course to intermediate andadvanced *  _
and research. With exceptions, the professiof courses. Given all'of these considerations, one’ .
has displayed a pervasive refluctance w0 allow.  * - should.not be surpri$ed-to find that professors. . f
- professors who have demonstratgd oytstagding” ,. who teach principles are so-engaged notby”. . ;-
" competence in-teaching to devote all of their: ~ . -design or volitidn; but rather as a means of * o
efforts to teaching and to.be rewarded on the “filling out theigschedules.’’ a :
‘basi$ of their teaching performance. Simitacly = > =~ - - o - - e
for professors with a comparative ad.vaxf;agg in. RECENT DEVELOPMENTS: CAUSE FOR "
research. If the profession was to prg%}hfé.’,  OPTIMISM Ml - b

- specialization it peeaches, wq mightfind (to%i0 . * - 5 portrayal of the problems associated with .,

one’s surprisg) that a given quantity. Sidea-~t/ the principles course is admjgredly. grim. But,- o
© - demic inputs might produce sioge .'!C?V.lﬁfﬁ‘ "/ - fortunately, there are s6me atypical develop-
| -\.gdgcf and 3 higher levt! of economit l{tcrac%é- + ' merits afoot which suggest potential irprove-.
:. \students. Third]y, there is the matter of-. /- ment in the principles course and, perhaps . "
h ’n};_mbcf s.'Given the nature of the principles ... more importantly, a growing concern for the " |, o
+ ~cotirse and the pattern ofgteritiop at most insti- establishment of a’course’of quality, - :
. ' tutions, professors wha elect to teach prifici- . N 2 '
. _iples’are opting for larger numbers of studeats  TAraihing . ¢ > Y o :
» a . T ¢ .« i Itiswidely recogriZed that there has been x
"L 80feofthe ll;ajox problems 6f‘l;he'ur'1iv,g;r'sity #theweakndssof * s L ' Lo e s '

& gs osiqgsib}y._prirnaryfaqctifan—teach.ing', It is universa]ly_adm.i;-:’: S l.nsulffrclcm;pos,mvc effort by the grad- .
ted thas university teaching is Pedestrian and ill rewarded, While, . ua‘[cvsfbdols"t_b -i_fnprovc ;_éa¢hing, and evena .
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. ‘there may be exceptianally goed teachers hese and thére, on the ~ ‘

whole the level of teaching is mggiocre to poor, and there scedh so denial by somn mcr_nbcrs.of the grad,uattc fq.c-

" be noinstitutional méchanismsforimproving iff In'pare this iy, - . h plthS that ;hcxr SChOOlS 6r'départmcnt$nhave ’

because teaching is so invisible-and so hd_r_d’.:o‘appr‘ajye.gesearc}! N any'rcs'ponsibility to rcparc their i‘nc";picnt
" and publication have the great advantage of visibilitygo that, Lo Ty s ’ ol _% T AT
+ when the qyestion of promotion and salary increases comesup;, the " ¥ - RhDS fOI‘ tcaCh‘.ng' Cxcept n afew institu-

- Taculty member with df impressige record of publications is im - | *. tions, the chgihnjngjifofg‘:ssdrcm'e’rgcs from

mediately visible; the faculsy member whose main conckrnig - . " gradhatc work dcﬁci_cntjn almos" il ,'thc

good teachifig.has his prfduct invisibly distributed over silent T et TR N
shidents and alumni.!* See Ken thﬁﬁ. Boulding (1975; pp. . ‘SklllsﬂﬁtcaChlpgf t{:éjorf_nUIauon of goa.ls, :
N . T I

300.301). )¢ ro . 4 - o . turricalum ald cou gonstrucfion,'an ug- |
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e worthwhllc.-m its own right.

.

dcrstandmg of stqdcnt’ dlﬁ'ercnces the de-
“~velopment of a goed lecture, the conduct of

-lively-discussion, the adequate use of teach- .
*mg aids, e cva'luatxon of st'udtnts LA

The notion thag graduhﬁb students would some-
how become capable’teachers by some ill-
defined-pracess of academmic osmosis.has en-:
joyed a g:ma.rka,ble tenure. Fortunately, thanks

to the efforts of the American Economic Asso-
- ciation (AEA) Committee on Economic Educa-

tion, the University.of Minnesota, and the Joint

. Councx[ on‘Economic Education (] CEE), a well-
. conceived and affordable program of teacher

trammg for TAs now exists. A number of pres-,
tigious arétitutions have adopted this program -

-.and the prognosis is for widespread acceptance

. and’ salutary direct effects upon the quality of

o tcachmg pamcularly at the pnncxplcs levcl

“The pusposcs and operational details of thc

* Minnesota JCEE program have been detailed
- -clscwhcx;c (Lewis and Orvis, 1973; Lewis and

Becker,.1976). However, two aspects of the

* program are particularly relevant to°this essay. -
+.On the one hand, by directing attention spécifi-
’ cally to the critical issues of the needs of stu-

‘dents and the level at which pnncxplcs should

bc taught thc program militates agams; the

ancsota programmprcsses me as havmg a-

a .

~ which-will produce qualify teachers overnight...

Indeed, even more ambitious programs of
teacher training may fail to produce signifi- .
cantly improved instruction if the reward sys-

" tem remains unaltered and departments fail to

sanction grea%gr spocnalxzatxon inteaching. °

. On the other hand, the acadcmxc climate of the

'1970s may be changmg in'such a way that the

priority placed upon teaching is at least shghtly ‘ .

" enhanced. At some schools budget constraints -

have generated formidable pressures for in-
creased teaching loads at the expense of
research efforts, thereby forcmg a relative up-

“.grading of teaching and a relative downgrading

{

. promotional aspect; it promeotes interestin, and

‘dedication to; teaching as a professional. activi-

- -ty: Thatis, in the long run the teacher-training,

program-may. be instrumental in, clevating

teaching from the status of an activity which

one must perform in exchange for the pnvdcgc
fibmg rescarch at a recognized university, .

. A

0'a profcssxonal endeavor which is mtrmsxcally L

""

Dcspxtc the virtues of the new teacher- traunng
program ‘it would-be precipitate for the profes-
sion to rcgaxd it as a panacea or to take the

- position that dconomists have now “*done their
-bit"’ for the improvement of teaching. We must
rcgaxd a mnc-:weck seminar to bea *teaching
apprccxanon coursc rathcr than an,cndcavof

"“Z‘.%{'v N

-

7. m Comitteeon Undergndunte Teuhlng (N. D. pp 19-20). —'thndlgs Fels (1969).

of research in their priority systems. Similarly,
the widespread acceptance of mandatory

- téacher evaluation programs has provided

reasonably ‘‘hard’’ evidence which is highly
useful for the  rewarding of effective tcachmg 8

Research in Economlc Education
Another dcvclopmcnt which leads one to be

- optimistic about the quality of college tcachmg
" in general, and the i improvement of the princi-
- ples course in particular, is the recent outflow

-

of research in economic education. Much of this -

interes is attributable to the efforts and activi--
ties of the AEA Committee an Economic Edu-
cation and, in 1969, the creation of The Journal

of Economic E ucation.

The existence e Journal is 1mportant in

. ‘several ways. Mt obviously, it is a meass of
|~commumcat1ng résearch findings on teaching.

One is under a professional obligation to keep

- abreast of salient advances in subject matter,

but the obligation has notbeen present to keep
‘pace with reséarch in economic education. In

_,pointof fact, before the existence of the Journa/

there was no ready means of access to such re-
search. Less obviously, by providing an outlet
. for reséarch in economic cducatxon, the Journal .
has undoubtedly been an important stimulus to

8 The counterforce at work is thay, with fewer academic posmons

. " available, there is likely to be mcreased pressures upon young
. 'Ph.D.s to do more research.
~

-~

. ;.9 For earlier reviews of research in economic education see

Bernard F. Haley (1966), Keithi G. Lumsden (1967 and 1970), and

R thc undcrtakmg of such research.? While there

A

-

L



Y

- -
. . " > "\. Joen! ".~,:v" M R ":."_ . R . . N . e e .
is no concjusive evidence as tgwhether subject -~ within limits, greater produce differentiation

"the one hand, and effective teaching, on the

other, are highly complementary eadeavors: In

“ other words, the existence of the J malmay

encourage research in that area wherein the
trade-offs between teaching and research are
most acceptable or, alternatively, where the

complementarity is strongest. Finally, it may .-
be worth noting that respectable researchon !
the effectiveness and efficiency of alternative: - '

insfmctional methods may be a critical deter-' -

- minant of the quantity and quality of economjc
research in general. As-our stock of knowledge -

expands, it becomes an increasingly resource-
absorbing task to transmit or communicate this
knowledge. Unless there is improved efficiency
— rising productivity — in the teaching or

- knowledge-communicating segment of our

industry, it may become increasingly difficult to
free résources for the discovery of new knowl-
edge!®Many, if not most, studies appearing in

-the Journal have relevance for the task of in-

- creasing the productivity of economists as
. ‘teachers. e o

S
+

Differentiating the Product - -

Ofi¢ cannot help wondering if many of the' . -
problems associated with the principles course
stem frorn its traditional rigidities. Forex- *~
ample, the lecture has traditionally been the
cornerstone of pedagogy in highér education.
The past ten or fifteen years, however, have
been characterized by a wide variety of experi-
ments with new approaches to, and techniques
of, teaching. These include television instruc-
tion, ¢ase methads, progtammed learning,
gaming and simulation, computer:assisted in-
struction, personalized self-paced instruction .

- (the Keller Plan), videotaped dialogues, and

- menu of pedagogical choices.

so forth. In brief, there has been a healthy,
interest in ‘‘product differentiation,’*’a
propensity to supply students with a greater

The theory of consumer behavior implies that,

© 10 Boulding (1969, p. 10).

. dents may tend to ameliorate some of the prob- -

-

2N .

"enhances congumer satisfaction. A simple,’and - = - -
- hopefully not naive, analogy suggests that the
+ tendency of colleges and universities to make
.+ available several pedagogical optigns to stu-

lems and frustrations now assoctated with the.

if {principles course. To carry the analogy d step
- 7% further, rational consumer choice presumes

perfect knowlédge; the buyers must be aware

- ex ante of the satisfaction which they will derive

\
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Y
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-

" from additional units of a product. Similarly,
- the students confronted with several pedagog- -

~ical options need information concerning their

learning capacities under various instructional
arrangements. Indeed, an important future
.area of research in economic education may

involve the effort to identify which students will =

learn more effectively and efficiently with a
given pedagogical altegnative. Which students
learn best by more-or-less passively listening to,
a traditional lecture 2’ By working through pro-
grammed matérials? By actively participating:
in case-problem discussions? By working inde-
pendently at their own pace? Not only should
student-customers be offered a variety of in-

structional options, but they should als8be ™. -

provided with useful informatjon with respect
to which option might be most relevant for
them. .

To summarize: (1) the existence of a formal
program of teacher training for the graduate

schools; (2) the flourishing of researchin eco- . |

nomic education; and (3) innovations which
provide a potentially wider range of pedagog-
ical choices for the stutgb : "
forces which may tend to ameliorate the prob-
lems and frustrations associated with the
pringjples course. ~ °

ECLECTICISM: 'A MODEST DEFENSE
Professor Stigler’s quotatién at the outset of
 this paper bemaans the encyclopedic character
of the principles course and suggests that the
problems envisioned.in the course arise in good
-measure from that characteristic. This is
neither a unique nor recent criticism. In°1950°
. thg AEA Committee on the Undergraduate .

Teaching of Economics-concluded that *‘. . . the
 content of the clementary course has expanded

fnt as consumer, are all, .

a~
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.Wagner argues

..

>

beyond all possibility of adequate comprehen- -
gion and assimilation by a:student in one year of
three class-hours a week.”’ Similatly, in the
view of Lewis E. Wagner (1962, pp 4-5):

. We aspite to teach studcnts facts insti-
tutions, tools of analysis, mcthodology,
thcory, problcm solvmg crmcal and objec-

" tive thinking, an economic way of thinking,
an undcrstandmg of social policy, in addition
topreparing them for advanced courses and. -
contributing more fully to their liberal eduea-
tion — all in six semester hours.

The alleged consequence is frustration on the

part of both teacherand students @74 an inef-
fectual course. Parabhrasmg Winston Churchill,
#hat the inevitable outcome of -

. the encyclopedic approach is that ‘‘Never have
_so many learned sqlittle about so much.”’

The solution is as obvious as the perceived
problem: the principles course needs drastic
prining. The options are many. At one end of *

- the spectrum the proposed line of iedrcss is to

curtail drastically the use of the t ical-
analytical apparatus — to eliminate all or much
of the technijcal jargon and geometric presenta-
tion now characteristic of the course. At the
other extreme it is suggested that the course
should be purged of virtually all descriptive,

“institutional, and problem-policy materials to .

release time for a rigorous and highlyinte-
grated course in analytical economics. The vari-

“ous other.approaches to the course which are so

admirably described by Dr: Laurence Leamer
‘elsewhere in this volume present addmonal
optnons \

-

Inone. 1mportant rcspcct my own views are vcry
much in accord with the *‘encyclopedic pro-
test.”’ To be blunt, Iam alarmed at the /eve/ of -
analytical sophistication upon which some in-
structors and departments insist. A dedicated
teacher has pinpointed this problem and its

implications as follows:

Most of us are snmply giving the students too
many-‘principles.’ Every year, it seems, °
more and more concepts, which previously

. . ’ L

[ 4

* See page 12, this volume. - o . L

.
o

had been rcscrved for the mtermedlatc
theory or even the advanced theory se-
quences, are being taught in principles = .
courses. In fact, I have an uneasy fcclmg that
there is enough in several of today’s princi-
ples texts to warrant their use in certain
, graduate courses. For example, indifference
curves and isoquants, with all their ramifica:
tions, are frcqucntly taught as part.of ele-
mentary economics. We find ourselves en-
meshed by envelope'curves and saddle
points. We are caught up by accelerators and
even LaGrange multipliers and set theory.
Then we spend the rest of the undergraduate
program, and a good deal of the graduate
program, repeating the same matetrial. The
.results are predictable. The poor students
are hopelessly swamped in the principles
course, and the best students are turned off
in later courses, when they find that they are
getting very llttlc new material."!

To all of this Isay, ““Amen!”’

. But,-aside from this dimension, I wonder

whether the widely held assertion that the

- problems associated with the principles cour(

arise from its alleged cncyclopcdlc character is
not overdrawn. Certainly the ‘‘costs’’ implicit

in the proposed options must be isolated and
. considered -To opt for the nonanalytical ap-

proach, for cxamplc is to give students a gross-
ly distorted view of what economics and its

methodology are all about. The analytical

approach, on the other hand, is frequehtly tan-
tamount to a barren exercise in deductive logic.
One of the several objectives of the prmcnplcs .
course is to create and §usta1n interest in the
discipline; one may qucstnon whether an unin-
terrupted diet of economic they wnll foster :
this goal. More positively;’ not : :
pared to accept the rationale that, if we attémpt
to do only a few things in the course, we will
surcly do them well?2Nor amn I convmccd that it

is less séund pedagogically to fulfill rather

ambitious goals partially than it is to achieve
more modest ones completely. In short, I sim-

" AllanB. Mandclsmﬁm(wn p.4%. .

