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RESEARCH ON ECONOMIC EDUCATION IN TWO YEAR COLLEGE$ {
, : ' AN OVERVIEW

+
»

v . o - George 6.  Dawson

AY

. (This introductory statement is similar to a paper
— presented at a- conference on "Strategies for Teaching
' q . Principles or Economics in Two- ~Year, Colleges," Dellroy,
v Ohio, March 31, 19%60. The conférence was conducted by
the Jaint Counc1l on Economic Education and the Ohio
- Council on Economic Educatioh,) .

- [ . . "
. Introduction. . . . ' a3
\ ' - .
_ There appears to be a growing 1nterest in research inYQCOHOmlC

- NI

education in junior and community colleges, although the amount of

-~ research being done at this level is extremely small in comparison

-

with studies at the four-year colled® and university levels. This

-

report is designed to acquaint interested persons with what has

been aohieVed and to suggest areas for -future study [

-

/ hose who‘are paying the bills for education want hard evidénce
¢ . N\

on the effectiveness“of our efforts. WMether they be taxpayers,

\.
organizations'providing grants, accreditation agencies, or what—

s
~

I/—‘\

that what we are doing realij achieves the goals we are supposed
~ A

to b? reaching We can no longer get by,with subjective impressions .

-

vevej, they quite correctly refuse to accept on faith the notion

.

. about how good we are. Even if these external pressures did' not:

-~

) exist~ howaver, there is a second reason for doing research A \\\
'1We&3 designed research project may show us how to be more efficient.

- It might show ys how to ‘save tlme, money, and other resources.——

l

hoy to get better results, and possibly even how to attract more

\ | . | |
\ Sﬁudents ¢ o

- . .
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Research in economic education at the 'college level has been

increasing at an impressive rate. There has been an increase of

1

over 500 percent in the number ‘of studies during the past ten ,
r ) Ed

years -- from about 220 stydies a decade ago to-ovér l200'today.

» N ¥

Note, also, that this work 18’ being done not only by teachers who

‘need to'earn “brownie poifits" for promotion and. tenure, but by

-

such well-establised economists as G.L. Bach, Rendigs Fels,

Campbell McC nnell, Nowi:let's see . .what has T

and Kenneth Boulding.

been ' Ing in the junior and. communlty colleges

TO my'knowledge, ‘there have been at least 85 studles of the

) teacnlng of economics br closely related subjects in two- year

colleges. {By "two-year college" I mean those offerlng freshman

and sophomore level programs only.) Research on the;teachlng of

economics in two—year calleges represents/about seven percent. of

all research on economics educatidbn at.the college level

&

In

»

View of the great 1mportande of the two~— year golleges in our system-

of higher education, and the large nunber .of students attending
. : - .

these instltutions, one wonders if these schools are receiving

2

their fair share of\attention' In an effort to answer that ques-

tion I haVe ‘examined about 60 of the studies. This report provides s

an overwiew of my"flnalngs.

‘ The studies seem to fall into three broad categories. ' First,

-

about 2 percent‘of them might be called fact-findiag studies., ' ¢

The primary purpose of these studies is to find out what is beirng e

v

taught in the two—year colleges, what the economics backgrounds of
the instructors are, What department is responsible for economics

cOurses and the like. Some of these studies deal w1th.two—year ) .

- ¢

‘ . » . - — 4
p _ . o o
. . .
- e N . ‘ 5 }
- ’ - . i ] 6 T - : )
\ .
. ) '
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colleges'exclusively; others are surveys that have coveredi!he

four—year colleges'and universities as well. gbecond, abou

'percent of. the 85 studies mlght be called comparison studies }

The major purpose ?€ these projécts is to compare the effective—

y / "

-~

ness of programs in two-= year colleges wtth the effectiveness of  —

3

instruction in four-year schools and universitles Third,  there

are purely internal studieg -- studies iy which the researchers
have tried to determine whether one approach is more effective //

than another,whether or not student attitudes a¥e changed by an

.
\ I

\ : .
economics course, and wnat variables account for student learning

v

. i L 4
Y » p . .
of economics, to name a few. These are "purely internal” in tke
<.

a

sense that no effort was made to compare the results with those
obtained 1n’£our year colleges of course, there are studiqg-that
7 : o . N

do not fit neatly into these categories. Indeed, some contain S e

elements of all three, and I(have arbitrarily assigned them“to the

. ' . AN .
category that seemed to describe thée major thrust of the study. A

Summary\of the research in each(c;%egory follows. ’5' y

' »

_ [ ¥ . - . .
Fact-finding Studies , ¢ N~ - !

The fact-finding studies can be further qivided ipto those

—~

dealing with the.situation in a single st \be %f3iE_nggiiﬂg”i’”””‘”””“'”

reglon encompassing several states, and those attempting- to obtain

)

the natiOnW1de picture. The 91ngle-state-studies are most numerdus,

L 3

with Califofnia-having-receiyég;the most attention. Indeed, 'one
\\hdy entltled "The Status of EconoOmics in Cert#in Junlor Colleges

~
| | Ll / N ) ’
¥

— f .
B ) . . . / 4
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: ‘8% California" was made as early as 194)1.* I know of only one

——

study covering a region, and that is Jack Sterrett'g "A Compara~
tive Study of Junior, and Senior College Economic Programs in the

. Southeast."[/This tan also be categorized as a comparison study,

.

however.

AS

»-Althou@h’the"single*state'studies maY'be”of“intérest’piimarily

'to those-in the tates covered, they are also useful to others

They prOVLde valuable information to researchers attempting to .

cover the\entire nation., The states that have been studied are

Callforn1a¢ Illln01s, Maryland Mlcnigan, Mlnnesota, New York

»
1

v -

and Texas. :

. : 1% DN
Y

As for natlonwideﬁstudles IVbelleve tnat there have been

tour that fall into the fact—flndlng category. The earliest of

_thegs was my own study, made in 1969, Questionnaires were sent to

.everx accredited two-year college listed in the 1968 Directory of

American Junior Colleges. The response rate was 32_percent (293;_

]

colleges) . Although I cjuld not claim that .this truly represented

the. total population, comparisons of mx\data with single—state

e '

studies and other studiesg, of juplor colleges suggested that a

/ fairly good representative sample had been obtained. A more recent

o

nationwide study was completed by John A. Dopp in, 1977 Dopp sent
: -
-questlonnalres_to 26.4 percent of all two—year;colleges in the

United States (204 schools) .and. reeeived replies from 30.4 percent
N . v ‘

1
2

‘

!

: * See’chknell's study  listed is the bibliography. Most of the

- other, studies cited in this overview are described in greater
( ! *

detail later_in this booklet. p

: G B . : &
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of ghoso polled (62-public colleges). The approach was somewhat
-

similar to mine, although Dopp's study also inj}bded four-year

colleges. The third study was of a aifferent nature. In 1976

L

the Joint Council on Ecqnomic Education sent questionnaires to

. ! . -
~ 600 community colleges; and received about 150 usable replies.

The Joint‘Council study was a‘survey of‘needs as expressed by the
economits’ faculty. )
My own study revealed- that about 74 percent of the colleges
reqUired economics of at least some students (usually bus1ness
" majory), that every respondent ofﬁered at least one economics
‘course (usually principles of economics)*, and that about 14
percent of the students in all responding colleges’were enrolled
in 6n ecgnomics course. (In colleges not requiring economics of
any, stude;t however, onlf)about eight percent elected to take a
course.) Only two perc&gﬁ of the colleges had separate depart-
ments of economics. —fie subject was usually taught in a social

science department orAivision (50 percent) or in a business depart-'

ment (34 perceﬁq). Of the 703 teachers of economics in the 293

colieges, 43 percent were teaching economics exclusively'énd full-

time. Others were either part time instructors or teaching other

a

*

L
%\\\subjects as Well. Only three percent had no degrees in economics,

ut some had minored’in economics or had majored in closely related

) . -
’ , .

{ '
\*a._ "‘\ . ‘ .

. ,
* The number of courses in economigs or closely related subjects

rom one to 10, with three as the mean. All but one offered
iples of economics course. Other fairly common courses .
ic geography, problems of economics, economic history,
finance, and money and banking.. Some offered such unique courses
as "Economic Development and the” Texas Gulf Coast " ‘ e
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fields, such as business administration. . L
. Dopp found that 20 percent of’his’sample offered two types of

principles courses (this was true of 12 percent of -my sample) -~ ,

-
-

one for terminal and one for tfransfer gtudents. The macro to miono
sequence was favored by 79 percent.. The teaohers in Dopp's sample

were somewhat better prepared in the discipline than those in my -
_1 . . - . - . N . B . - - . . e 3

own sample; 15 percent held doctorates and 72 percent had masters

\

degrees. 1I'll have more to.say abo'ft Dopp's atmdy inighe next i
section.* ’ /

The Joint Council's stddy wag designed to find‘out what the
junior_college eoonomics instructors needed and thus they were
asked to rank'va;iousaposeibie progfams. 'Top priority was- given
to regional seminars éﬁd workshops on methods of teaching. economics
in oommunity'oolléges, and to syllabixtepneeenting alternati;e .
-approaches. | |
One other study drew upon ! nationwide sample‘of 200 colleges,k
but dealt - with only one topic =- the demand for Ph D s in community'
colleges. 'Decker asked the respondents to rate five criticisms of -
the use of Ph.D.s in community colieges and found that the,mOst y

v \ .
important reactiorr xZ?Tthat they have "no commitment and soon

b’ |

leave." Second was their lack of teaching skills. Other criti-

Acismsiwere that they were "too narrowly trained:" and that their .

~salary requirements were too high The administrators who answered

this québtionnaire said that a Ph.D. with five specialties and some’ \
. .

researchﬁtraining was .the most relewant preparation for an economics -
} : .

1
t

~

* The fourth study, Jack Friedlander's Science Edu§ tiop in Two-year
Collegea. Economics, was received ad we were preparing to go to ]
press. His study 19 briefly described along with. the otheF sum- - #

 maries later in this bookilet. _ l() : S

BT S

»

e
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instructor, but Decker found that 90 percent of the newly. hired
faculty members had masters degrees
préparation.

K
2

as their highest formal
A
>
_the findings of the ndtionwi

-

N ' Is
The studies coanntratinJ on a‘*single state tend to reflect

. 5 "
states and -- perhaps even more important -- vast differences
among rcolleges within any given state.*

AN

de. studies in a vexy general way. It
should be stressed, however, that one can find differences among
Comparison Studies

4

-

L]

_ ‘ . !
The comparison studies can be divided into two types -- fact-
\

. /
finding and evaluation. The former compare two+year Colleg#b°with
four-year colleges in terms of such things as'courses offeréd,

backgrounds of instructors, and teaéhing techniques used.:

1

latter studies attempt. to determine whether instruction in two-
“ .

Vel

/

)
The
~.] Year pélleges is as effective as instruction in four-year schools.
two-year and four-year

-
-

Dopp's nationwide sample revealed differences between the

\
\
\i

‘colleges in several respects. -As might be
; - W ' : '
expected, the four-year colleges are more likely to have separate

economics departments, and far more of the four-year instructors

A

- held doctofates.(72 percent as compared with 15 percent of the

7 <
juniior tollege ﬁconomics teachers). Althodgh,both types favored

-

the macro to micro sequence, the two-year colleges were

'more
A

* After completing my nationwide study. in 19691 immediately sur-

@

veyed the colleges in New York state, using”the same questionnaire.
New York followed the national pattern in terms of number of courses
which economics is requiréd.

t

offered, emphagis upon the principles course, and the extent to
A greater {pbrcentage of students
. )

s .‘.‘ 11

<
K3

studied economics, however, and the preparation of the instr
was somewhat stronger in terms of degrees in economics.
. .

1

uctors



strongly supportive of this sequence. While 20 percent of the

four~year institutions had . Oone-semester aconomics . courses, only
N

eight percent of the two- year. schbols offered this type. Teachers
in two~year schools had more freedom to select their textbooks,

and more junior college instructore used such devices as films
——— ’ . T s

'tapes, televrsion and overhead projectors in addition to the

.
\

chalkboard. In addition, the two~year college professors were,

more likely to use. written course objectiVes, to require term - //'_

papers (19 percent as compared with 12 percent of the four-year

instructors), to assign magazines and newspapers, to give weekly

quizzes, and to employ such innovative teqénfﬁhes as peer tutoring-,

~

and self*oaced instruction.