12 As Fels (1969 P 7) has pointed out, thc hypothesis that thc

" principles course is “overloadéd” has never been substantiated.

15°
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k .
ply find myself unable and unwilling to draw
hard lines between and to reject completely —
or even in large measure — any of the ap--
proaches sketched by Dr. Leamer. They alt .

“have substantial appeal. Hence, my inclination

‘l

is to take ‘*some of each’’ — to attempt a work- .

able synthesis of the salient elements of each —

.and to effer the resulting product without apol-
ogy. The'problem, I fecognize, isgo make the

resulting smorgasbord as appealing and.
effective as possible. It is to this end that I hope
the developments outlined in the second part
of this paper will make important contributions.

Einally, is the principles course — eglectic as it .

now typically is — really #6a¢ bad? One might
reasonably hypothesize that a Ph.D. degree

‘plus'ten or 15 years of teaching experience can

be conducive to the establishmeiit of unrealistic
expectations with respect to student
performarice. My eatlier analogy concerning
student aspirations may be relevant in a slight-
ly altered form. The profession may; in fact, be
accomplishinga great deal in the principles
course as presently conceived, but neverthe-
less feela sense of failure because that achieve-
ment is far short of our lofty goals. .
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Bulldlng a Phllosophy of Ecenomlc Educatlon,

' Approachcs to- Econotmcs Teaching — What Sﬁould Be Taught and How> ": '
‘ .' . \.‘ ) , | v o \r’ B B . o -_ . ‘ 5
Laurenct E. Leamcr' I . - study cmphasnzcd m ‘the course or textual

B © 7 materials us'ually reveal the analytlcal focus:..

We bcgm with the r@os.t fundamcntal uesti¢ . . 'macroand fhicro econbmics, price; productl
of all: What should be tayght and how? Thc — and distribution theory, natxohal income and 3 e
answer to this qdcstlo cpcnds onan mdnvn- - outpUt analysMonctaq t‘hqo‘(y\ Problem ap- Q-‘t o
 dual’s philosophy of ecénomic education. * /' . phcatxoqs will follow the teaching F relevahr B

Nothing is more important for teachers, or ¢ . *fory rather than being-used.to -mtmducc it.”
- »prospective teachers, of economics to think .~ Typically a'course or text: bcgms wi ‘“& section * % %
- through tbﬂn‘fhelr tcachmg goals and the: * «* onscope and method and an tendedSection ‘
; medns of ; attammg those goals el . on ),mportant economic terms, such ag factots of -

B, - prgducnon wealth, incomg, opportumty costs,
Aftcmatlve phxlosophncs of cconomxc c;ducatxpn - and other terms nccdcd o undcrstand thc

arcusually célled approaches toeconomies © .
g o ’ghg- The, RUrpos eof this papcr is tq brief:+ a.nalysns 0 follow

ly dehi _cvei‘al of thiese different *app! hcs PROBLEMS APPRO ACH
~to tcabhmg economics.'Most appr S ‘gre _A’small but growing number of economists fccl
quij "!;’;sumlar iy content; differentes “9.-' mar -, thatsghe analytical approach misses the very

A «-central use of economics: the solution of prob- .
lems. Analysis should perhaps be céntral in the "

education of professional economists but prob-~

pr_yplc@ R S b o
GATOR PRlNCIPLES APch)Ac‘H:}

¥

AR
ANAL ' ) %~ lems should be the central focus f.economics
Economnc._ nalysis.is the: yt:ry\hc‘b.rt of dur i for the cmzcn It is in‘the form of')problcms that
cipline in'the view of mos, e °n.°m‘9t§ [Thére: economics relates to most of us. Problem X
fore if the mti’bauctory %’ .:.pmlcs studcnt or - _economic issues are discussed and debated in -
the undergraduate eco

nicsimajor is.really to” h di
learn economics, they mu.at;iove all fearn ‘ "the media. We cast votes as expressions of our

theory, both micrd and miagro: Wtcver clse is J udg?cnlt regarding problems and theur pro
, posgd solutions.
taughe — problcms ihstitgiohal description, '
‘"history — it should be used primarily for the Therefore, students need to%c taught to cmploy
purpose of making the teaching of analysis ‘ the problcms approach in their thinking; in
more cffective. Certainly, if pressed for time, . | other words, define the problem, identify goals,”
. extraneous subjects should be'omitted, passed - detcrmmc altcrnatxvc solutions, and choose the . -
. over lightly, or left to students to learn on their® - best course of action, taking into consideration
~own. Economics is fundamentally a training of the probable consequences of each alternative
" the mind, a science of choice. Above all we : solutxon

should teach. our students to appreciate eco-
nomic anal&sns and use economic principles to
reason like économists. In dcsxgnmg courses’
_and'in thg teaching process, rzgor should be the
primary goal, This we call the-analytical or
principles approach. To the majority of econo-
mf5ts it is probably the only approach.

Thus stress should be placed on the mcamng
of such goals as efficienty, stability, growth,
dcvclopmcnt equity, and such social goals as
justice, freedom, and security. Economic analy-
sis, mstxtuuonal matcrxals and economic  _
hxstory and echbnomic phxlosophy should be,
introduced-as’they relate to problems. Finally,

:mnlc of a course of text employing this . . itisnote nough to teach the pr oblems approach .
0

-

, ach is likely to read * Pnncxplcs of Eco. .~ oOnce. Rather it should be used and f€used by .
.+.%" nomics,” *‘Economic Analysis” or some vari- the student in the study of a series of problems.
- ant thcrcof The cconoxmc topics orunitsof . ~ ° The supreme test of 2 course is whether stu- »

dents will continue to employ this problems,
approach to thinking outside the classroom.

e

"« Professor of Economics and Du'cctor Center , ‘ . .
- for Economic Education and Publxc Polxcy at the An introductory course or text using this ap-

| *  Statg Umvcrsntyﬁf New York at Binghamton. proach s likely toD called **Economic Prob-

.o - . . U .t : .
.' ' » . : X . . . . ' )
R v _ 12 . ' - g .
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~ and its parts. *

-

» lems’’ or a variant theréof. Similarly, an ad-

vanced course would be ‘‘Labor Problems.”’

INSTITUTIONAL OR DESCRIPTIVE

X pf an institutional or descriptive

¢élthat'the central goal of econom-

ct{gfi should be simply to openthe

»5'cydsipe the economic world. Analysis

adkfpr théfistioductory or undergraduate
ugseldom the tool for understanding

to teach students to *‘salve’” economic prob-
lems, as in the problems approach, that even
the experts afe unable to solve. Why not there-
fore abandorg§uch goals and focus economics -
instruction ogiMjinstitutions which surround
~us? Analysis 3% problems materials may then
be introducc&#Hen and if they will contribute
inderstanding of the economy

to the student®
-

There.are sevgral variations on this approach.
A course may stress the learning of economic

" concepts, terms, or ideas that students are ..

likely to encounter, This variation has been.
called the, ‘‘conceptual gpproach.”” Or it may.
describe economic instiutions with which the
_student has daily contactin ﬁmbn or throygh
. the media, including: banks, stock market,
employment agencjes, supermarket, and.

. credit markets. This has peen called the *‘per-

., SUSTEMSAPPROACH -~~~

¥ Prd

A

Q

sonal economics approach.’’ A similar variation
is the *‘consumer economigs‘approach’” in
which materials.are organized around the activ-'
itigs of people as consumers and as producers.
Thus organizational profiles may vary in the in-
stitutional or descriptive approach to teaching
economics. - T e T .

g .

onentsof the systems approachbelieve that

" the central functiondf economics teaching should

flidyita which it applies. It is presumptuous

.

betoknable students tounderstand the economy - ,

asasocial organization—for example; asasys-
tem for answering thekey questions of produc-
‘tibn: what, how andfor whom? The frame of

referenceforthisapproachisusually the basic"

: function§ that are common to all economies —

production, exchange, distribution, and; L
consumption. Analysis, institutional materials, - i

history, and problems are introduced where ap-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. HISTORICALAPPROACH

14

propriate. Butthe overall goalistoopenstu-
dents’ eyes towhatthey havebeenapartof .
withoutreallyseeing: theireconomyasasystem
of coordination. Usually by comparing the Amer-
icaneconomicsystem withothersystems; a.
clearerunderstanding of our system s gained. .

‘Cburses and texts foll(ﬁng thisapproachare
oftencalled ‘‘The Economic System,’’ “‘The -
AmericanEconomy,” or *‘Comparative Eco- I
nomic Systems."’ ‘ '

£

Allof the foregoing approaches tend to portray
economics as astatic science or asa ¢ollection of
finaltruths and constructs tobe mastered.

- Unless studentsare prepared toexpectchanges
Ineconomicideas andinstitutions, they are likely

« {ifthey are among the fewwho rememberwhat .

- they were taught) to be guided in the future by
somedisprovedtheorist of; the .o

ey ALt

' Students mustunderstan
avoid rediscovering establis
studentslearn that currentinstitutions and angl-
ysisare merely thedatest phase of an evolving
body of knowledge, they willbeill-prepared for
theirchanging future. . - .

Thus advocates ofan historical approach would -

- teach economiccencepts, institutions, probléms,

“theory, and organization by means of historital
change.Qurpresenteconomy, seenin historical
pcrspcctivc,f;ccomcs anevolvingone. Economic
theory taught within the context of the history of
economic thought becomes a changing and cu-

mulative effortof greatmindstounderstand the -

cconomy and todevelop ways of coping with
. persistentand emerging problems. The history .
- ofeconomic problems becomes a dynamic
_picture of éhanging values or goals and of
changing institutions, leading to new problems
-and our first consciousness of new efforts tosolve
oldproblems. - Ca
Thus the historicalapproach aloneprepares stu-
dentsto Be partof aworld of change. Thesestu-
-dentsare muchlesslikely tobe struck with
Hfuture shock’’ thanare those whohave been

taughtbyotherapproaches %hcy are alsomore "

likely to wanttouse their talets forshaping a
betterfuture. ot
. [} " e
- ’ ﬁ
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Thc usual proﬁlc forcoursesor textsusingan
hxs{oncal approachis simply through achrono-
logxcal history. But thisapproachmay be com-
- binedwithotherapproachesby presenting them_
‘inan h1§tor1cal context — througha history of
- cconorqlc thoughtrelative tovalue and price,
’ - distribdtion ,political economy, or by the history
© " ofsseveralbasic economic problems dhd of
 economists’efforts to solvc thcm .

?

POLITICAL-ECONOMIC QR

SOCIAL-PHILOSOPHIC APPROACH

* Advocates of this last approach remind us that
_-allof thc foregoing will failto relate to the real

comext of social-economic phxlosophy and
_ ties:The most fundaméntal questions of all for
thc Tay cifizen' concern political economy —
* “‘Whatis the proper role for governmtent in re:
e lation to the cconomy? What kmd of\cconomy :
' ..,do we want?”’ - .

Polmcs »by which we ‘mean the exercise of
-+ ‘power, is central toan undcrstandmg of indi-
. .. vidual and social action relating to the econ-
: omy. Economic philosophies are central toan -
- understanding of why one policy is preferable .
- - ‘to,;another. We sunply cannot understand the
" economy uiléss we seéit as an instrumernt by

which an overt, covert, or unconscious power , . ,

: - struggle is conductcdovcr the sharing of .. .
T values. Citizens cannot understand their roles
' if1 society until they sce themselves as active.
pamc1pants in this power struggle. Students. -
cannot learn to share effectively in the building:

.of a better society if they are indifferent to their

social-economic philosophy and unaware of,,
- agencies through which power maybe = -.

* "exercised for the attainmcnt of pcrsonal goals.
o % -~ Views differ on how economic philosophy and -
— pplmcs mlght be made the focus for economics
" " instruction. The prevailing view, of course, is
'« -*-. that they should not; economii¢s is ascience

< 4.+ which cannorand should not deal with norma-
. - &nvc or political matters. But advocates of a poli-
.- tical cconomloagproach deny that thls is -
possible. One view is that cconomxcs :shiould .
frankly be taught from the perspective of thc :
, economic philosophy of the instructor — per-
: haps an a,rdcnt frcc-cntcrpnsc capxtalxst ideol-

e o ; R . ‘ ‘-/,"'.‘ L

. economic world unless they are taught in tl;f; ‘I'L ‘
}-
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ogy or that ofa modcm l1bcral a dcmocranc
‘socialist or of a Marxist. Another view is that
students should be introduced to various eco-
nomic philosophies. Students should see their
own philosophy as'an evolving ideology and .

" %hould read the best thinkers who share their

values. Economics teaching using this

. approach should aim not at indoctrination but

at getting students to think through their own

" tentative views, and to develop them.

Enough then on alternative approachcs But

really, must one choose? Is it-not possible to .
cover all or most of them? May theéy ndt com-
."-plement one another? And are there possibly
“other altcrnauves that havc Been overlooked?

Unfortunatcly, in thlS wotld of many desirable .

cconormc educational goals, the opportunity
* cost principle holds as it does in an economy.

A course that seeks to do all thmgs may do - j"

nothing well, A course whxcl@' esxgncd
without a well-conceived purpoSc is almost
certam wdoall thmgs poorly : s
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.- students we teach.take only the elementaty
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What Should a Principles Couisé in Economics Be? . |

G.L.Bach .

The pririciples course clearly is out most impor-
tant teaching assignment. Here is our one big
chance to teach economics to most of the -
people who go through éoltlzlvgcs and uniVer: ' -

course and yer most evidence suggests that we
are not doing a particularly good job of teaching
thecourse. o o
Casual empirical evidence on how much our -
former students have learned is everywhere.

.. around,us — in the newspapers, in the current
" public opinion polls, and in the comments of

our leaders and the people on the street aboyug
economic issues. o e

Ask your nicighbors Wht_:thér-'thc)" took a course
+ in economics and what they thought of it. They

- -will probably sa¥¥(if my 20 years of experimen-
tation is any guide), ‘‘Yes, we did, and it wasn't,
. very good. We-remember it as'being terribly

dull, when it ought to haye been'exciting. We
‘certainly wish now we had learned more éco-
nomics, because we need it évery day when. we
read the newspapers and go-about our busil
ness."’ ) L
There is a standing but sad joke among =~
30 teachthe -, ~
clementary course over i all our intermediate
_and upper level courses, because students re-

< : R K I
- member so lictle from only a'year or twobefore. .