A study made by the Economics Department of the University of
Cincinnati in 1974 yielded results similar to- those found by Dopp._
Again, the mas ers degree was the most common degree for two year
colleg economists, and these teachers were more . 1nclined to use
a variety of teaching methods and materials‘/’Respondents from two-
year 1nstitutions gaVe .8trongenw support to the idea of including
the deuelopment of teaching skills in the training of an economics
Ph.D.,~ and were less likely to favor training in research mathe~
matics, and statistics The two—year respondents were twice as' )
lickely to suégort training in admismistration for college teachers

fstudies covering a smngle state or region have obtained reSults

-

Simllar to those yielded by the natlonw1de prOje;:ts. L e

o~ d
Generally, research on effeetiveness of instruction shows that

L]

students in two- yoar colleges know less oconomics and learn lesg"q.

~



" learning less than sthdents_taking principles courses in four-year

i
. -~

than students in‘four—year schools and universities. Mf own study

r

of the teaching of economics'iu some_ two-year colleges in the New.

%

York metfopolitan.region’in 1969-70 showed that the'students were

R . .
e v
[
»

-

colleges.w Indeed, they knew less at the ‘end of the course tﬁan the

four-year students kpew at the beginning. of course, admissions

~ : ’

standards were ‘much’ hlgher in the four-year instltutions It should
!

be noted, too, that there were students in the two-year schools who
were on a par with some of the best students in the colleges and
universities. Replications of this study in a few other states

produced similar results.

Some researchers have tried to find the fPeasons why junior col-

L]
¢

lege students did not perform as wellkas those in fournyear schools.

—

+After maklng a study of the effectlveness of programmed 1nstructlon,

~

.. Lumsden felt that the quality of instruction might be the explana—

tion. The junidr college students participating in his study,

. -however, had spent less time studylng if they were part of the

;polled in regard\to their preferences, the junior college students

the university students.

3

egperimental group using the programmed material (16 hours as com-

pared with 27 for-the'control students). The control section_in the

junior college did about as well as ‘the control sections in the -

universltiesi This is what led Lumsden to opine that the teacher.

- -> . ' R ’ ' . . q
of the control section might have been a better instructor.. When .

L
1

LY . . 1 . . . -
were much more inclined to favor programmed instruction than were
_ 7 ’ . ! '

Weidenaar and Dodson tested nearly 700 junior college students

(% »o-

>

E3)

¢ : ’ ¢
. . :t
A -~ L. . . -
. . i . . \
L) + .
- . . . - .
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in-ten schools in eight states. Finding.that thesg-students did

not do as well as a sample of 306nuniversity 8tudents, they hoted
L}
that the ACT scores of the latter were ansiderably higher They
then adjusted the scores oﬁ\the junior coIlege students by raising
¢

them five points to "achieve a common basis for comparability. -
. N

~Although this raised.the scores on the Test of Understanding in

College Economics by over two points, the post—test\meao of the

. > : _ -

four-year students was still much higher (20.0 as .comparxed:with
- . \\ ! . )

16.5 for the junior college students). All students were using

&

> . * .
similar textbooks and materials, and Weidenaar and Dodson thus hy-

pbthesized that differences”among teachers might explain the poorer

‘showing of the two-year students. (They also tested the junior

¢
college instructors and fiound that there was a positive apd statis-

tically significant relationship between instructor @reparation
T - . 3y

and student performance on the TUCE. The greater the teacher's

. formal preparatlon and experience, and the higher he scored on the -

%

TUCE the bettér the scores of the students | N
Lewis, Wentworth, and Orvis compared students’ in junior col-
leges taking ‘the transfer course with those ‘taking the terminal
. .

Py

: . . J e . y :
economics course, but found ho significanty difference on their

post-test performanCe as measured by thé TUCE. When compared w1tn

students. in four- year schools, however, the junlor college group

achieved lower pre- test scores, lower post-test scores, and lower .

9

gain scores. it was the guess of these re‘ifrchers that the jUDlOr

3

college instructors expected less of their. students than did-the .

;b }
14

four- yearsprofessors,and,thus predlsposed their~students "to lower .

¢ v . .
- . Tl
4 ’ N R
. . _ . . .
* L9 € ) -
»
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their own goals and contribute less to their own achievement'

The notion that economics instruction in two year colleges

|
is inferior has°not gone unchallenged. Y LabinskI tested students

in a printiples of economics course in Rochester Commuriity College
‘* in Minngsota and compared the results with the TUCE scores of four-
year college students. Although the junior college students had a\\

_higher pre test meah and a slightly lower post- test mean, the
< .

post-test difference-was not significant (at the .05 level of

probability). The four-year.students had thus made greater rela-

13

. . \ R A
tive improvement. Labinski noted, however, that his students had

4 performed better than those involved in the Weidenaar—Dodson Study.

: L
Reluctant to accept the hypothe81s that junior college unstructdrs
. |

were 1nferior or that they’ had conditioned their students to lower,

their goals, Labinski argued that junior college students are more

t ~

occupational oriented" and more concerned with practical appli—

cations. Thus, thé& TUCE may not measure the objeét}qes that are

common in swo-year economics courses and may discriminate against

students who hold such objectives. He als®e noted that there is

A

great variation among two-year colleges mith respect to quality of

instruction. ; - ¥
. : . . v

.

In a somewhat related subject"area, principles of marketing,

LaGarce and Howritz “found no difference betwéen the entry-level
) . : : o Ll ' ' '

. . , . o
and exit-level knowledge of students attending Meramac Junior 'Col- -

lege and studénts enrolled at Southern Illinois University. It
i . ) - R . . X ' - :

appears, then, that generalizations are dangerous, and that a great

deal of further research is’ needed to'detdrmine tke veriables that

3 e

v




. > .4 . ‘
learning Qf economics. ' : ,

of academic ability as measured by GPAs, ACT scores, or some other

- 1 2 - ) . - ‘
account faor student differences across .collefjes.

Internal.Studiesx

Nt

There is great variety in these studies, ?nd many of them are

similar to research done in the four—yehr colleges. For example,

»
efforts have been made to ascertain the effects of such variables‘ o

as genddr, age, parents levels.of education, family income,'and

e

urban or rural background on the leArning of economicw s meéasured =TIl

by some sort of objectiVe test, usually a standardized instrument
such as the Test of Understanding in College Economlcs (TUCE). A
few have broken new ground, such as Miller's attempt to find out

-

if, student and instructor learning preferences affect student

e

I't is difficwNt to form generalizathns based on these studies

'because they. differ in terms of their research designs, the statis—

ﬂtical techniques employed in analy21hg the data, the sample popula—

-~

prw 4

tions, the foci of the studies, ad infinitum. Many’ studies seem/tO‘l

support the findings of four-year research in regard to the importance
P N

L]

findicator of such apility. Of course, this variable is usually

most 31gnificant in explaining performance on economics tests.