'On the level of more scientific evidence; in the

« " early 1960s, Professor Saunders and T con-
- ducted a nationwide study of all social studies

teachers in high schools in the United States
and found that eight years after taking college
cconomicsy there was no statistically signifi-

+ -cangdifference on a national test (the Test of

‘Economic Understanding) between those .~
R 7
teachers who had taken the elémentary course

ree-fourths of atl *. *

,J‘

-~ A

todo a better job in teaching the elementary

' economics course:

GOALS * =~ | L

I wish to argue for a particularkind of econom-
lcs principles course—6ne whose primary gqal
is to prodyce students who can and will think
intelligently for themselves about economic
issues five and ten years after they have taken

the course and have left the campus. I warit to.
put the stress on s{udents, on helping them' to

- think for themselves about ecénomic problems

and issues, and on developing their interests
and skills so they can and will use economic

- analysis long after they escape the final exam-

» ination. Economics is a wdy of thinking about
- problems, not a set of answers, and we ought to

S

" weare doing a good

accept this fact in our teaching. Moreover, we _ _
. might as well face it: If we don't get students RE
interested and involved in economics in the ele-

mentary course, we have lost them forever; thei: .-
- *‘five-years-after’ or *‘ten- g

-years-after’’ test-
be.the crucial one as to whether °
job in‘teaching elementary

e

‘seems to mgi:b

economics. :

*

. To flesh out thisoverall goal, let me specify, - :-'

g‘”-:u .

four more specific bghavioral gals for the
_principles course. All of these subgoals are

_ “Btated in terms of what the,s#udent should be -

able o do, -not in terms of what the instrucéor
shouldsay ordo. TR
Students should be able to: v
- ® Develop an awareness of; and a continuing
imterest in, the major economic problems of, -
modern society. .

e . Obtain a firm grasp of the few basic prin:

in economics and those who had pever had such . -

-a course. Professor Saunders rejforts.slightly .
-more encouraging evidence in a more‘récent
study of former college st&dcpt’s.. However, that

doesn’t change the basic picture that we need

* Frank E. Buck Professor of Ec"bnomi,cs"and

.. PublicPolicy at Stanford University.

it cess of applying economic concepts and
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. ciples and analytical concepts necessary to
think intelligently about economic prob-
‘lems for themselves. (Technical theore-

- tical detail should be%acrificed in order to
obtain proficiency in the use of the basic

analytical tool kit.) I

¢

® Develop an independent ability to apply
.. these analytical tools in thinking indepen- * -
* " dently about economic problems (This
inyolves placing majf@® stress on the pro-

 principles in solving

[thiriking about] eco- - .
nomic issues). S e

...,
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; to do now-and later. To make sensé of thjjv?ro- .

-® Learn to use and evaluate both qualitative
and quantitative evidence when conflicting.
points of view are encountered on economic
issues.© * * e

‘While these objectives may appcéf common-
" place, they are really quite untraditional in the

way they focus specifically on student behavior
and student learning, rather than on the de-
tailed economic subjcct matter of the course
per se. :

FOUNDATIONS FROM LEARNING 'I'HEORY
How can we achieve this basxc goal of devel- -
oping students’ interests and abilities to do

eir own thinking about economic issues years -

after they leave the classroom? I argue that we .'

. must state instructional goals in behavioral
- terms — in terms of what we want the student

- position, we must have a foundation of
-people learn, of what the psychologxsts call
. learning thcory s p

Experts ont learning agree that thcrc is fo satis- -

factory general theory of human learning. Yet,.

‘a comxdcrablc body of evidence, muchof it ...
highly convincing, has been accumulatcd on’

- what kinds of learning generally agcur best

under what kinds of cirgumstances or, con-
versely, what conditions are unconducwc to
. learning. I'do not presume to pose as an expert’
-on lcammg thcory Ido want to suggest a scries
-of propositions which, from a rqview of the p psy- .
- chological literatude, appear toth gcncrally .
valid and which can be used as important
foundations fot course plafining, given the

gcneral goals I havc st&tcd abovc R ,.

IMPORTANCE OF MOTIVATION .

‘Most psychological cv;dcncc suggests that the -
learner’s motivation is the mos{ important vari-
~able controlling the amount of learning that
occurs. A related proposition is that rewatd i

_ generally a stronger inducement to lcarmng '
*. than punishment. People who are highly moti-
vated to learn genérally do learn; those who are
-not motivated seldom do. This has proven true
in cxpcrimcn'ts with rats and with people, and

: m )ust about evcry cucumstancc one can

imagine. It holds trug for all ages, from small

. mcntxoncd abovc,

" motivating factors may be dxffercnt at dlffcrent

ages and for dxffcrcnt groups. If we accept this
proposition, it has seeping consequences for

~ the way we design our courses and the way we

teach: Without effective student motwanon
nothmg c'lse matters much. =

" FTHE COGN"ITIVE PROCESS: :

" LEARNING,-RETENTION AND TRANSFER -
- Turning thcn to what psychologlgts callcog-
nitive processes — the intellectual 'kinds of

~ learning as distinct from attitudinal and motiva-

" tional‘issues — it is convenignt to look at the .
*facts which ‘appear to govein learning, those -
“which govern retention, and those whlch

govern lcarnmg transfer. = - e
Prompt accurate fe dback appcars to be of

critical importance to the learning process.
That is, students must receive knowledge of

how thcy are-doing, if they are to learn effec- .

« tively. This is the central proposition under-

lying so-called **‘programmed learning,’* but it

'

a

can,apply to all kings of learning processes. The "

-proposition seems to hold firmly with rats in
mazes and with children and adults in a.wxdc
variety of s sxtuatlons

- Moreover, the. a"tqmsmon of knowlcdgc is
 faster and easier if the  learning is' meaningful
(relevant) to the student. This, of course,
appears closely rélated to the motivation point

q

Most cxpcrts suggest that effective learning
involves active response. The studentmust do
something — whether verbally in class, ot in
out-of-class discussion. Learning is not a

passive process in which the student merely

sits and ‘‘receives’’ information from a
lccturer

_Finally, on thc degree of gmdance conducxvc o

 effective acquisition of knowledge, there ap-
pear to be seyeral reasonable and well estab-
lished proposmons These include:

e The more highly the lcamcr is motwatcd
the less teacher gmdance is required.

® The mbre complex the learning situation,

the more valuable is instructor guidance.

g’hxldrcti to adults though of course, the
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N Morc teacher guidante is gcncrally _

“ . vahjable in the-carly ‘Stagés.of complex
lcaSn

o later stages as/Students are able. to do

A &rc independ¢nt learning... . “ -

_ * Excessive teaéher guidance, in thc form o£
> "lecturing or ftherwise telling people what
- to-do, tendé to vxolatc the principles of-
fecdbac { whichr involves having students
~doso thmg for themselves and then tell-
m how thcy’havc done in terms of .

ly,a casc.cmcrgcs for a mlxturc and for
anging mixture, between mductxon on the
art of the student am:l guidance on the part of

. the instructor in most lcammg situatiops.

»

On Retention . '
Psychological studies on.- leammg rctcntxon

" indicate that people tend to retain more of whdt -
they study:when the subject matter is organized -

and meaningful. In contrast, réterition levels
diminish when the subject matter being learned
is unmcanmgful and unrelated. Anything that
is rote-learned is likely to have 4 short half-life.
Similarly, thc retention rate goes up rapidly as
material is ‘‘overlearned.”’ Thatjs, learninig the
same material several times, . even though it
may appear wasteful at the time, produces
more lasting learning in most circumstances.
Conversely, the retention rate is low on barcly-
learned matcnafs

On Transfer A
‘While evidence on léarning transfcr is both

» conflicting and unsatisfactory, thete is substan-

_tial evidence that transfer occurs most,effec-

' stively when the process of probIcm solving is
stréssed, incontrast to strcsslgg a partlcular
tcchmquc éut evidence also suggests that
people who take courses in formal logic or -
mathematics show no increase in ‘‘logical
thinking’’ in applxcd situations over those with-
out such formal training. Thcrq is.also some
evidencethat vcrbahzatlon of prmcxplcs fac1h
tates transfcr C .

This is by nosneans a complctc hst of what the -

Sxpetts know and are discovering about the

: é fovide a sxgmﬁcant psychologxcal founda

ing processeg’and is decreasingly so N

pihg process in human beings. But it scems

17 .
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, tion o for dcvclopmg,a coursgthat wéuld put its
major stress on what the st it learns; there-
-fore, what the teacher doc omcs sccondary

to that basic purpose. -

PLANNING THE COURSE

Given our gcncral goal for tcachmg economics -
and these propositions about learning, some

~ fundaméntal things can be'said about how to

. plan a principles course. First, the crucial focus’..

should be onthe students and what they will be
" expected to-do upon completion of the course. -
What 3 teacher says or does ‘should be gov- .
" erned 1y the test of how much the studepris
lcarnmg Second, the course cofitent should .
- meetone central test: Will it hc}p

years later? This can be broken down into two

-questions: (1) Is the learning of general appli-- -

cability to different problems which the student”

wdl face in the fu;urc’ (2) As a practical matter,
+« is it simple and important enoughfor the

* student to rcmcmbcr and use 1r1d<:p<:nd<:ntly7

Since we know' studcnts lcam and tetain only'a’
limited amount (in economics as well as other
areas) in any day’s work and in any class; itis
. essential that we'pare down the content of the
.. course to the core. For most: -economists, this
wilkinvolve the painful process of givingup a -

* . lot of details that they think are mtngumg and
important: But if the student won't learn them
and remember them for the ﬁvc-ycar-aftcr test,
there is no real pomt in trymg to reach the
The half-life of uni teresting and irrglevdne
niceties of economlc theory is about as leng as:
the half-life of thé donsense ‘syllables which
psychologists are ond of using in thclr tests.

.

- Finally, it 1s\:sscnt1al.that as tcachcrs ‘we know -
prédisely what it is we want the student to
~learn. Unless we are’clear about exactly what
this is, it is very unlikely that stmLcnts will
somchow determine this essential core.

THECOURSE -
There is, of course, no'one uii:al pnnuplcs

B

the student to -
*., think independently about economic issues five .

ok

. "coursé in-economies« Let me suggest, howcvcr, o

~..ageneral pattern that meets the general cri-
teria I have just laid out. First, it seems essen-
tial to list the central economic concepts that we
want thc studcnts tolearn — thc tool kit of -



- ¢ »” . -
, _ analytx'cal’::onccpts that students should be-able -~ . ... . A -
to use for themselves five years out. Listed” o . .
« .~ below are 20 such concepts for the entire LT St /
, coufse. Pcrhaps you would prefer to putsome ' . o
of them in the forg of principles or simple o ' -, .
models; cxthcr way, the central concepts wxll bc Tk - T A
‘\( + clearto cconomxst Thcy are: R, ' .0
- 1. Scarcity (hmxtcd rcsourccs) and nccd for - . .
! choice (ecenomizing) ‘ .
. . 2. Opportunity (alternativ, ) cost'=— at indi- S . .
L vidual, organization an nauonal levels . . Ly
. 3. Margmalxsm Lo > 0 e
= 4. Self-interest (including prefits) as a M ’ ' . o
. . motivating force - . - > ' oo : :
SR X Voluntarycxchangc : - . N g
" 6. Markets and market prices’ - ' P -
.- 7.Supplyand demand . TR B 7

~ 8. Competition

. * 9. Principles of comparatxvc ad an '

. 10 Intcrdcpcndcncc R
- ‘Optunal" a.llbcauon of rcsourc

- nomic efficiency " b A A o
o 12. “Market failures’ (market 1mpcrfcc- R T e
o -7 dons, income distribution, etc.) . o T a -
S 13. Extcrnalxtws and public goods *° Ty e A

14. Aggregate’ defnand (and main =~ . R P

, components) -
~ 15. Aggregate supply (and potcntna.l produc- y
+ . tive capacity.of the system)’ LA o ) L
16. Real 4nd mogey income — price levél  *° . b
~ .change - : S - S
*. 17. Money and monetary polijcy
18. Eisgal Policy ’
19. Sévmg and i mvcstmcnt S P
=-20. Economxc growth . L v
Ifthe problcm is to teach a‘opre-semester or
one-quarter course, I'would probably give up L .
- some of these — for example, Numbers 11 and : .
12. These are important ideas, but something '
probably needs to go if we are to face the five-.

'year-after test.in such a short course. Remém- : . s
- ber that unless something is'learned very wel,b, . AR

~ . "it'will probably not last. To teach. the*‘optimal’”” . = ¢ T o .
- allocation of resources and “‘market failures”” . ° . o

in the dsual fashion requires a large block of
~..__time thatprobably cannot be justified in the S .
A one-semester or one-quarter course. But, as an. ' S
"economist; you will havc your own notxons about [
whxch of these conccp f are most dlspcnsable 2 3 ‘

. .-l En v - o ‘_.

v “w o . - : R
- . . . K i .
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. A Student-Oriented, Real Problem Solving Ap
-in Economics _ - | / D
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-

-

T Wﬂhachckcr'aﬁ Craig §want .
B . SN

The ahalytical base of economics has expanded
. aran exponential rate since the turn of the cen-
tury.! The areas of specializition within eco-
* nomics have similarly expanded to the point
" . ~that no'individual (Ph.D. ecomomist or lay per-
son) can claim expertise tn mo¥e than a fiarrow
range of thé discipline — a'rdnge that varies
o’ from individual to individual in line with differ-

‘ing personal int¢rests.2 . . - |
g persol sts2 L \

+ Itisunrealistic, therefore, to expect that a,

+ freshman or sophomiore college student can
bécome familiar with all the combinations of, -
economic concepts and analytical skills now in
use. However, to a large extent tools and

- concepts used within areas of specialization

build on more limiteéd numbers of basic con- -

can and should become acquainted with a lim- -
ited number‘of basic economic concepts and,
skills.3 These concepts and skills can then be
applied to perdonal and social problems of

- interest ta the students.

Differinginstitutional details and special
aspects of a particular problem will often call . *
for some modifjcation in applying basic con-
cepts. Learning how to apply economic concep-
tual analysis to “‘real problems’’ should bean ¢
-important objective in a student’s training at
- the'introductory level. Economics is not a col-
lection ‘of ready«made concepts and conclusions.
but rather a method of analysis. As Keynes
. said: — '
“ N L e
1 SeeLovell (1973) for empi;iégl evidence.on advancements in eco-
" nomics. Also note that the work of economists, unlike other social
scientists, is now recognizef for Nobel prize honofs. R
N~ & ] .

2 For examples of areas of 'spe:ialiu:ion_ see the tables of con- -
tents of the May issucs of T3¢ Amenican Ecomomic Review
(Papers and Proceedingsy.o'f 4 .

- N

3 This argunfent for minimu c:imem coverage is in line wit_h it
Bach’s views fouﬂ in this monograph and Fels (1974, AER)."

. Y a.

' Assoclate g}’rofc/s's’or and Director of Economic

. Education,\University of Minnesota :and

) Assb'ciatc'l-'%ofcssor of Economijcs, University
of Minnesota =~ 7 , % { '

.
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cepts, making it realistic to.expect that students -
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The theory of economics dees not furgish a
body of settled conclusions immediately ap-
. plicable to\policy. It is a gpethod rather than a ‘
doctrine; an apparatus of the mind, a techni- _
ue of thinking, which helps its possessa® to

draw correct ¢onclusions. * . o

The purpose of this paper is to explore the

- above objective in.terms of *‘teal problem’’
solving applications, its multifaceted emphasis
on the student’s ability, and the use of basic

economic analysis. It is Worth motj
attempt ¥ made to-argue for
ditional micro/macro b
ciples course; it is the

presentation.

REAL PROBLEMS . ,
There are a variety of uses to which the phrase [
“‘real problems’’ may bé put. Not all of these™ . . s
uses art what we have'in mind. -

Sometimes the term “‘real problems™ is us bt/ * 4.
denote a fragment of the whole situatipn with*/#7 ;.
artificial boundaries carefully drawn and con-
trolled by the instructor: for example, teaching -
supply and demand analysis using’ceserss.
panibus assumption. Often it means a made-up
situation which may be consistent with an gco-
nomic principle but not observable in the stu-
'dent’s world: for example, the idea of the mon-

' ey multiplier taught through a single bank, sin-

a

* gle depositand no withdrawal banking struc-
ture. Sometimes it is a prepared case study on S
—an issue which was of cdncern to society or an '

individual last year or several years ago. o .
Whhile an application of a mathemitic forml.‘ .

or economic concept may be a valuable teach-
ing tool in relating abstractions to reality, these
- applications are often so rigidly structured by
the teacher that the student merely uses techni-
que A to solve problem B. Such applications
may be useful in developing familiarity witha
particular technique, but they are incomplete
- in that they eliminate the need for students to -
. search for knowledge and methods thatarerel- * =~ -
evant to problems of individual interest.

Real problems in this limited sense may not
prepare the majority of students to cope with

A 24 c] S ’
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complicated ™non- cturcd and many- faceted
problem situatj etin life outside the class-
room - - , . ‘)

T
In our view a real prob&m connotcs 4 situation

in which there is an impediment to some de-
sired end, or a contcmporary dilémma which is
of interest to the Student; it need fot haye a
unique solution or be associated witha-given
and pre-structured method of an y51s Is the

: ﬂanCfSlty rcglstratlon system tunc-consummg

or prone to eérror”? Are student loans hardto
get? Is college’a good investment? Age state li-.
quor or drug laws reasonable? Does capitalism
or egalitarianism lead to the. faxr distribution of

b ~

AS
_In our real problcm solv’mg environment,

..~central problems or dilemmas cannot be se- -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. STU

‘lécted or.given by the ptofessor as they would i
only reflect the professor’s image of the big

problem. While student problems may be poor- - -

ly stated, they have a greater likelihood of chal- -
lenging and motivating the student as they
reflect the image of the world from the stu-

.-dent’s viewpoint.

NT ACTIVITIES. P
If one™a8ks an economist what the pr1nc1plcs
course should be, a typical response will pro-

. bably include reference to what students should

be given: afeeling for ‘‘this,”’ a knowledge of 7
“that,”” and a sense of *‘whatever.”” John = -
Gurley (1975, p. 431) articulated sucha - . :
,response: :

»

Students would be glvcn a feeling for the re- _
lation of theory to practice, some senseof
history, and the knowledge that systems of
ideas do not drop out of the sky (cmphasts
ours)

* Learning theorists such as Gagne (1965) and

Popham (1971), however, have long argued
that a course ob)cctlvc must be defined in terms
of student activity if in fact a chang®\ip student

. behavior is to'be expected. Assuming we do not

want students to be mere receptacles of eco- .
nomic principles, as Gurley’s statement seems

to imply, the objectives of the etonomics prin-
ciples course must be student-oriented activity.
chardlcss of the content covcrcd -or thc in-

»

a .
B < ¢ *
strd&lonal mcthm;::mploycd cmpha51s m1:4§t .

be placed on students and what. they are gom
to do for concept skill reinforcement and'suc-
cess feedback. For cxamplc learning theory
l1mph<:s that instruction on ifiterest rate deter- .
mination is neither a necessary nor a sufficient

conditiop to insure thag a student can undertake .
“mtelligent economic analysis and assessment of :

the personal or social implicatiohs of a state *
usury law. Likewise, a professor’s dcmonstra-~ :
_ tion of economic analysns of usury laws is nei- "
thcr a necessary nor a sufficient condition to in-
-sure that a student can transfer the analysis of.

price ceiling effécts to other areas of interest ™ -

such as fan' trade laws and oil pncc controls.

. We agree that the most effective learning
comes sBrough direct aczwty on the part of the -
"~ student. Itis through individual application
that the student learns how such an agalysis

- and related economic concepts are transferable
across the large set of currcnt,problcms and

issues.
d

Real Problem Ass:gnments o

- At the very beginning of the pnnqplcs course, -

" students should be informed Lhat thcy wdl be
expected to apply what they are tgiven’’ in
class’to real problems of interest to thcmsclvcs
Altegnative time tables for completed actxvmcs
can be given to the students.

For three reasons, the problcm should bc se- '’

lected by the stusicnt within thie first couple

- weeks of class. First, it gets students started -

~ early in the term and lets them know what is
ccted of them; second, it gets students’

“‘ready” to &cccpt that which i is coming; and

third, it provides carly feedback to the pro-

fcssor as towhatis currcntly of interest to «

students.

« Telling the students at the outset cxactly what

“they are expected to do rests on the supportable

- premise that-teaching should not be a guessing
game for students. Letting Students know what -
they need todo in thc course provides an ‘‘ad-
vanced organizer.’ Thc students do not have to

. waste time trying to “‘psych- Zm ’ the profes-
sor.! They hopefully | becomc “rcady' "at tHc

‘ For a discussion of the advanced organizer and its use in clanfy
ing the instructional objectives of a course, see Majer (1975).

s e
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- Professor’s Role. . ‘

ar B . ¢

; start of thie course to accept basic economy¢ -
- conceptugl selationships because they kg

In thé sgudent’s provblcm-'soivi.n‘g"éffofts-, the |

-, that they will have t6 use thege as the b, professor’s rol¢ becornes that of consultadtand -7

. theicown analysigs -~ "=V ' . advisor as opposed to lecturer. Teachers aré | =7 ¥
pen i S E e T .. - able, however, tomodify the student’s initial . » ..

\ 'Conccr_n_tratu‘lg‘on the student rather than on the .. "images as they assist the students intheir . * "« -

. teaching proeess will tend to force the professor attemptsto: . - . - TR e
o t;_gtswgrr"What'isthc initial state of mind of R U - B
* . thestudent?”’ Requiring students to:select .®*;Cleatly define the problems S

'*“Identify alternative goals

+--their own prabler for gnalysis enables profes- v T e T,
' ) ¢ Identify economic conccptsa;‘)d‘prigc_iplc_s_' SR

" sors to sharpen their perceptions of what ques-

- tibns the students want the course to enable for analysis - R R R
. them to answer. SR ; . * ® Analyze goalf and polity optionsy . - - P <
[ P N .« . .® Evaluate th options according to each of T

" Defining Real Problems - = o the goals i/ "~ v .. RS, S
" Student-selected problems will not usuallybe " o Identify thPossible shortcomingsof - ...t T

~well defined. Oftén they will not lead to cfear-
£ . cutavenu€s of invcstigatidn which will helpin
' arriving ata practical Solution. The variables - [
influencing the problem will often be manyand . :.
difficgJt to discern; they' may not be easily . V. -

. . simple economic\analysis in terms of -
. providing'a precige solution N

~+ ® Form a conclusion or solution to thé prob- o

- lem based on exaluation, trade off between - ..

5Y held, and degree of uncer-.

A

\ quanufied. Dealing with the problem will in- tainty igf economic analysis - C
| volve observation, Personal discussions with _ . Reportithe analysis and conclusionin '+ - .
-\experts, value judgments, data procéssing, wrigg 8. . 0, oy T, i -

T .. As noted carlier, students need to be notified

- that they are expected tocome ipwitha - Lt
_problem of personal interest at the start of the _
course. Because ofithe time required on the

part of the professor and studentinareal _
problem solving situation, a student should *  *-.
only be expected to select, analyze and report
on one, or at most'two, real problems per quat- . 7+
ter At the same time, since learning a skill re-

decision making and qqantum‘lcgﬁ§ 1

theory to conclusions.” ~ . - sooEn T

-~ ST
Students will have to recognize éndcomﬂﬁini‘ N

_ cate their difficulties; they wiﬂha\ic to beable

Lto reach into their limited tool kit of concepts
and analytical skills'torelate their research )
efforts to their instructor. If this effertis suc-’ ’
cessful, the entire educational background of
“the student will be brought to task and, in turn, ™

; solykm. _ L ~ enough. If students are tolearn to successfully ¢
S S o . cope with real problems, they mustfirst at- '
. Tackling an ill-defif\ed, nonstructured, complex - tempt such. An academic learning environment A
and multifaceted real problem requires more is the'idegl place for learning t6 cope withreal’ -
thaq a student’sability to handle the range of ) problems: They need to select a problem they .
specific questions given in a‘elassroom testor . think they can solve atid have an environment
‘classroom presentation. The most itportant ‘'which supports their efforts o
student task is to make sense out of vagueness. . - . o . 0
L IR - £ . . Y .. . Ot - . N -
' 6 Professor Fels at Vanderbilt University has been experimenting
S S .with a similar approach in prepared case studies, Fels (1974,
8 This'l‘rgu‘mqm"his'bgn put forward by Boulding (1975). - Josrnial of Ecomomic Edxcation). -
. . R - ' ' ’ e o . .'.!‘~. ) . . . ”
'\ U ] - . . , - oo ) .
S ) g 21 - e
et Cei o 26 - X y

reinforced. The Studcgt effort, however, isin .. -
line with'situations the majority of students will
face outside the classroom and after college. In
aptempting analysisthe student learns that the -
analytical process is long term and involves
many phases of action and stages of partial

quires structured.practice, students should be
given experience it problem solvidg thropgh
class discgs,sio‘nsj' short case studies, examin.

ations, short position papers, and the like. But .

it must be remembered that such practice, even
with quick and reinfgrcing feedback, is not
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. ~ vince students in one semester that the profes-
“THe belief: that it is not worth to know a sor has the truth is not conducive to student
- little biz about everything and be'a master of learning in the problem solving situation. Fug-

- nothing has been around acadcmxa for ages. In thermore it is apt to have unfortunate short agd
f accord with such a belief, the straw man set up long run results 8 If, for cxample, the stude
-and thenknocked down is the principles course on the basis of conversations with a bank or ",
", . which covered all of Samuelson ifi twd , business school accountant, postulates thata -
- “seresters viaa straight lecture approach. In - bank fnakes short run decisions on the basis of -
- rebound, A. J. Rogers-type textbooks —in - cash-flow analysis, and not profit maximiza-
which sunplc supply-demand and consumer tion, it may be fruitless for the professor to

.. surplus dcmonstratlons are overwarked — and force simple maximization theory on the
‘é:Reqdlgs Fels’ minimum concept, prcparcd student’s analysis.;The best the professor may
type'cade studies — in which content selectéd -~ hope for is to assist the student in analyzing the
. on thebasis of *‘its diécfulncss to the lay- implications of short run cash-flow decisions as
LT man’ s ‘benefit-cost ratio” — are givenas *  regards profit maximization. While cash'flow -
- che’keyea content covcragc While such ap- + artalysis was nog set as a key concept of the
‘ pgoaches to content’ may be intuitively appeal- course, it is somcthmg that interested the
- ing théydo not provide operational rules for > student. By reacting in a flexible manner to
. conteirt Selection and will not lead to universal -students’ interests, the professor stands a bet-
approva.l by practicing cconomists or laypeople. ter chance of hclpmg students understand the
"~ 'Beyond th necessity of simple supply-demand 1mphcat10ns of proﬁt maximization.
vy ~ -and opp&rt(mlty cost understanding, there will |
b Tiever be gpncral agreement as to what cconom-
ro i .mtpnnctplcs ‘and concepts are needed for
IR ﬁ economis li'Ecracy~ (The use of marginalism in
"' -\ describifig.consumer behavior is used exten-
.~ stvely'in. research yetit is questioned by -
Mishan (1973}; Cambndgc England econom- ¢
ists as opposcd o Cambridge, Massachusetts
~ economists will question the relevance of clas-

As the above cxamplc suggests, the real
proNem solving’ approach does not imply that
‘the sthdent is restricted to ‘key’’ economic
principlgs identified by the profcssor It does
imply:that the professor is willing to assist the
student in mastering concepts which will lead
the student to a creditable analysis and possible
problem solution. It also implies that the pro-
fessor inigially provides the student with a few . .

o sxcal7 pnncxplcs of income determination; and so conceptsand analytical procedures so the
‘ on) N . ~=gtudent can get started. Aftet that, however,
These examples are not meant to cast dgubtson . students should be cncouragcd to sclcct the
-economic theory and its relevance toproblem - relevant economic principles which they'need
solving; quite the contrary. Itis simply ip- *  to analyze their problems. The number of con- *
" tended to remindthe reader that while $haring =~ cepts the professor chooses as central toeco- -
a common box of tools, economists may ap- nothics may be viewed as playing a sccondary *
proach the same problcm in differentways. The = role in the real problem solvmg situation — sec- e
‘teachers’ task in a priniciples course isto be © ondary to the extent that it is the student’s  ».
. well-versed in these alternative views cwcn if selection which determines what is uscd in the

.

student-oriented, real problem solving ap- -
proach to the principles course the professor
needs to be able to assist a studerit whose ana-
lytical bent lends itself to a creditable .

- alternative. - o

~-.." they personally reject some of them: In the j ' problem analysxs B .

For the instructor to o select course coverage on

the basis of anticipated student problem selec-

tion would be a mistake; real world‘problcms ‘

are too numerous. As w1th economic conccpvs
b a

.A profcsSonal CgO aﬂd he.ll bCﬂt dCSlfC to con- 81n the short run students may wonder why they should study

economics if all the answers are already known. In the long run’

. the student is apt to be disillusioned with economics as old
7The Cambridge cle_bate is r_c(riewed'in G. K. Harcourt (1972). - answers do not seem to work in new problems.
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problems which were of interest to students last
year may be dead this year. Rather, the profes-
sor should select content on the basis of its

transferability across diverse problems as well

as its importance in forming a foundation upon
which the student can build. Unlike Fels’ -
supposed *‘test’’ for cohtent coverage in the
principles course, ** . . . the test is its (the con-
tent’s) usefulness to the layman . . .,”" 2his
sena is given as being only suggestive. It is -
more in kciging' with Boulding’s view of
economics,. “where the understanding of one
part depends very much on the understanding:

L 38

based on enrollment trends but on the funda:
mentals of learning theory. It is a bonus that .
such'an approach is also likely to increase en-
rollments. The prescnt increase in enrollments
may be only a counter-cyclical deviation on an
otherwise downward trend. In fact, we,remem-
ber that just before the cutrent period of stag-
flation there was much discussion of the secular
decline in cconomic enrollments. "

héuuctp; Time and Comp'eténoe
Our real problem solving approach to intro-

'MUCFOI'Y economics is clearly not a time mini-

of another . . ..”’ Content which‘hlgy_no&bc—of#&v»nﬁﬁﬂg approach from the instructor’s view-

direct usefulness to the layman fhay still be ap-
propriate for the introductory course if it is
fundammm‘lﬁrc_::‘(%o@ic theory. The theory of
consumer choice, because it is *‘a pillar of eco-

nomic theory,’’” would be worthy of considera-
tion under our criteria even though Fels be-

lieves it *‘is of too little use at an elementary

level.”’ On similar grounds, in the introductory

. Macroeconomics course, consideration of

- aational income accoshting is worthy of consid-

e

cration while one séctor GN; jultiplier equa-

tion manipulatjon may be giff qult'to justify as

transferable across probiems orgs providing

N

the foundation upon which; swidenrs caa'build.
IMPLEMENTATION B. RS '

Ifit is'reflsonable to propose that the central

- objective of the introductory college courses in
- econemics should be g student-oriented, real

problem, minimtim concept program, then why

hasn’t such a course already been adopted by -

* major universities and colleges? We believe the
“answer can be found in four reasons: student
_demand, instructor time and competence,
“academic reward structures, and the axiomatic

devélopment of the econoimics discipline itself.