5

- Students often favdr the experimental methods such as games and

'simulations, programmed materials, Qr small groue meetings, even if

theSe techniques do not result in greater learnlng asi:compared. with
v '“‘

the convent<0nal lecture approach. From this p01nt on, however, the

findings are many and varied ;. 4 N

Males usually do better than females in the four—year colleges,

.‘ . '. . '

16

H
e,
B



S ' - 13 -
L3 . | . a : . .
but'tmis*rarely seems to be the case in the two-year schools. (One

~
study did show that males were more 1nterested in economics, a A
factor that may help to explain the male superiority in learning
economics that has appeared so often in the.four—year.institutions.)
Older students.sometimes do better than their»younger colleagues,
'and the family income and education of parents have been signifi-
cant in some cases. Not surprisingly, the amount of time spent in
studying and the number of lectureg.attended can have an effect'on
learning. iller found this to’ be the case, but his hypothe91s
/’ that students would leakn more if their learning preferences co-
incided with the teacher's preferred mode of instruction was not
sustained.
Qarraty.found that TIPS (Teaching Information'Processtng:System),ﬂ
in which computers are uQEd to help individualize instruction, 4aid
not prove- to be better than the conventional approach, but Thompson
égncluded that TIPS’ dld help to raise scores These conflfcting

results may be qxplained_by differences in-the research design and

Al

-

\in'the stufent_populations tested. . ¢
As with-many of the stuqies made in four-year colleges, the

results are sometimes inconclusive. ~Philips could not prove that

* the use of instructional objectives increased student learning, but

problems in controllingﬂhis experiment may account for this.

- L]

Thompson's study of "PIPS* suggested that:the e*perimental treatment-—
the use of programmed texts ~; aid not give the students an advan- .
tage over those reqeiving ‘conventional instruction, but they did

seem to retain their_knowledge longer. Disaggregating the students

by such criteria as academic ability may be advisable, for at least
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~ ‘
- one study showed that the experimental treatment was more effective

with‘LGﬁ:abiyity students thaé@with ﬁigh-ability\students.
. J" [ .
3

Conclusion

! AY

Some intérestihg and uSefu1QWOrk has been done, but it is clear
that we have,barely begun to scratch the surface. Many studies = __

have sufféréé'from inadequate research designs, limited saques,

N

questionable statistical technifues, and difficultiescmn.exemcia-’ v
ing control over the éxberimental situations. We Lnow that two-
year college -students can and do .learn ‘economics,.but we are not

suye how. There is evidenve that some eéxperimental techniques pro-

< ‘

duce better' results than traditional methods, but we are not sure,
vl ‘ .
which ones/are best, and under what conditions or with what types

of studenzf. We have some -ideas as to why junior college students
. F . - .

do not us ally perform as well as students in four-year institutions
' . 3

but the reasons have not yet been firmiy established. In short, 8 .

‘there is an enormous amount of work to be done in the two-year S

colleges.f‘College administrators or outside aéencies should be
urged to support,the neceséary ;esearch, and econqmists in the

junior and community collegés -- in spite ?f Ehe fact Ehat most are
:probably already o?érburdenéd - should attempt to build some sort‘ >

of research and evaluatidn into their instructional programs. \V///

Y

What sort of research should one do?  The kinds of problems to

. L, : i . ' . [}
consider are too numerous even to mention.*. One thing that as

needed is replication Qf.other studies. Do the findings of other:

ﬂ - ;}_J; i )

* See John J. Siegfried and Rendigs Fels,\,"Research on Teaching
College Ecopomics: A Survey," Jodrnal of Economic Literature,
September 1979, pp. 923-969. This summarizes many previous -
studies and research methods. E '




researchers apply Jewggcther~college or a different Bituation?

Various teaching techniques caﬁ/be tested Bystematicaliy,-or -

 better still -- various c¢ombinations of methods might be tried and

evaluatea. More "]asﬁing effects" studies are needed at 'the two-
year co{lege level. The experimental trehtment might be no better
than %he regular approach in terms of post-test scoref or galn‘
scores, but the exper;mental,group might remember more gconomics a
year later. One ‘type of study that needa?to.be done 1is_a foilow—
up of two-year college graduates atter‘they get into a four~year
institution. How do they do in comparison with other students, -

ceteris paribus? Little has been done to measure the effects of

. - \ . ‘ . .
courses other than the principles course. Hdw effective are the

7/

courses in Money and Banking, Consumer Economics, etc.? Does taking

an economics course affect what students do in other courses?

4

Researchers have  tried to find out if taking other courses, (such

as mathematics) affected student performance in econgmics courses,

but no one.(to my knowledge) has gone in the other direction. .

~

Flnally, those who do decide to - undertake a research project

"~ are advised to do the follow1ng

1. Survey the llterature. Find out what othérs have domne.
Look through all the issues of The Journdl of Economic ve
Education, for example, and read the Slegfried and Fels
article+cited earlier. Read the summaries of the .
studies appearing in -this booklet.‘7 .

2. Don't take previous conclusions at, face value. Many
' studies have suffered from poor de51gns, 1nappro- ;
priate test instruments, inadequate samples, poor o -
. control, and the like. Note, too, that times have .
chdnged. What might have heen true ten years ago may
* not apply to today's students.

¢

19° '. \
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3. Obtain expert advice. Stat18t101an97 ‘econometricians,
educators, and psychometricians can provide valuable
help to the researcher who 18 not trained in prese
disciplines

&

Ask others to review your reseaxch design. Draw up
a tentatlive research design and send 1t to the Joint
Council, to me, or to others wiio have done research
of a similar nature. We might be able to save you a
great deal of agony before you plunge into a project
that may have some design flaws. <
¥ N
5. Use care and'discretion in selecting. measurement
. " instruments. Some of the tests used by.others may not:.
be appropriate for your own classes. Be sure that any - »
test you use ¢overs the content you 1ncluded in your
gourse Try to use up-to- date tests.
6. Avoid technical flaws. Agaln, see the Siegfried-Fels
artlcle, and several issues of The Journal of Economic

Education -~ especially the Fall 1976 issue (" Special
-Section” by Becker, ¥0per,‘and Highsmith), and the

« Spring 1978 issue (article by Craiq. Swan). Be aware

. of such problems as sampling bias, specification

errors, multlcolllnearlty, simul taneous equations
problems -and inappropriate use of OLS.