 Student Demand k :

Enrollments in economics courses are increas-
ing dramatically. In the face of such over-
whelming demand it is only natural that .
pressures for changes in courses are less -
strong. Thc,\dicn@m of the marketplace Suggests
that if demand is strong, we must\be doing
something right. - SR ANTEN

' W o
The case of a student-oriented, real problem w®

- solving approach to economics is nét, howéver,

ERIC
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s poirt. We are calling on instructors to do more

than meet their classes for three or four hours a
week to present a prepackaged set of lectures.
Helping students to formulate problems and
then develop the necessary skills to analyze
these problems is a time-intensive process. As
a result, many will dismiss our proposal as
being too costly. Instructors are apt to conclude
that the opportunity cost of their time is simply
too high to justify the necessary expenditure of
time. o, B
. Atlarge research-oriented universities much of + -

_ the teaching in introductory economics is done _

by graduate students.’First on their list of prior-
«ities is passing comprehensive exdminations -

. and completing their theses: An extra hour
spent with students is an hour less spent study-
ing or on one’s thesis. The implications for the:
graduate student seem clear.® :

The real problem solving approachi to principles
also calls for flexibility and a wide-ranging -
background on the part of the professor. Pro-
fessors must be flexible enough to adjust their
preconceptions of what the student should do to
the student’s own interest. Further, tfie profes-
sor must have a sufficiently broad background
to be able to relate to what will undoubtedly

oturn out to be a wide range of student interests. -
There is a serious question as to whether pro-
fessional training in economiics and the existing

N : _ :

= " 9 In recognition of the incentive system for graduate students,

Participation in the University of Minnesota's graduate teacher .
training program for Ph.D.s in economics is now given as a condi-
tion of employment for Teaching Associates in the principles:

- course, Lewis and Becker (1976). :



.

-reward structure for academic activity is not
- destructive of the development of such

Y

wxdc-rangmg individuals.

. It is easy to understand how graduatc studcnts
may feel especially ill atease within the format | -

- The Reward Structure

o author of publications in afsingle, spec

-Karz (1973).

we are discussing. Graduate training places a
heavy cmphasxs on rigorous, mathematically-
oriented training in formal economic thcory
Few graguate students have much training in
more than one or two applied fields. It is in :
these applxcd areas that students are most apt
to.pick their'own problems. Graduate student
instructors may thus feel insecure and out of
their depth if called upon to proviie guidance in

“ other applied areas. Similarly, once out of grad-

uate scheol, publish-or-perish pressures on
new.instructors tend to concentrate instructors
interests and attention within a rather narrow

‘areaof the discipline. . .

&

Once out of graduate school it does notxtake the
newinstructor long to realize that promotions;
and higher salaries come primarily from

‘research activities, not from teaching. Thus.

incomc-maximizing professors rationally de-
vote their primary cnergies toward research
and away from teaching°Implementation of "~
our-program must be associated with a change
in the reward structure that recognizes student
outcomes.

Oncc again the only practxca] way we see thata

research-oriented department can implement -
our program is to recognize the value of eclectic
faculty members. For the purpose of managing -

a student-oriented, real problem introductory

. course, professors’ demonstrated orpotcntxal

ability;to publish in diverse areas of economics
should'be rewarded, rather than rewarding the

area. While a high diversification with
minimum concentgation may not be appropriate

‘for a faculty member at the graduatc lcvcl itis

xdcal at the pnncxplcs level.

10 For the significance of time mput to teaching yersus rescarch i
- and its relationship to the reward’structure, see Becker (1975).

Empirical estimates of the codtribution of research and teaching™
td'salary have been provi%d by Siegfried and White (1973) and |

~

Development of the Dtsci'plme
Finally, the scientific basis and general equilib-

" rium nature of economics may also create pres-

sures that work against a real problem solving
approach to economics. Introductory students
will orily; of necessity, be capable of partial -
analysis. Some may well argue that any partial ..’

analysis is by definition incomplete and thus-

likely to be misle4ding. Rather one should start

from the very beginning to build the foundation
grn eventual general equilibrium analysis. In

to be general and value free; this sortof .~

dcvclopmcnbby necessity bccomcs abstract ¥ °

.and builds logical consequences from minimum.

A assumptxons

We would argue that this. approach while
perhaps intriguing a few very bright, mathe-
matically-oricnted students is apt to destroy the °
interests of most beginning students ineco-
nomics. We don’t mean to argue that the prin-

- ciples course should be organized to maximize

the number of majors. Rather we feel thatan "~

' undcrstandmg of economics gives one an :

important perspective on both individual and
social problems. The principles course may be
the best place economists have to let noneco-

-nomists find thxs out for thcmsclvcs

We would guess that most students come to an
introductory course in economics with a fuzzy,
if not misguided, notion as to what economics is
about. If the introductory course turns these
people off, they are probably lost forever. They
are apt to cotinue to dismiss economists, and

‘ advxcc founded in economics, as irrelevant.

On thc other hand, if these students can come °
to understand the advantag -and limitations of
economics, they are aptto b much more recep-

_ tive to the econoniic analysis of the professional
. economist whether or not they pursue educa-
. tion in economics. The real problem solving

!
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approach promotes active student learning of
the advantages and limitations of ccononuc
analysxs from ﬁrst-hand experience. . .

N
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.‘ Richar;l H. 'chtwich'_ ,

- work j
_eraty level of those who take only the principles

Objéctives of the College-Level .~ -

% A
INTRODUCTION
College-level principles of economics courses
carry a tremendous burden of responsibility. It
is no exaggeration to say that they play the key
role in determining the level of economic liter-
acy achieved by the general population of the

United States. .
»

- The economic literacy problem i is staggering.
Consxdcr first that minority of the adult popu-,
lation that receives some sort of higher educa-
tion. A very few will major ih economics. A siz-
able propomon erhaps 25 percent of the total,
will take at lcaste

of those attending colleges and universities,
perhaps 75 percent of the total, graduate with-
out having had a course in economics. Add to
this grolip the majority of the adult population -
that %‘ss never attended a college or udiversity
and tht size of the economic literacy Plliem
becomes apparent.: -

Most of those who have not been’ cxposcd to a
college or university principles of economics
course'learn what economics they know from
(1) high school social studies classes, (2).the,
.news media, and (3) experience. With regard to
“all of these sources, those from whom the pub-
lic can learn most arc the small mmorxty who
have had some ttaining in cconomxcs in msut,u-
tions of higher lcarmng X ’

\b The fountainhead of economic lxtcracy, then,
¢

comes the college,and university principles -
course. It plays a key role in dctcrmmmg the
numbcr of studentg that will become majors in
econiomics. It is arr important determinant of *
~ how many nonmajors will take further course
economics. It establishes the initial lit-

course. Indireetly, it exerts a significant influ- .
ence on the economic literacy level of those who
have never had systcmatlc tralmng in .. -
economics. . : .8

- Ani unportant rcason why an economic lxtcracy
problcm exists is that w’c have done a very.poor

0
)

: chcnts Professor of Economics, Oklahoma -
‘State University -~ . -

he principles course. But most.

Principles of Economics Conrse

\

job in colleges ang umvgrsmcs with the prmcx-
plés course. We hiive traditionally treated it
with disdain. The most experienced and
competent economists on academic staffs are
assignca the prestige graduate and upper divi-
sion courses. The principles course is telegated

-0 assistant professors, instructors, and teach- -

ing assistants. When scarce faculty resources
“are stretched over large numbers of students,
the principles course is always the onc}that gets

' .. the largcst student-teacher ratio. It is not spr-
prising that we reach very limited numbeérs of

students and that we turn thcm off by the
thousands.-.-» - - .

If we are genuinely mtcrcstcd in advancing the ™

level of economic literacy in the Y.S., a reexam-

" ination of the ob)cctxvcs of she prmcxplcs course

is in order.-Once some consensus is'reached on
objectives, much remains to be done to restruc-
_ture.the course to attain objectives. It is encour-
aging to note that an increasing number of
cconomists and departments of economics have
been moving in this diréction over the last few
years. This paper,is an outgtowth of a major
restructuring effort that began at Oklahoma
State Umvcrsxty it '1‘271

[PRRY L P
OBJECTIVES . T
‘A clear statement of the objectives to be
attained in the principles cotirse is essential at,
the outset. After some 20 years’ experience
with a traditional principles course, and five
ycar; éxperience experimenting with 3 rcdc- -
signed and, I hope, substantially improved
principles course, I suggest thatan appropriate

. set of objectives is (1) to attract college and uni-
_versity students into a systematic study of eco-

31"
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nomics, (2) to provide a usable level of econom-
1ic literacy for those who do not go beyond the

 introducgory course, and (3) to provide asound °

foundation of prineiples for upperdivision eco-
NOMics courses. Supposc we consxdcr cach of -

-,

,thcscmtum Cee

T6"Attract Students -
Over the last 15 years it has bccbmc increas-

mgly evident how little the admjnistrations of 2 ?ﬁf

~federal and state. govcrnmcnts congressper-

sons, legislators, and news media, and the

gcneral public know aboutthe U.S. economic_
‘ systcm The 1mmcd1atc conscqucnccs of mass

~



A ¢

cconomlc llhteracy are now wcll k.nown Thc P pluscs\a{:g dccrcascs (or rclatxvcly small in-
.~ most important ones’ are uncmplcymcnt and ific * creases) in the money supply are contractionary

flation. Secondary conSequepgis, in nature. It 1s much more important for T
evolve from misguided policiesn ‘ . beginning students to know that demand
cope with immediate consequétices includéthe ™ . curves slope downward to the right than for -
‘,'dcmxsc of the market system and the individual ~~ ‘them tolearn the meaning of the tangency, -

freedom that have charactcnzcd the U.S: econ- conditions. bctw&cn budgct lmcs and indif-
“omy siace 1776. N . .7 ference curves. 3
Ifaprivate tntcrpnsc system and the concomi- With regar, d‘.}f ﬂl‘? omplctcncss of thc picture
< tant individual freedom that such'a system both . of the ccondpi} the 3 s fg eral relatively
 permits and requires are to survive, itis essen: . - Simple modgls th £4g (¢atl Bgether. The hoary

 tial that those who live in antd who vote. in that * “tircular-flow diagram can do the job, showing
system be knowledgeable about the nature of markets for goods and services, markets for

. the system. The Pﬂnaplcs course provxdcs a’ . I'CSOUI'CCS and their m&crrclatlonshxps Thc in- -

~ unique opportunity for-the mass dissemisiation - * troductton of leakages and injections can turn, lt
-of information onxﬁsm cconomic cause-effect .~ intoa sunplc macro model. » L
relationships, howkhe system operates, and "_.  What we teach in'the prmcxplcs course must bc

. what it can and cannot do f°f us. - \  useful to students — now, next week, apd next |

‘Our goaJ should be nothmg short of attractmg year. They should knéw that cffcctlvc priceceil- . -

. every college and university studentinto the igs cause shortages and that effective price -
" principles course. I am not' suggesting thatthe -~ floors generate surpluses. Knowledge of prin- Lo

* course be made compulsory Ifitis an elective . clplcs like these are uscful in cvaluating the . e
course and wé pursue the goal, then our eco- impact of an inerease in minimum wages in thc -
nomics departments will be required to put face of an eight percent unemployment rate.
- forth their best planmng efforts and their best Thcy also help students evaluate such things as-

,’ tcachmg talent. The course should be so chal- . the impact of rent controls on the supply and

: lenging, interesting, and useful'that studcnts _ * distribution of housmg :

believe they cannot afford to pass it by "What we use, we retain; wl}at we dé.notuse, .

we lose. Attainment of thc ¢€conomic liteéracy -

T° Provide Literacy ' goal requires that the content of the principles

The prinicipies course must Pr °Vld€ a sxmplx- _+course be oriented more toward concrete and -

fied, rclatlvcly complete, and usable picture'of ~ . yseful prmcxplcs and 1E‘S‘S"t"ard abstract -

- the economic system and h&w it operatgs. The prmclplcs i ‘
~-model will be simplistic — ft must be =~ but it : ¢ I -,

* can be useful at the same timie. The content of ToP m“de F°‘“‘d“‘°° ' ,
the course must be sub)cctcd to-contintous | . Some of our prmcxplcs studcnts wtll mdccd takc o
scrutiny with an eye fo chmmatmg those topics upper‘divsion work in econoriics and a few of
and. pr1nc1plcs that contribute little to the stu- ., these will actually become economics major s.
dent’s economic, htcracy and'to expanding the So it is essential that the principles course pro- .
dlscusswn of thosc topics’ that contnbutc much . ;__’l']‘::hd;cm :‘l':dll ar‘; adcquzte f:ﬁmd;;;’o;;tf:;f o

er work. In:many economics en
Wlth regard to simplicity, how i 1mportant st we sce separate principles courses for majors

« that bcgmmng studentg be’ mt;oduccd tosuch. - and nonsajors; implying that the goal of liter-.
things as IS - LM curves? Most will not unider:" - acy for those who'go no.further.than prmcnplcs
stand them, Even those who undcrstand the  isdifferfntfrom df: goal of provxdmg agood
concepts will not be able to use theminany -~ " foundafion for those who do. I have seen no evi-.
meahingful way. I suggest that it is‘much more + .- dence that supports mcorx}patxbxlxt};l of both
- important for beginning students to learn that -goals in the sdme course. In fact, I have a good
federal deficits and rclattvcly large increasesin . bit of seat-of- thc-pants cwdcncc that they are .
thc moncy supply are cxpansnonary, whxlc suf- cntlrciy compaﬂblc ) ‘<

‘- -:‘ ..". 32 . o o .

e
N P
g




. culus background were s¢

\ny prmcxplcs teachers conduct thc course
ttirely as. though they are preparing students

“for furthcr work in economics. They attenipt to

pix;h students as far into moré advanced analy-
“sis as the studcnts are able to go. I'am aware of .
. an extreme case in which students with a.cal- *

ted into a Spccla.l

v n\ section of principles in whlcthhcy used such’

‘.-..:!3

© tion, and theory of distribu ,
umably lcarncd in the pnncxplcs course. .,

-“advanced materials as Baumol, Ecenomic
Téeory and Operations Aﬁ‘alyrts along-with

.. Dorfman, Samue]son, and Solow, LmearPro- o

- gramming and Economic Arfalym Avery few

students will rise to such pressure and become "
fifst-rate economjsts > Most will be turnéed off by

the apparent usélessness of the abstractions
they learn and will never take an.othcr econom-
ics course. My own experichce in teachiag.