~7, Disaggreg@te your data.” The TUCE has three types of
questions -- (1) recognition and understanding, (2)
simple application, and (3) complex application.
Students might do well on one type, but not on
another. You might also provide break-downs by N
student ability.. A technique that works well with
high-ability students may not be suitable for low—
.ability students, or vice-versa. ‘There can be _

~ breakdowns by course topics (did they Iearn Supply

and demand but not money and banking?), by student's
major field, and many others.

)’L Include cost/beneflt analysis in your study.'A new
teaching technique may turn out to be cheaper than
-, - the conventional approach; or the experimental treat-
ment might yield higher scores on the TUCE but be
too expen81ve to ad0pt '
9. pon't claim too much.' Most economic education research
5uggests one thing or another; very little research

grovgs anythlng Ce ' , A

."-‘; . N

There are me7L other caveats, of .course, ‘but space does not permit

a thorough discussion of them. No one has yet developed the
. \ -
‘
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perfect research design or conducted - the perfect research prOject.‘

Those with an interest in econonics instructi?h in two-year
colleges are urged to plunge right into the cold-but exhilarating
waters of research and to share their results with colleagues in

the economic Qducatlon network.

), . ) .
A ~

* Ak kA ok Ak

. Note: As-we were pPreparing to send this_report to the printer,
[

we receivedva copy of the manuscript of an important new study,

Jack Friedlander's Science Education in Two-year Colleges:

Economics (Los Angeles: Center for'thé Study of Communlty Colleges,

A
and ERIC Clearinghouse for Junior Colleges, University of

"

Callfornla, 1980). This 1s a, fact finding study based upon a

-

national saimple of —year colleges. It provides more recent
&~

)

. informatl n than ea ller fact- flndlng studles a d\lncludes aspects
not found i any other\study.' A brlef'summgry of this report is

provided later in this booklet;
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; A LIST OF STUDIES ON ECONOMIC EDUCATION IN
TWO-YEAR COLLEGES

Note: In compiling this 1list an_effort was made to include

studies which in any way deal with- the teaching of economics

or closely related subjects in junior and community colleges.

The studies vary greatly in terms of their subject matter,

scope, complexity, research designs and usefulness. No attempt =
‘was made to judge the quality of a study before including it in

this list. It was not possible to obtain a copy of every study
listed. Thus.in some cases the ©nly clue to the content is the
title. It is not claimed that this is a complete list of all . 1-9
regearch at the two-year college level; and the compilér would: :
appreciate it 'if readers would supply him with the titles that

have been ovehlooked. _

, An "asterisk before the author's name indicates that the

study has been summarized in this booklet. .

Albany Center for Economic ‘Education, THE INTRODUCTORY COURSE IN
ECONOMICS IN ‘THE .TWO-YEAR COLLEGE: A JOURNAL OF THE TENTH ANNUAL
CONFERENCE FOR'COLLEGE ECONOMISTS. Albany: Center for Economic Ed-
ucation, 1969. 38pp. ‘ % -
’ : : '

*Alvey, George, ‘et. al., ECONOMIC EDUCATION IN AMERICA: A PLAN
FOR,INCREASED*@FFECTIVENESS.‘New York: NYU Business Education
Program, 1978. 42pp. (See pp. 13 ff. for two-year college study.)

*Baer, John W., LEVEL OF ECONOMIC THEORY IN MARYLAND COMMUNITY )
COLLEGES. Arnmold, Maryland: Anne Arunq§1 Community College, r.d.

llpp.

' *Barr; Saul 2., ahd,Carr/.Glenna D., "Influences df Teaching

{

Methods and Personality on Junior College Students in Macroeconomic
.PrincipYes." THE JOURNAL OF ECONOMIC EDUCATION, Spring, 1979. "Vol.
X,No. 2.,'pp. 62-65. - _ , _ y

*

*Barr, Saul 2., INFLUENCES OF TEACHING METHODS AND PERSONALITY ON

UNDERSTANDING COLLEGE ECONOMICS. Ed.D. study. Gainesville: The
University of Florida, 1978. (Also Bee .THE JOURNAL OF ECONOMIC

EDUCATION, Spring, 1979, as cited above.) . »

Barr, Saul Z.,'RESEARCH AND PRACTICE IN INTRODUCTORY PRINCIPLES
IN ECONOMICS AT TWO-YEAR COLLEGES. Towson, Maryland: Council on

Economic Education in Maryland, Towson State University, 1980. 7pp.li .

(Research summarized in this paper, is described in this booklet.)
*Becker} Willdam E.: and Salemi,.Michael K., "The_Learning'énd Cost
Effectiveness of AVT Supplemented Instruction: Specification \and
Misgpecification of Learning Models." THE JOURNAL OF ECONOMI ED- |

UCATION, Spring, 1977. Vol. VIII, No. 2, pp. 77-92. | -

i
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*Bellico,.Russell, "Prediction of Undergraduate Achievement in

ECOHONiCﬂ." THE JOURNAL OF ECONOMI? BDUCATION, Fall, 1972rL!81.

IV, "No. 1, pp. 54-55¢ P
“.. . . ) ‘ o 2 .

i

3
3

eRoy, THE STATUS OF ECONOMICS IN CERTAIN JUNIOR COL-
IFORNIA. M.S. in Education. Los Angeles: University
California, 1941. 74pp.

Bucknéll,
.LEGES OF
of Souther

1

| _\n . - .
*Carr, Glenna D., and Barr, Saul 7., PERSONALITY AS A FACTOR IN
BEARNING COLLEGE MACROECONOMICS: USING THE MYERS-BRIGGS TYPE- IN-
DICATOR. Towson, Maryland: Towson State University, 1979. 11pp.

(To be publilshed& in THE JOS;NAL OF EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY.)

*Chesney, Michael T., A CRITICAL ANALYSIS OF ECONOMICS PROGRAMS IN
TEXAS JUNIOR COLLEGES. Ph.D. thesis. Austin: University of Texas,
S 1979. - s

- Curtis, Alan. .+ A STUDY OF THE «#PERSONAL-FINANCE KNOWLEDGES POS-
SESSED BY SELECTED COMMUNITY COLLEGE BUSINESS MAJORS AS RELATED
TO CERTAIN FACTORS. Storrs: University of Connecticut, 2977.

R Dahlquist, John P., THE CHALLENGE OF TEACﬁING ECONOMICS PRINCIPLES
COURSES IN THE URBAN COMMUNITY COLLEGE. San Jose, Calif.: San
Jose State Cgllege, M.A. thesis being planned in 1973. (No info-

rmation on c/mpIetion of thisg study.)

M L

Davié, Walpér A., A DESCRIPTIVE STUDY OF THE CONSUMER EDUCATION
QggRSES.OF ERED BY THE PUBLIC COLLEGES OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
JUNIOR COLLEGE SYSTEM. M.A. thesis. San ‘Francisco State College, 1971.

*Dawson, George G., ECONOMICS IN&%EW YORK'S JUNIOR COLLEGES. New
York: NYU Center for Economic E ucation, 1969. 7pp.

*Dawson, George G., 'ECONOMICS IN TWO-YEAR COLLEGES: A NATIONWIDE
SURVEY. New York: NYU Center for Economic Education, 1969. See

/ ERIC #ED 030 435. For a summary, see Dawson's "Economic Education
in Junior Colleges: Economics Courses-Offered and Required," THE

JOURNAL OF ECONOMIC EDUCATION,. Fall, 1970. Vol. I1, No. 1, pp. 14-

21.

. \
*Dawson, George G., andwgplkgtein, Irving, AN EVALUATION OF INTRO-
DUCTORY ECONOMICS COUR?ES.I SELECTED JUNIOR COLLEQES; New York:
‘ " NYU Center for Econom&ﬁ?_duc tion, 1970. '‘Also see their THE
o TEACHING OF ECONOMICS ,IN-SELE TED JUNIOR COLLEGES OF METROPOLITAN
- ° NEW YORK. New York: New York City Council on Economic Education,

1970. Spp.

*Dawsonls George G., RESEARCH ON ECONOMIC EDUCATION IN TWO-YEAR
COLLEGES. O0ld Westbury, New York: } pire State College Center for
Business & Economic i?ycation, 1980, 19pp. (Paper presented at a

y

conference on "Strategies for Teaching Principles of Economics in
Two-Year Colleges" at/Delroy, Ohio, Mgrch 31, 1980.) :

\
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*Decker, Robert L., "The Demdfo -for Econdbmics Ph.D.s in Community
Colleges." THE JQURNAL. OF ECONOMIC EDUCATION, Spring, 1975, Vol.
VI, No. 2, pp. 127-128." . L

*Dopp, JOhn A., SURVEY OF THE CONTENT AND STRUCTURE QF PRINCIPLES
op CONOMICS COURSES. Bethlehem, Pa.: Lehigh UniVersity, 1977.
octor of Arts disaertation ) Lo
Ebey, Ge ge, ECONOMIC. EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA JUQ OR COLLEGES'
AN EXRLOngORY STUDY. Modesto: California Junior Calliege Assn.
U.S. Bureau of Research. (See Thompson, Walthal, anb Mérson for

similar, research.) \ v

. . \\':E‘
Edwards, Keith J., STUDENTS' EVALUATIONS OF A BWSINEig SIMULATION K
GAME AS A LEARNING EXPERIENCE. Report No., 121. Balti re: Center
for Social Organization of Schools, The Johns HopkinsXUniversity,
1971. 28pp.

p

Elmgren, Chloe I. » CASE STUDIES OF JUNIOR COLLEGE I§TR DUCTERY
ECONOMICS COURSES, TERMINAIL AND TRANSFER. Tentative ti le of Ph.D.
thesis being planned University of Minneéota, 1971. (No informa-
tion on completion ) Coy

Gallo, Joseph C., and Goettle, Richard J., GRADUATE PREPARATION
OF ECONOMISTS TO TEACH IN UNDERGRADUATE INSTITUTIONS. Cincinnati:
' Univensity of Cincinnati 1973. (See next study'listed. )2

*Gallo, Joseph C., Skinner, Gordon S., and Goettle, Richa d J.,
CHARACTERISTICS OF ECONOMICS DEPARTMENTS IN ng YEAR AND| FOUR
YEAR INSTITUTIONS Cincinnati: University of ncinnati, | 1974. 9pp.

*Gallo, Joseph C., Skinner, Gordon S., and Goettle,Richard J.,
,THE GRADUATE PREPARATION OF THE COLLEGE PROFESSOR OF ECONOMICS.
Cincinnati University of Cincinnati, 1974. 1l1pp.

ii
*Garraty, David G., AN INVESTIGATION OF THE EFFECTS OF CONSUMER
ECONOMICS dLASSES ON ATTITUDES TOWARD. THE MARKETPLACE ‘Hgmpton, Va.:
Thomas Nelson Community College, 19 9 9pp. : )

s - ' | :
*Garraty, Dovid G., TIPS IN THE SMALL "‘CLASS SETTING: A GO TROLLED
EXPERIMENT. Hampton, Va.: Thomas Nelson Community Collegg, 1978.
4pp.’ + appendices. (Paper presented at the Virginta\ﬁssociatlon

of Economists Annual Meeting, March 31, 1978.)

£

Imler, J. Donald, RECENT TRENDS IN TEACHING EGCONOMICS ATlTHE
JUNIOR COLLEGE LEVEL. M.S. in Education. Los Angeles: University
of Southern California, 1935 12lpp

*Joint Council on Economic Education, AN ANALXEIS OF NEEDS FOR THE

rIMPROVEMENT OF INSTRUCTION IN ECONOMICS BY COMMUNITY COLLEGE

" FACULTY: A REPORT TO THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE ADVISORY COMMITTEE OF

THE JOINT COUNCIL ON ECONOMIC EDUCATION. New York: Joint Council
o on Economic Bducation, 1976. 22pp.
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Kastner, Harold H. ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS OF COMMUNITY JUNJOR
"COLLEGE EDUCATION. Doctoray study .~Gainesville: University of
Florida, 1962.
*Key, Charles M., EVALUATION OF KNOWLEDGES AND UNDERSTANDINGS -
ACQUIRED BY STUDENTS IN COLLEGIATE ELEMENTARY ECONOMICS APPOSITE
TO 'A SELECTED PROBLEM. Ed.D. study. Bloomington: Indiana University,
.1969. 271pp. University Microfilms No. 70-7991. Also see his prtigles
in the JOURNAL OF BUSINESS EDUCATION March ’ 1970 and BUSINESS

~ UCATION FORUM, October, 1970.