. intermediate prite theory is that students retain

.very little of the abstract theory of consumer
bchavnor, theory of the f tght:ory of produc-
h that- thcy pre-

It appears to mc that a pnncnplcs course almcd
at providing economic literacy for those who do

;u not go onr will also be adequaté as backgrou d

Vfor upper division work. The prime prerequi ite -
for upper division courses is not the ability to
mampulatc abstract principles, ratheritis a
general understanding of basic cause-effect re- -
lationships, how the system hangs together,
and a driving interest in things economid. As
.students broaden and deepcn their study of

*. ‘economics, they find the more¢ esoteric-and

. - abstract prmcnplcs useful, mqanmgful, ‘and’

- around the structure that we have

N

mtcr (+] tmg

 APPROACH | e
The attainment of the forcgomg ob)cctlvcs
" means abandonment of the traditional princi-

: plcs coursg, at least as it has been taught for

the last 25 years and is being taught in most
institutions.today. The new course structure

“. that takes its place can take any'one of several

ill center
evolved at
Oklahoma Statc Umvcrsnty We will consider

 alternative forms. My discussion

(1) the covcragi;, {2 ¢ level of difficulty, and
“(3) the gcncrauon dent interest by such a
. course. A T ~

_ Coverage

Invariably, imthe traditional course, we have-
tried to.do too much and hive succeeded in -

... doing too little. What beginning student can

\

possibly grasp in depth the range of cconomlc

principles covered in Samuclson, Mansfield, of

-McConnell — goad though these books may

be? Traditional prmcxplcs texts are economic

. cﬁcyclopcdlas containing far too much cconon-.

ics for most beginning s students, yet we instruc- -

.~ tors rush from topxc t0 topic trying to cram it all

 in, analyzing a string of abstract techniques

»

" The rcstructurcd coursc should contain a much .
“more modest list of principles. It should contain

" economic literacy an
for advanced courses. My choncc for such a llst‘

: ,that we never have time to apply
, mtcrcstmg world' about us. .- e

only those key conccgts necessary for basic
as foundation material-

follows: - .- i A
-~ .

(1) Thc nature of thc economic problcm
(2) Production posslbditncs and a.ltcmanvc
* icosts . - '
- (3) Collective:s consumptlon and mdtvndua.l
: consumption® -

(4 The public Scctor and the pnvatc sector

’.

- Even this list ma

(5) The nature and functions of markcts dc—
mand, supply, and prices
- (6) Compctmon and monopoly .
(7) Resource allocation '
(8) Spill-over benefits and spill-over costs
(9) Income distribution
(10) Economic instability -
(11) Elementary monetary thcory
(12) Elementary fiscal theory .-

(14) Inflation -
(15) Uncmploymc it

" (16) Stahilizatio polncy
(17) Gro development

c tog long for a snx-hourprm-

ciples scqucncc &'must cull it contmuously

‘with a view to cllmmatmg what is less useful; -

conccntratmg on that wh.lch is mare useful.

Difficulty ° . )
Students find the rradmonal coursc dxfﬁcult for

.\ '.

‘two reasons. First, instructors attempt to push

bcgmnmg students who lack mstxtunona.l

b thc (qal and'

N

(13) Elementary national i mcomc analys ; - \ R ..



. background oo far into absttact rcasonmg In
far too many tradmonal courses, instruétors -

» expect students to perform at intermediate

~ levels. Second, the range of principles covered

~is'so wide that inadequate time is given to the

dcvclepmcnt of each. The combinatioh of these

“ two factors makes th¢ principles course a very
fruStratmg cxpcncncc for both studcnts and
Cistnictors.” - - SR :

The rcstructurcd course thh a narrowcr rangc
of concepts can lead to more rcahstlccxpccta-
ions and levels of pcrformancc Itneed notbe’
awatcrcd-down course. But studcnts need to_
le¥irn to walk before they can léarn to run. If we
do_" good job of tcachmg the 17 concepts listed
in.thé preceeding.section, using demand-
supply and simple macro- modcls wecan makc
* our students extend’themselves mtcllccrua}ly
- as'wellas provxdc thcm thh uscful tools of

analysx .

6,

lnterest
.To generate and hold student i interest must be
“the mos! difficult part of college and university
tcachmg In'my judgment, three mgrcdlcnts n
~ arenecessary: a logical, integrated course' . -
. structure;. repeated demonstration of the use- N
Fulncss of learning; and a eompctcnt mstructor

" Several alternative course stryctures can
. provide what {3 nceded. We have :acfucvcd

hour principles sequence into two coutses, a
three-hour, issues-oriented course plusa thrcc-
hour, thcory-oncntcd course: Each-is;a com-.

- plete, integrated course. The first is entitled

“‘Etonomii¢s of Social Issues’’ and systemati- - -

- cally introdaces prmcxp[cs via.a set'of teén to 12
important current issues. The second, *‘Intros”
duction to Economic Analysxs,” uses a theory
framework as gmtcgranng fcaturc .

Inthei issues-diented course, the i 1ssucs are se-
quenced to provide a logical dcvclopmcnt of ©
clementary principles. With each issue we first

.develop the public’s concept of the issué. Next .

- we introduce and develop the clementary prin-

* ciples valuable in the analysis of the issue.
Then we apply the principles to the issue inan’
attempt to determine the economic.dimensions -

- of the problem and to 1nvcst1gatc possxble
solunons : .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

'some measure of success by dlvldmg oursix-

In thc‘theory oncnted c'oursc we are somcwhat

- mor¢ conventional | We work thfoughan mte;
gratcd but-limited set of elementary pnnctplcs a
- applying them over and over to current eco-
nomiic problems.

Buit thc kcy clement in achlcvmg and holdmg

student interest is the course instructor. We = 20 .

-make use of our best talent in the principles ™
course, using for the most part experienced
members of our professorial staff. We make

* limited use of teaching assistants m the thcoryq.
oncntcd dourse. . :

Onc can never be certain how succcssful cfforts
* of this kind-are : Objective data are hatd to '
obtain and quality control over time is dlﬂ'xcult
-to achieve. Nevertheless, quéstionnaires regu- +*
larly comppleted by studcnts feedback from col-
lege advisors, an increasing number of #cononi- .-
ics majors, and increasing enrollments of .
students in economics classes, indicate that at
“leasta modxcum of success is ours. :

SUMMABY : : ‘
. The college and umvcrslty prmcxplcs of ¢ eco, -
nomics course carries a great rcsponsxbxhty for
the economic literacy level that exists in the -
. United States and the course ob]cctxvcs should
be ser thh this rcsponsxbxhty inmind. = - .

"The 1mportant objectives to be attamcd arc (1)

. to attract large numbcrs of persons intoa'sys: - 4
_ tematie study of basic economics; (2) to provxdc -
a ysable level of economic htcraqy for those -
who take thé'course and (3) to provide a soynd -
foundatxon for those who want to do further -
work in economics. These are.not mcompanblc

o'b]cctxvcs ‘Their attainment does require that .

weweassess what we have beert doing in'the -
_principles course. Specifically, we should (1)
reduce substantially the range of concepts -

~ covered, (2) make sure the levelof dxfﬁculty is . ”"’

- appropriate for beginning students, and (3) de-
. sign a course format thatinsures a logxcal mtc- _
grated, highly useful study for’ studcnts o e

-8
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Currlculum,Wélfare, and the Introductory B N

Colleglate Course in Economlcs o

D Brucc)oﬁnstonc and Darrcﬂ' R. Lcwxs'I'

Thc introductory collchatc cour§c in economics
-has beén the object.of perpetual abuse, fre- -
' quent constructive examination and criticism,

~ and a small but growing body of ‘empirical

research. Yet, students at most institutions -

- continue to be ““turned off”’ by the intreductory

course, and the adult popu,latxon continues to
exhibit an appalling; -gconol'mc illiteracy. Most -
important, the Jong-standing cry for a resolu-

tion of the gbals and a limitation 6f content . . '_.

- coverage remaing Sunhegded in the overwhelm-
ing majority of collcgcs and universities.

"One reason for the apparcnt failure of the i intro-
ductory course to respond to criticism is the
- lack of hny systematic examination. Past and "
current iteratire has been preoccupied with .
disclaiming the villainous coverage, with shuf:
ﬂmg around chapters and topxcs withi alter-
natwc approachcs such as ‘‘problems’’ or, -
“‘case study,’’ and with alternative techniques
and media such as programming, simulation,
instructional television, and computer- -dssisted

v
"

“ation of tcachmg asa productxvc processand’
toward knowledge as a commodity. Education.
-absorbs productive resourées—time, ‘expertise,

- ‘energy, materials, and facilities. Alternative”

eads are seryed. by various approaches and em- *
- phases, each end having some, albeit elusive,

" opportunity tost.. To educate is to choose

among alternative goals, conteﬁt techniques,
and materials. If we accept rational choiceas .
._the raison d'etre of economics, We are obllgcd
“toapply ,that mtthod and perspettive to our-

* classroom behavior. In this.s Sense, our examin-

. atiqn of the introductory: ;oursc is not only

o about cconomxcs ltt.? cconomxes

The first part of this  paper is an attempt to
provide a *‘systems’’ overviéw of the curricu-
lum and its three major diménsions: goals, con-
tent, and techniques and resources. The theme
‘of this section is not only a plea for a systematic

: consxdcratxon of these interrelated duncnsxons

" instruction. Only occasxonally has serious atten-".

4

Gy cconomicstourse: relating goals, content and

' r of the teac

-~ tion been given to the matter of goals and goal
~priorities, and only rarcly has the content of the. .-
-course—as opposed to techniques and ap- '
proachcs of tcachmg—bccn cntlcally {

‘ined. .

The ma)or aim of thls papcr isto present a
‘tematic examination of the mtroductpry

" techniques to one another as well as to the'na- *
“ture of the sclplmc and to-our undcrstandmg
learning process: " -t

The second ob)ccuvc isto illustrate the potcn-
tial for the use of *‘economic perspective’’

~ the ctitical analysis of a course or. cumcutum
Although we implore and ¢ expect our studefits *.
to develop.a good method in thinking about eco-

ccunvc issxstan thc Prcsxdcnt at thc ,
mvetsgty of Pennsylvania and lecturer in edu- *

. _canon, economics and finance and ¥} Professor .
- -of.€conomic educatxon at thc Umvcrsxty of I
. 'ancsoca . S LT
3 5

o300 o

~“college'ins

snomic problems, we generally have be¢n remiss - teach? Or, functxonally What arcmy students

',19 applyxng gcod mcthods toward thc consxd'cr- K

- but for'a shift in the allocation of innovative and-
“evaluative efforts away from tcchmqucs ard to-
-ward the more; fundamental qucstxons of goals - -
and content: T B :

" The final s s\:ctxon is a;a apphcatxon of the abovc
paradigm to ;he introductory collegiate course

' in economics.' An attempt is made to define an
_economic perspective—the capacity to ‘think
cconomxcally——and to congider some unpllca- -
tions for course content which wouId followa _
; serious commitment to this economic perspec-. -

" [ tive as the ovcmdmg goal of the mtroductory

COBI‘ Se or scqucncc ' \‘

’I'HEWHY WHAT ANDHOWOFA '
WCULUM _ Loty
Cumcnlnr Goals . ' '

" Consigder, first, the goals of a course or cuﬁ‘xcu-
lum. Probably no question is as frustratmg toa,
2s: What am 1 really trying - .

ablé to do’ differently upon successful comple-
tion of my course? The typical response-to such B

- @ #question will pay homage & a list of goals;

*

intluding an understanding of the. essential.

-+ toncepts, a feel for the discipline and its mode

of inquiry, and an ability and a prcdlsposmon to

;rblatc this lcarmng to othr dxscnplmcs and to !

rclcvantszues e LN
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: Taken md,nvxdually, such goals are unassa.;l
. able. Asa goals set,however, which' purportcd-
Sy cstabhshes the ob)ccnvc of a course or qurri:
+ culum, such a response is grossly madcquatc
"The cconormst—nounshcd on scaroity, alloea-’
- tion, optimizing, and trade:offs—should be the
ﬁrst to recognize thatan cducauonal cndcavur
. cannot simultaneously rifaximize every elemenft
of a goal setu Among all goals which are not

“"redundant there is competition for instruction n

time and resources. Among many goals there -

. are, as well, subtle conﬂ;cts—csscnnal incom- (-

patlbdmcs here the maximization of one goal
~ would deny the maximization of apother even ja
a world'of unlumtcd educational tcsourccs

v ) \‘
- . v, ._"r ‘ s i,
. ’ ‘.

by bccausc itis so scldom truly cmecd and

‘because it is so often confused with the srate-, .- -

gtcs or tccl1\1qucs of tcachmg and lcarmng '

Onc way of consxdcnng content is through the v

.faxonomical levels prepared by Benjamin

- Bloom and his associates (1956).. They catego-

-

chardlcss of pubhshcd course. dcscnptlons or .

‘statements of goals, instructors reveal an ac-

* tual, or operational, set of goal priorities by -
what and how they teach, the feedback they ,
seek and to which they respond, and the criteria
- by which they evaluate their own teaching. We
can only hope that these operational goal pnor-
itlcs will be resolved with some semblance of .

sized knowledge (as distinct from intellectual

- abilities and skill) into: (a) specifics or recall,
(b) ways and means of dealing with spcctﬁcs
and (c) universals and abstractions. This taxon-
. omy,.with its many subcategoriés, is presented
asa htcrarchy, and many educators attach a-

+ . value or “‘worth” connotation to the lqvcls of

.the hierarchy. Thus generalizations 6 theoties :
frOm the univétsals and abstractions lcvcl are:
" often considered distinct from, and s superior to,

* the definitions, facts, eyents, or dcscnptt(ms

from thc spcc1ﬁcs level,

There may be some vahdtty tothe grcatcr

" worth of higher-lgvel knowlcdgc, but in gcnt:r- i

" al, such judgment ,gfworth;or importance is not

a fnutful approach to the'analysis and cvalua-

ationality—by which is implied knowledge of .

' the trade-offs. (the educational productién pos-
sibilities), a ratlonally ordered set of outcome

'm X g
preferences, and an impulse to*'minimax’ the “countable for facts. Principles and gcncrahza-,

total cndcavor glvcna set of bcncﬁt-cost
criteria.

In fact howcvcr instructors will prbbably tcach

- in whatever way: (a) is most congrueiyt With .
their experience and trammg—thc content and

technique which they were faught in collcgc ' .' '

" and graduatc school; (b)'minimizes the cost of -
time, insecurity, and uncertainty; and (c) is )
most susceptible to familiar tcchmq'ues of eva-’
- luation. It follows, then, that the" opcran{ona{

* priority of most course objectives will tend to

stress the familiar and the assessable and will

almost inevitably be dominated by the rccall of
traditional content. o
. 1 .

. -.. LI .

Cumcular Content - .
* The consent of a course or cumculum is that

tion of content. Fgr example, hxghcr-levcl
knowlcdgc is often assumed to be more intrin-

sically motlvatmg, yetstadents—their protests:

" to the contrary—often prefer to be hcld ae-

- tions are probably mere easily learned and

e

¢ l»c

which is to be learned in furtherance of aset of 3
ob)cctxvcs “‘Content” is a large and ratherun: * -

wxcldly notion, somcwhat tautologxcal in dcﬁm
tion and at times too familiar to be ‘examined -
‘and analyzed beyond trivial gcneralmcs
'However; contcnt 1s an 1mportanf nOtxon Iargc-

)
e

" quences touchsu

3~6
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’ ncw knd%ﬂeﬁgg is

rcadtfy tetained thanare facts'and dcscnptxon,

“although it is extremely difficult'to ascertain -
- how much of that knowledge and experience

- 'which we summarize and symbolize by a gcncr--\:' -

alization is ever redily known by a student. We .
.can say quite safely that universals and abstrac-

,tions are more transfcrablc Yet, theallegedly .- .- o

g;patct:‘ pdwcr of hlghcr-lcvcl knowledge— -
., the capacity to generate new kngwledge

ed mductlvcly, one _
might argue that lower-level contcnt is ‘knowl- -
'cdgc of greater worth, -

Kmo:c ‘friictul discussion of kinds or levels of
"“content mxght-consxdcr the ways in'which con- |

'msurc and sustam further intelléctual -~
y true. To the extent that -

o

tent at various leVels fits into Jedrning se- - s &

guences and the goints at which these se- - -~ -
&m leamxng goals For exam-"
ple, definitions;

vends; facts, statistics, or con- - -
- vcntxons may be dcc:ﬁ‘gd csscntlal as part ‘of thc




foundation of a sequence which is to culminate

[

in a generalization ot a principle. The student,

- +woesmight say, ought to know the lower-level

content because we have set the higher-level

knowledge as an explicit learning goal. On the B
- other hand, generalizations and abstractions

may be quite:- meaningless unless they. culmi- -
nate in the understanding of specific évents or,

phenomena—the sequence thus progressing ™.