*Kim, Paul Y. AN EVALUATION OF TWO-YEAR COLLEGE STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT -
ON THE TEST OF UNDERSTANDING IN PERSONARL ECONOMICS. Rock Island,
Illinois: Augustana College, 1975. 12pp. Also see his article in
THE JOURNAL OF ECONOMIC EDUCATION, Spripg 1976, Vol VII, No. 24
pp. 104-110. T

\ s,

-Koch, James V., THE FACULTY OF TWO-YEAR COLLEGES: THE CASE OF v
ECONOMICS. Normal: Illinois State University, 1968. ‘lopp. (See , |, *
articles about junior colleges in THE JOURNAL OF ECONOMIC EDUCATION,-
Fall 1970, for the results of this study.) .

*Koscielniak, James,'"The Nature of Introductory Ecohomix8sCourses,”
COMMUNITY COLLEGE SOCIAL SCIENCE QUARTERLY * Summer-Fall 1p75, pp-
52-54; 82. . _

*Ldbinski, P.F., "The Effectiveness of Economics Instruction in Two- .
Year Colleges Revisited " THE JOURNAL OF ECONOMIC EDUCATION Spring
1978, vol. IX, No. 2, pp. 102-106.

*Labinski, P.F., STUDENT ATTITUDE TOWARDS ECONOMICS AT ROCHESTER
STATE.JUNIOR COLLEGE. Ed.S. study. Mankato Minnesota: - Mankato
State University, 1973. §]pp .

*LaGarce, Ra nond, and H/rwitz, Pamela S., "A Comparative Analysis
of Student hievement in 'Principles of Marketing' at a Junior
College and a Four-Year University," THE JOURNAL OF ECONOMIC ED-
UCATION, Fall 1978, Vol. X; No. 1, pp. 50-51. :

-*Lewis, Darrell R., A DECADE OF ECONOMIC EDUCATION IN MINNESOTA:
¢ RETROSPECT AND PROSPECT. Minneapolis: Minnesota State Council on .
Economic Education, 1967. (Relevant portions are included in the
other studies made by Lewis and summarized in this b00k1et ) -

*Lewis, Darrell ‘R., "The Preparation and Professionalization of Eco-
nomics Instructors in Two-Year Colleges," THE JOURNAL OF ECONOMIC
EDUCATION, Fall 1970, Vol. II, No. 1, pp. 22-30. '

’ *Lewis,‘Dhr 11 R.; Wentworth, Donald R.; and Orvis, Charles .C.;’
”Economica/zn the Junior Collegcsf‘ﬂgrminal or Transfer?"” The .
JOURNAL OF” ECONOMIC EDUCATION, Spring 1973, Vol. IV, No. 2, pp.
100 110. , S B




Linn, John Howard, AN ANALYSIS OF THE TEACHING OF CERTAIN ECONOMIC.
TOPICS IN THE CALIFORNIA PUBLIC JUNIOR COLLEGES. EAd.D. study. Los
Angeles: University of Southern Californfa, 1958. 188pp.

Linndus, Vernon F., SURVEY OF THE TEACHING OF ELEMENTARY ECONOMICS
ON THE TWO-YEAR COLLEGE LEVEL. Coolidge, Arizona: Central Arizona
College, 1971. (Reportedly in-progress. No evidence of completion.)

*Iumsden, Keith, "The Effectiveness of Programmed Learning in Elem-

" entary EcOnomics " THE AMERICAN ECONOMIC REVIEW. May, 1967\ Pp. 652-
659. Also see his "Technological Change, Efficiency’, and Programming
in Economic EduCation," in Keith Lumsden, ed., NEW DEVELOPMENTS IN
THE TEACHING”OF ECONOMICS. Prentice- Hall 1967 R

;Machen, Willaxd A SURVEY O ECONOMIC EDUCATION IN SELECTED TEXAS

' "JUNIOR COLLEGES. Masters thésis. hubbock: Texas Tech University, 1972.
‘Manes, Charle&@ ’ GENERAL EDUCATION OBJECTIVES OF ECONOMICS IN THE
PUBLIC JUNIOR COLLEGE. Ed.D. study. Denver, Colorado: Univeppitywof
Denver, 1957. 377pp.. . -

*Memax, Ahmad B., A DETERMINATION OF MINIMUM ECONOMIC UNDFRSTANDINGS

NEEDED BY COMMﬁNITY/JUNIOR COLLEGE GRADUATES IN. MID-MANAGEMENT IN

TEXAS. Doctoral study in p ress in 1980. Houston, Texas,; University

of Houston College of Education, Dept. of Curriculum and Instruction:

Merson, T.B., and Elby, G.W., ECONOMIC EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA JUNIOR
% COLLEGES: AN EXPLORATORY STUDY. Modesto: California Junior College
) Association, 1967 (

*Miller, Jimmie C., ANALYSIS OF THE' EFFECTS  OF STUDENT LEARNING PRE-
FERENCES, STUDY TIME, LECTURES ATTENDED AND ACHIEVEMENT IN ECONOMICS.
East Peoria' Illinois Central College, 1979 17pp. (Paper presehted’
at the 49th Annual Conference of the Southern Economic Association,
Atlanta, Georgia, November 7-9, 1979.)

*Miller, Jimmie C., STUDENT LEARNING PREFERENCES, INSTRUCTOR TEACHING
PREFERENCES AND. ACHIEVEMENT IN ECONOMICS. East Peoria; Illinois
Central Community College, 1978. 8pp. (Paper presented at the Con-
ference on Innovations in Teaching the Introdulctory Course, Virginia
Polytechnic University, Apfil, 1978. Also published in Jeff R. Clark
and W. Robert Sullins, eds,, ECONOMICS: INNOVATIONS -IN . TEACHING THE
INTRODUCTORY COURSE New Yogk Joint Council oziEconomic Education,
1978.