~ deductively from higher to lower levels and
* touching upon the learning goals at the most* -+

specific level. Probably a spiraled sequenceisa
more valid description of most.curricula— dé- -

" -ductive léarning generating some of the:raw

- material for further inductive leagning andsg "™

oo.on. . N

" Whatever the shape of a learning séquence or -

. . Jearning goal itself, regardless of its position or -
. role in the sequentidl learning.of further knowl-  °

.
o T

wherever we chpose to start, we'should be able
.to consider the ‘‘essentiality’’ of any constitu-

ent element of that sequence: That is, an ele- B
ment, or piece of knowledge, may be more or
less essential #0 ¢ grven sequence. The knowl-
edge-may also.be more or less essential as g -

sdgc;'- K

)

This lattdr function ,dbcs" not prcscnbc any
‘specific piece of knowledge. This is-not tQ say.

- that content selection for such purposes s -

whb_!ly. arbitrary. Yet, neither is there much evi- -

"-'+,-dence of a rational selection of such content in -

most curricila—rational implying; as described

- _above, an awareness of alternatives, trade-offs, "
"~ extérnalities, etc. True, yery little content '

-+ - sertion. Tt is possible, of EoﬁrsLt'o':tqach the
~ principles of Aristotelian logic, the'reference

- \

tools of the economic-historian, some mathe-

. matical principles of econometrics, or the

clements of hypothesis formulation arid testing.
Such skills, however, are rarely *‘taught to’’ '
directly. More often, the teachér simply dem-
onstrates or uses these methodological skills in

- classfoom lectures and eXpects the students to
. know the principles already, to pick them up 88
- their own (so as not to waste class time), or to

assimilate them by sitting quietly and watching
profcssqrs Practice their art. | . .

Even if the intellectual habits or modes of in-
‘quiry wereto be taught direetly, they would, of

course, still constitute content—now in the
upper ranges of our taxonomy and identified as
intellectual abilities and skills. Methodology -
would still, as well, depend upon lower-level -

content for illustration and practice. Finally, it -

~_is quesionable how much method can be.

“learned apart from the concepts and generali- -
zations which form the structures of the disci-
plines. To'be sufe, a way of thinking, a respect
for objectivity, or a love of learning are all valid

- and desirable goals of higher education. They

may still be the most important; or they may
be, in'the end; all that really canbe learned.
But they do not absolve us from the responsi- -
bility for a fational selection of course or curri-’

" cular content. - o :

Curricular Strategi,'l‘echmques, and Resources
Most curricular revision and experimentatibn

’

T - found in colleges-and universities today is- doc'sa_.',.‘not make substa‘nt_i.a_l Ch.apgcs in course
mesningless o Salucless ARreardealofcon o the thivd et .
fent, hoy:'_l:';/;r_, 1S mo;c _g;bxa:aq .th::' yv_c::ftcn ulum whicpl‘xJ incluydes strategies, techniques, -
cﬁ{;ifmd ra:z;;:?x::::dv::rb avlfzte o:';:-]-l o c ing - and resources. Course instructors have at theif
goals. The ever-more-common cryof “‘irrele- - disposal alternative teaching strategies suchas
: gancc," we would suggest, is Iar'g'ély-'z; reaction.~ @ Problems, Q?‘.sc..swdy’ hi§tor‘ical,-' institutional,
- against teaching coprent as choughitwerc cs. O SUvey of Brineiplesapproach (mast of which
sential when, in fact, its seléction is little more, . I™P'Y al of specific techniques 'hy A
. mapereasinlaticnl vidtonor s, SSenalelspedh hmgue s e,
o s truc tors_;.} rastes. S . elearning, role playing, gaming and simylation,
.- A word should be said about those edutators * _.or independent study: Finally, the teacher hasa
- who'claim to teachget for.content atallbutfor . " greatvariety of mdterials and media-upon -
- ... methods, habits of thought, or modes of inqui- - F4which to draw, including texts, readings, pa- . -
- ry. Very oft 'Q;\thcir teaching will belie thisas- - Bfﬁbﬁ%ké, films, tapes, television, artifacts, and -+
g CURE * '-b:ﬂ';'."."f\-r.. : ‘ AT . _ : ST
R O T H e DVETE R
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hard and software for Programming or for com- -

puter-assisted instruction.

In ;h:or'y','bf."comé, étratcgics, tcchniqucs; .
and resources should be'chosen for their con-

gruence wigh the established goals and contert ;

the predisposition of the instructor, andithe . _

abilities and interests of the students. In prac-
tice, however, programmed learning, :

computer-assisted instructign or'the instituting

of a problgms approach often become the
proverbial dog-wagging tail. .

Recent sui',vcy's of research on college tca’ti:hing
‘methods, techniques, and resources by Joseph
Axelrod (1965), Ivar Davies (1973), Robert

_.course’content. Let us turn, now, to an exami-
‘nation of the'introductory collegiate course-ig
gconomics from the perspective of this thesis.

. Goals of Introductory Economics~ o
. What are the goals of the intreductory colle- - .

iate-coursé in economics? Survey data from

- o Y M . . 3 » .
the Amefican Economic Association’s Taylor

' “The study ¢oncluded

Report suggested that *‘training igi#heoretical
analysis’’ was the primary objective in1950.4
t'the introductory
course typically suffercd from a great ambiva-
lence as to its proper objective and that the so-
lution was, typically, to expand the content

- '\ - beyond all possibility of adeqtiate com- .

Travers (1973), Paul Dressel (1969), and Robert

" Dubin (1969) have all stated quite emphatically
that *‘. .. changes in form alone—old content
poured into new molds—has been a trap for

¢ many colleges during the first half of the new.

+ era.’” They unanimously and rather pessimis-
tically concluded that almest all of the studies
focused upon our third dimension of thé curric-

. ulum (strategies, techniques and reséurces),

. describing most of these as merely “‘tinker- -
ing,’'2and with almost universal research

‘results showing ‘‘no {statistical) differences (in
student performances) that'amount to
anything.'”® .., - '

L]

Al of this is not to deny the validity and the

worth of experimenting with class size, pro-
gramming, and the liké. We need, in fact,a
great deal more of this: Nor must all curricu

revision proceed in perfect sequence from ghals

- to content tostrategies, techniques, and re-

sources; surely the discovery of a highly moti- )

__vating strategy or téchnique oughtto have’
" Sothe effect on our conception of what'ought to
be taught: Our thesis is simply that there has

been a serious inbélance in the attentionBiven

» these thyee dimensions of a course or curricu-
Jum, and that an optimal strategy of curricular
reform must afford a far greater attention to .
goals—to their trade-offs and operational pri-
 orities—and to the selection of appropriate
. SR . : .
1 Joseph Axelrod {1956, p. 47):;.'1 T

b
- 2Pau] L. Dressel and Frances ljéllislc;_ (1969, p.35).*
. ST AU B

) 3ngert Dubbin iﬁﬁf’l‘hbmns C. Taveggiz( 1968, p. 8).

N T

. nomics that all students s

prehension and assimilation by.a student in one
year of three class hours a week.” \

‘Barnard Haley’s analysis (1967, p. 47), some 17
years later, echoes similar conclusions:

"The broad coverage characteristic of the ele-

'+ mentary course in most institutions also re- -
sults from the attempt to kill two birds with .- _
- one-stone. The course has typjcally been de- =

. signed to serve simultaneously the'objectives
. of preparing prospective economics ‘majors
for advidnced work and of providirg other stu-

dents (whoroften do not take further work in -

the subjecr) with that understanding of eco-

an essential part of a liberal education and a
prepatation for responsible citizenship.’’

Fels (1974) affo lament the same concerns.

Ben Lewis ( ?I})-md, more rcccr;tly, Rendigs

There are a iumber of possjble reasons for the -

. persistence of this ambivalence in the deter-
- minatiomwof proper ebjectives. In the first place,

- goals are rdrely stated in terms of desired and

assessable student performance or behavior.
Goals, rather, are expressed in terms of vague

dhave ‘.. 4s

e

'G.L.Bach (1967), Laurence Leamer (1965), ~ ¢ L

qualities such as “‘understanding,” ‘‘gettinga . |

feel for,”” qr *‘thinking critically’” — with-no_

- stipulation of what students are to understand

and how they are to demonstrate this under-

. standing, or what they miustdo to indicate that

33

they have “‘learned”’ empathy or critical think-"

., ' . PR . .
4 Horace Taylor.(ed.)(1950, p. 56). . ) AR
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* ing. Since instructors have little idea of how have transference to any generalized intellec-
well they are imparting a general economic ¢ -7 tual capacity. An economics course with an in-
perspective or fur\l;riring the skills or habits of strumental prientation might cmphasxzc per- !}
scientific inquiry, they cease to operationally *  sonal ﬁnancc Or.consumer economics., '

utilize such goals. Discussion of these elusive
ob;cctlvcs without a concomitant concern fora
more supportive feedback system becomes a

waste of time. The credibility gap whichfollows
the ill-fated efforts at'goal reformation has lent there will be nothing to build upon for further

learding. Rather, the terminality of the i intro- .-
- a gcncral cynicism and ncgauvtsr‘n toward any duc torygcoursc means that we optimize gs

A hbcral arts orxcntauon views the tetrminal-
: gcrmmal nature of the course. This does not, of *.
course, mean complete. Nog does it mean that

att.cntxon to.educationat goals. - , - though the student were to have no more for-
Furthcrmorc, when ob)cctxvcs are in doubt, . - mal economics. We minimize or climinate that
‘when the instructor turnover is high, and when which pays off only to the major, we.maximize - -
much insttuction is carried out—as in large ° information which will generate further interest
-universities—by graduate, assistants, the result and sclf learning i m thc domain of ¢ ¢conomics.

is @ gradual and perhaps inconscious dxsplacc- .

meht of goal priorities, with the first step on the This view of the coursc is conccmcd lcss with a

roytte toward an ecopomics major (or Ph.D.) - body of knowledge, per se, than with the mode
fevitably #merging asthe dominant - of conceptualization, principles of explanation, i
op eratzomdob;cctwc It has been common to ‘and the natureiof verification with respect to

assert an avowéedly liberal arts orientation; per- * the economic phenomena of choice, exchange
- haps however, su};h an asscmon “only takcsp . and allocation. As Ddniel Bell stated fn his . * -

 effect with a cohcomitant and explicit disavowal *Reforming of General Educdtion (1966, p: 165):
- of preparing majors for the courses in interme- The world is always double-storied: the

. dxatc theory. .. . . factual ordex, and the logical order intposed -
he ' -~ - upanit. The emphasis in the college must be
" The Liberal Art of ECdﬂON'CS - /" less on.what one knows and ‘mgfe o the self-

- Most commentary iq the literature, as well a as conscious ground of knowledge; how one knows
i+ limited empirical evidence, has favored an in-- . “avhdt one knows, and thc principle of thc rele-
~“ ‘troductory economics with a liberal arts orien-" vant Sclcctloq offacts

‘e . tation. Themnotion of libergl arts enjoys exten- '
sive use and general homage among acadcml- " The cconomxcs pcrspccnvc isa synthcsxs of
cians. Itis, however, an elusive conccpt to . . method, knowlcdgc and mtcllccrual mind-set

. define, Pamcu]ar]y when used in COﬂ)UﬂCthﬂ +,. Or prcdlsposmon It is'an organic attrxbutc
with’ othcr equally ambxguous conccpts such as . comprised not simply of conceptual parts in
general cducatxon o ) ~ summation, but of a gestalt, which affords a -

. v o - " conceptual power above and beyorid these

One way to speoify thc niature of economics. for " parts. To Kenneth Bouldmg (1958, p. 8), thc* '
liberal arts is to-contrast tl}ls orrcdtatxoh 8 al,-' " intellecyual skills of the cconomist W e
. ternative Prcrcquxsxtc and\ ‘instrumental’’ « % i products of ‘13‘ whole organism so that it is not
oxientations. The prcrcqmsxte oncntatan : W‘ : chqugh to think with our heads and tongues—.

_ serves the major or graduate work Sequignce. | - Wc myst also thmk with ourbowels!”” - *.°
This is not to say that major ‘work in ecafiomics K
. is anilliberal form of cducgtxon But co&tsc TN | follOWS then, that ccono'i‘mcs isa dlstmctxvc .
~'work which only *‘pays off " upon compleri nof  science not for what itdeals with, but for the
.. advanced work—or, perhaps, onbecomifiga: . way in which it approaches; organizes, and ana:
- professional econamis -—surcly cannot advancc "“lyzes data or raw materials. ,One could take sq- . -
the liberal education #f those whio do not tgoon.. . - tiological (Blau, 1964j or even: blologxcal (Daly,
- *--'to this further werk. An instrumental orienta .~ 1968) processes and pose valid'economic i inqui-
“.-. . tion, on the other hand isdirected toward im- -ries. In the wprds of Lloncl Robbms (1932 pp

' mcdlatcly funcnonal ‘hfc nccds" and nccd not : 16 17)
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The conception we have adopted may be des- |, ‘ward process and inquiry may be tfie’'most func:
~ cribed as,analytical. It does hot actempt to . tional for the introductory course:” ;i © ., , o

- The third rationale is ¢fficiency. The present
principles course which attempts to serve both L
. the liberal and the prerequisite functionmay be ™ . ¢
. seérving neither very well and may operationally '
- fayor the orientation with the lowest pay-off

. e on FpartiCular aspect of behavior, the | -
form:dmposed by the influence of scarcity. It -

- pick out écrt’g‘m kinds of behavior, but focus- .

follos from thys, therefore, that jnsofar as e’ .
.- presénts this aspect, any kind of human be-
+ havior falls withisf the scope of économi

ol gt | A imitations - (€ prerequisite to the major). Richard .
oot subjectsmgiefof Boomony: Senne . Rugales (1962) cajms thatof the 0.7 pergent ~ *_*
" savethis. | Thonoon L s eE of Yale undc_;graduatq:s who take the clemen- A
o L e e gary economics course, only 10-15.percent, at .
" There ate at least four reasons for advodating ‘moss ghecgme ¢gonomics majezgand only 3-4 . SL
this perspective as the fétindation for the intro- . percent of these do graduate worki ccapom- - %f
. ductary tourse in economnics. In'the first place, - 7 ics. Eveépif these pcrcentages were mych,
.a centrality of method or inquiry is more mre/- . muchldrger, there remains, accordingto -~ s b

lectually honest than a centrality of description, » Ruggles, *“. . . very little of a cumulative * h
fact| and economic law. Knowledge \'c'dn no , - natureinthe undergraduate currieulum in eco- - -

longer be treated as a self-evident orself- , - ;= nomics.” The graduate schools find mathe- S
exisfing giver revealed'to the intelligentor -~ "%, matics, languages, and related élscl,P!}"flcs—ﬂQ@' Y
diligent secker of truth. Knbwledge.is tegfativé’ - undergraduate:preparation in &ono;@cs——of o

ang contingent. Scientific gonceptions; as Bell |, .-, Breatgst significance for early succts¥in grad- -

, S e TP TSy 49,0 P : :
(1966, p. 159) writes, ‘‘ . .". do aot?mchqt of .: . uate wo;k 1n economics.
some fixed 4 priory, for the selection _?f.faFts_- .+ ' Finally, itis possible that a libe¥al arts orienta-
depends in each case upon.conceptual princi- . tion'is the most effective introductory experi-
ples w,°f the inquiry, and thcsc‘arc_.nlo_t fixed but . . enceeven when measured by the quite tradi-

Sus : C tional criteria of the Test of Economic Under-

S standing and the newer Test of Understanding

Second; a mode of inquiry or perspectiveisa” - i Colfge Economics.5G. L. Bach® and Phillip -

more functional kind of knowledge. Theopera- ©  Saunders (1966) teport that teachers from 20 *

tional longevity of the models and evenof the  “pibp, prestige’” instirutions (inclidingeight ..

téchniques of the cconomist (and all otheraca- . ypiversities, two institutes of techad ogy,and .

demicians) has been drastically shortened. This eight liberal arts colleges) showcg\ﬁlgniﬁcaﬁtly

is the result not simply of the contingency of lower retention of economics principles than

knOWlCdéc., as stated above, bu' ~f*hegreat . - . o0 coming from 50 other liberal arts colleges *

changes in social events; institut, ., an_c\i Prob-  and dfrer only one pr two courses. Similar results - ...

lems whxch dcm;md the-attention °fth¢ ccons . onthe college course are also reported in other ‘

omist. As the knowledge and techniques * | o dies by Bach and Saunders (1970, 1971) and -

learned by the economist 30 years ago aré, in __ by Joseph Klos and B. W. Trenton (1969).

“themselves, grossly inadequate to the tasks of . ) R T , T

today, so might the knowledge and techniques, L Content of Introdactory Economics L

-of today be inadequate far.the problemsof -~ - Wethave said nothing essentially new, of ‘

tomorrow. The vgty roles, in fact; whichwe - course, in optiné}gffa liberal arts orientation .

identify today as “ecanomist’’ or ‘accountant’”’ - 7 the introductory course or seqiience in:e¢onomm+
_or*‘systems technologist’’ may nat fit thé roles. -~ s o A SR

?.f tomor’. To ciee agmp from- Bell (P 157): b 5§ The Fesr oﬁEéénomt’c Understanding is publishcd'by Science . -

- Oﬂly a b - ad grasp of mcth()(!, and of the " Resecarch Associates, Chicago, and was developed for bigh school “

fature of cbnceptua,l_innovation and renovation . use although it has had extensive use at a college level. A i .

can prepare a person forwork'in the dccadé c similar Tes? ofUr_adgrstanding_in Collége Ecomomics-is pgbl'is’he_d e

5 . . . by the Psychological Corporation, New York. R .

,ahead.” By the most practical and-evenvoga. - 2 yenoosicaiCon ) ) L

tional of criteria, a liberal arts orientation to- ~ " * *3ee page 13, this volume. - I o W
B T (| S
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~ ics. If taken seriously, however, this position . gics is most evidedgia the recent rescarchand - . |
. demands a muchgfloscrand more critical scru-  “ Jiterature on the teaching of undergraduate
- tiny of the contedft of this course. We have, at economics. Bernard Haley’s American =
least by implication, asserted that the content Economic Association report (1967) on experi-
of the traditional introductory course (acknowl-  mental activities in clementary economics and
‘edging that this is largely a *‘straw man’’) is ‘Darrell Lewis’ Jo6int Council on Economic’Edu-
not optimal. But what content does one teach cation monograph (1971) on research activities
. toward a liberal arts objective—toward the goal in economic education, both reveal considet-
" of imparting an economic perspective? - -, able experimentation in presentation techni-
' ques (lecture, television, discussion, class..

. - size), programmed in8truction, computer-‘?"‘_

. s 3ypo > ort assisted instruction, games, and simulation.
year test’’ as a griterion for selecting content. Although both Haley and Lewis and similar,
G. L. Bach (1966; p. 9) correctly poses the but less comprehensive surveys by Rendigs

. “quesuon: . o : . Fels(1963,.1969), Keith Lumsden (1970), -
What will the non-major student retain and Henry Villard (1969), and Arthur Welch (1972),
be able to use on his own in thinking about and various other review articles in the Joumal
cconomic iséues five years after he leavesthe  of. Economic Education, all comment on the poor -
course. All evidence onlearning tells us that . - quality of research in the design and analysis of

A number of cconomists and educators advo-
cate the *‘Stigler Hypothesis'’ or the *‘five-

for most students this will, at best, be only a - most experiments, their reports are an encour-
very small set of analytical concepts and, if aging sign of growinig concern and involvement.
 we are successful, an orderly way of thinking . Wwith techniques and resources for the teaching
“carefully and objectively abohvgcconomic' . of introductory economics. Do o
.. problems. L, / a

What is this *‘small set’’ of concepts? Are
* - there, perhaps, 3 number of equally valid -
““small sets’’ and, if so, is there some principle g ) . _ . -
-by which to match set and studcnt?:ArI:: we [Bﬂan tht;ltcac:kmg and learning of ?Conomltﬁsh-l :
able, perhaps, g identify this set oy in retro” utitonly makes seasc to program something
.. 'spect as that which is retained after allelseis 1+ WHSR We are quitcconvinced of the worth of
lost?-Do we teach directly to this set, ordowe - tha; which gocfs mtg the Pm&?i)“‘- Herrnstadt ¢
/. teach some much larger and more traditional (1963, p. 572) found in research on the teaching
* setin the tl;epry chat only throu gh such over- of collegiate cconomics.* . . . an unphcauon |
. teaching can any learning survive the aterition that we have the cart before the horse. We - -
% " of five vears? - seem to adopt new instructional techniques
* fiveyears: _ - - without first asking ‘what we waat to teachto.
Our answers ave cautious and incompléte; how-  whom.'’. . o . r :
-+ ever, we are convinced that content does matter . - e
»: - and that gome of the following guidelines, pre- Perhaps the most valuable research from the
- dicated on our earlier discission, can contribute - perspective of this paper is the work secently .,

Such research is valuable 4nd must be contin- .
-ued. We stand to benefit greatly from knowl- ~
edge of how to more effectively and efficiently *

-, toamore pedagogically rational and econom- developed by Alleg Kelley (1972) at the Univer- -

" " ically efficient course in introductory _ sity of Wisconsin #nd at Duke University.
' . ecomomics. ¥ ' L Kelley has devef8ped an information-rericval

T , - - system which applies computérs to the teaching
.*~THE INTRODUCTORY COURSE IN . of large sections 6f§tudcnts This approach not .
Lo ECOHOWCS“ PR ) only strives toward the efficiency question of

o T g T Y ' being economical, but, gives promise of contri- -
+ o Strategies, Techniques, and Resourcesofthe  ° pyging directly to the effectiveness of the edu-

..~ 'Introductoty Course o P - -" .. cational process itself. The Teaching Informa-

" The preoccupatioh witlitechniques and strate- tion Processing System (TIPSjot only allows

: » Y H : ., . : " : ' . ) .
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for “‘increased flexibility in meeting needs of

. individual students’’ and the concomitant feed-

* back mechanisms sanecessary for a dynamic -
teaching-learhing process, bit it also has the
potential for both incorporating and research-
ing the course systems approach appealed for
in this paper. It is hopey that further research *
with such teachirig systéms as TIPS will also
systematically examige alternative goals and

~ content for the introductory ccongmics course.

Search for Structure I

As a first step, we must attempt to identify

- those concepts and relationships which form
the structyre of economics: Structure is not, it-
self, knowledge, but is an attribute of knowl-
-edge. It is not an ontological propesty common

. toall knowledge and revealed, slowly and grud-

gingly, to the perceptive learner. Rather, struc-

{

. Contrary to pppular belicf, these ideas are oz -

taught in nearly every introductory course,
Prcscntcd_ » es, amidst a great quantity of

- Marshallian luggage, geometric gymnastics,

and watered-dowm models, but they are not

- taught. To teach is to éffect a change in the

cognitive behavior of one’s students— not just
the few bright ones, but most, if not all, of
one’s students. Untjl we know what students
should be able to do to illustrate their grasp of

+-aHocative efficiency, until we test for this be-

“havipr while time remains to correct any a:?ﬁ- .
/i

ciencies which this test may reveal, and u

_we are prepared to throw away the remainder
*of our syllabus until this concept has been truly

learned, we are only Ppresenting and not yet

ture is a construct applicable in varying degrees

to certain fields of knowledge. Structure has
beerrimparted to knowledge to the degree that
~ the power of this knowledge—to generate new
cons:&;\ts, to order data, to'dccount for phe-
nomeM¥, and to predict events—increases far
more than propertionally as the clementary .-

* concepts becokpe known and related to one

- another. Structure implies a gestalt where the -
removal or rearrangement of fundamental parts

has serious consequences for the system. The
" more serious, the more structured the knowl-
edge; the less serious, the less structured—

teaching. '

We must recognize those concepts, topics, and
skills which may be interesting and even useful
but which do not fall within this core structure.
Economists have been even less willing to ex-

clude than to include, but we feel that such con-

tent clements and skill refinements as the

- balanced budget mulriplier, the kinked demand

curve, and arc elasticity are probably not, in
emselves, essential'to any core structure of -
cconomics. A great many concepts, of cousse, |
may be more or less essential to this core struc-
ture depending upon one’s conception of the.

- nature of the discipline as well as the ingre-

until we are considering virtually unstructured

" knowledge where the total system is nothing
- mdre than a sum of discrete concepts, each of -
which could stand alone. ‘ :

No two economists 'will completely agree on the
content and configuration of this structure for
economics. From thfe few economists who have
contributed to the literature on this question we
could probably find consensus on including
within this *'indjspensible core’’: production
and consumption, trade-offs and exchanges,

tccﬂni_cal and allocative efficiency, equilibrium -

Price and its'requisite assumptions, and the
circular flow of income and money payments..
. Without at least an implicit understanding—

. intuitive and habitual — of these idcas and ..
- their interrelationships, there can be no eco-
‘gomic perspective, .,

dients of the particular learning sequences -
used in furthegance of an essential concept or
relationship. ‘

Our message is twofold. First, we must treat
alternative means to these core donceptdlind
relationships as #ruly alternative and experi-
ment with other, less traditional devices. Sec-
ond, we must scriously consider the opportu- -
nity cost of those non-essential concepts and
relationships with respect to the true learning

*of the structure of economics.
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The institutionalist might deny the existence of

. such a structure as we have defined it. Others,

‘while not denying the “structuredness’’ of the
discipline, might deny the wisdom of teaching
for perspective and disciplinary generaliza-
tions. Whilé we would disagree with the episte-
yology agd educatiorial objectives behind such,
curricula, our thesis should still apply. Content
o SR T s . .
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docs matter, and thc sclcctton of contcnt can
only be Jusuﬁcd by addrcssmg onesclf, on one
hand to the nature of the discipline, and on the
othef, to the cducattonal‘tmsston of the intro-
_ductory course.

* Beyond the Structure

The logical corollary to the nccd for 1dcntnﬁca-
tion of a fundamental structure of economicsis
the need to better rationalize our choice of |
content, which is illustrative of the economic
pcrspccttvc or which has some worth or rele,
vance initself. A chapter on foreign trade, for
cxample, adds little to the ecopomic perspec-
tive except as an illustration and application of

- relative factorial endowments and specializa-

tion as applied to geographic entities with dif-

. fering monetary units. Intcrnational trade may

be the best context either for developing or for
reinforcing such concepts. Or, the specific
social, political, and economic évents associ- °
ated with world monetary crisis may be of such'
importance that they ought to be dealt with,,

" ‘and the introductory economics course is surely

a reasonable context for such a topic. Yet, we
still have an'uncomfortable fecling that thlS
chapter is taught bya great many instructors
for no other reason than its traditional inclusion |
inall prmctplcs texts—a tradition which has
nurtured the misconception that fordign trade-
and balance of payments are indispensible

B parts of the very structure of economics.-

. ., s N
‘.’ PR P
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' ally lgnutcd by theﬁlsmphnc Surely thc con- -

“cepts of social optimizing afe fid more: dnﬁicult

nor any fess rclcyant than the multiple expan-
sion of bank dcpostts upon which such an inor- .
dinate amount of time is spent. Surcly we can- .

- not justify such a ncglcct By the spunous obscr-

- «depth’

vatton that welfare concepts are treated * !
’ at the intermediate and advanced lcv- o
cls. Equally neglected content areas include the <t
traditionally slighted behavioral assumptions - .
.(and the values inplied therein) undcrlymg our, -

or any other, economic system.. .

‘Moreover, analyttcal skills, whxlc undoubtedly
emphasized in‘all of our mtroductory courses,
are rarely explicisly taught. We pay brief .
homage to skills in chapter one of the text and, -
perhaps, in one of our introductory lectures.
Beyond this point, however, students are
supposed to know, or to absorb by classroom

- osmosis, such concepts as independeritand.

- the ability to say how

dependent variables, cqrrclatton and causatton,' C
and postulates and assutnpnons ‘The terms. ~

themselves, of course zare not rtant. Buy - -
ven prifgsition could . -~ -

+ be verified or to analyzea controversy and dis-

tmgutsh among its omponents of value, Jcﬁm-

" tlon or perception. csscnttal to ogr goal of -

The same thmg, of course, couldbe saidfor ..
other ‘‘economic problem’’ chapters and for the

'various institutional approaches — underdevel-
oped countries, the farm | problem, collechive
bargaining, and economic history. Manyof '
these are-of the utmost importance—but not

' necessarily i unportant to the ability to thmk with

* Itis not that these topics should not be taught.

the economist’s pcrspccttvc, .

But they ought to be selected and justified in
comparison with alternative content areas
which have not enjoyed & traditional niche in
the principles texts. Such topics could include-
the economics of poverty and income distribu-
tion, economic decision. theory, the economics
of educanon urban economics, and the éco-

*  nomics of dlscnmmanon Particular attention

must be given té welfdre economics—tradition-

.4

thnnkmg economically.’” C e

) Our,cxpcncncc is that s_tudcnts simply donot

acquire these abilities, and our conjecture is,

-that they fail to'do so because we fail to teach -

these intellectual skills and habits’ dtrcctly We
do not suggést that skills can be taught in a con-.
textual vacuum; obviously, students learn

~ aboutvariables through their workwith, say, thc

.38
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‘ceteris pu ribus. .

determinants of demand..But we must be a bit
less concerned with what s;udcnts candawitha. -
demand schedule and bit more concerned with

whalthey learn of vanablcs causatlon and,
3 -

We arc not advocatmg mo6re content for an
already overfull mtroductory course. Rather, .
we are urging a more conscientious application
of our own knowledge and economic perspec:
tive toward the problems of the introductory.
course in economics. We are faced, essentially,
with the welfare problem of how to optimize

R

learning within the constraints of our inputs—

avadablc tunc, nccds and abllltlcs. of students,
: : : ¢ _ "
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