*Miller, Jimmie C. w K
STUDENT VALUES ND ACHIEVEMENT IN ECONOMICS. East Peoria Illinois

Central Community College, l9b5. l4pp. + appendix

Moran, James P., A ROLE THEOR% INTERPRETATION OF THE PREPARATION
7 OF NEW YORK STATE JUNIOR COLLEGF ECONOMICS TEACHERS. University
of Ottawa, 1967 . _ _ ¢
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Niss, Jameb. ECONOMICS EDUCATION IN ILLINOIS COMMUNITY COLLEGES.
Western Illinois University, n.d.

*Pasut, James E., A COMPARISON BETWEEN BCONOMIC UNDERSTANDINGS OF_ _
IOWA COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENTS WITH UDENTS AT IOWA'S THREE
STATE UNIVERSITIES AND NATIONAL NORMS ON THE JOINT COUNCIL ON
ECONOMIC EDUCATION'S "TEST OF UNDERSTANDING IN COLLEGE ECONOMICS."
Iowa City: University aof Iowa Dept. of Business Education, reported

~in progress in 1974. - _

*Phillips, ‘James A., CLASS SIZE EFFECT ON COMMUNITY COLLEGE .ECONOMIC
EDUCATION. Cypress, California: Cypress Junior College, 1971. 8pp.

Phillips, James A., THE EEFECT OF INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES TREAT-
MENT ON ACHIEVEMENT SCORES IN ECONOMICS FOR SELECTED JUNIOR COL-
LEGE STUDENTS. Ph.D. thesis. Los Angeles: University of Southern
California, 1971.

*Phillips, James A., "Ingtructional Objectives and Economic Under-
- standing, wIHE JOURNAL OF ECONOMIC EDUCATION, Spring 1972, vol. I1I,

Nog 2, pp. 112-117. « .-
D

- *Phillips, James A., "Instructional Objectivesfin Community College

Economic Education,"” THE JOURNAL OF ECONOMIC EDUCATION, Spring 1974,
Vol. V, No. .2, pp. 116-118. :

*Phillips, James A., INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVE PRACTICE IN COMMUNITY -
* COLLEGE ECONOMIC EDUCATION. Cypress, California: Cypress College,
1972, 8pp. (Also see ERIC Clearinghouse for Junior Colleges, 1971,

ED-057-788.) :

> . ¥

_ *Phillips, 'James A., SABBATICAL LEAVE REPORT: PART II -- COLLEGE

- VISITS. Cypress, California: Cypress Junior College, 1972. 4lpp.

Poland, Rogert P., IMPLICATION OF SOCIAL, ECONOMIC, AND TECHNICAL
‘TRENDS ON BUSINESS PROGRAMS IN THE PUBLIC COMMUNITY COLLEGES OF
MICHIGAN. East Lansing Michigan State University, 1971.

Ragsdale, Gary R., AN EXPERIMENTAL STUDY TO DETERMINE THE EFFECTIVE-
NESS OF TEACHING JUNIOR COLLEGE INTRODUCTION TO BUSINESS THROUGH
DIFFERING INSTRUCTIONAL METHODOLOGY. EA4.D. study. Tempe: Arizona .
Statg, University, 1971 '

= = ' o L o ___i

€

: *Reichert, Edwin Clark, THE EFFECT OF HIGH SCHOOL ECONOMICS UPON

SUCCESS IN JUNIOR COLLEGE ECONOMICS M.A. the81s. Mlnneapolis-

University of Minnesota, 1933. 39pp. ;}' _ | .

*Riddle, Terry, AN INSTEUMENT FOR MEASURING STUDENT OPINION. ON ECO-
_NOMIC . ISSUES. Richmond, Va.: J. Sargeant Reynolds Community Col-
lege, 1977. 25pp. (Paper presented.-at Annual Meeting of the Virginia
Association:of Economists. Also.see his article "Studént Opinions .
on Economic Issues: The Effects of an Introductory Economics Course"
in THE JOURNAL OF Economxc EDUCATION, Spring 1978 Vol. IX, No. 2,
-1978 Pp. 111- 114 ) S . _ : -

~ . . .
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*Riddle, Terry L, and Frary, Robert B, RELATYONSHIPS BETWEEN ECO-
NOMIC LITERACY AND OPINIONS ON ECONOMIC ISSUES. Lynchburg: Central
Virginia Community.College, 1980. 4pp. + tables and bibliography.

Rieger, Arnold M., THE DEVELOPMENT OF AN INSTRUCTIONAL SOUND FILM-
STRIP AND A MANUAL FOR A BASIC UNIT IN MONEY AND BRNKING COURSES
AT TWO-YEAR COLLEGES. ED.D. study reported in progress in 1974,
New York: NYU School of Education. (No evidence of completion.)

. r *
*Schoenberger, Richard, EVALUATION OF THE LEICESTER PROJECT: AN
EXPERIMENT IN THE TEACHING OF ECONOMIC PRINCIPLES. Worcester; Mass.: ~
Clark University, 1971. N
Smith, Stephen, and Bumpass, Donald L., THE PERFORMﬁNCE 'OF PRINCIPLES : '
" OF ECONOMICS STUDENTS AT OSCAR ROSE JUNIOR COLLEGE. Midwest City, .
Oklahoms: Oscar Rose Junior College, 1974. Spp. { '
) ?Sterrett, Jack, A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF JUNIOR AND SENIOR COLLEGE
) - ECONOMIC PROGRAMS IN THE SOUTHEAST. Brunswick, Ga.: Brunswick -

' Junior College, 1979. 6lpp. (Paper presented at the meeting.of- '
the Southern Economic Assn., Nov. 8, 1979. Also see Saul Barr, ed.,
ECONOMIC EDUCATION IN THE COMMUNITY/JUNIOR COLLEGE. Towson, MA4.:

Towson State University, 1979.) .

Sterrett, Jack, and Barr, Saul 2., A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF JUNIOR
AND SENIOR COLLEGE ECONOMIC PROGRAMS IN THE SOUTHEAST. Towson, Md.:

* Towson State University, 1979. Spp. (Brief summary of Sterrett's
study qiggd immediately above.) ' ‘

*Streifford, pDavid M., PROGRAMMED LEARNING. IN ELEMENTARY ECONOMICS

+ COURSES: AN4EXPERIMENT AND EVALUATION. St. Louis,WMo.: Forest Park
Community College, 1971. 9pp. + appended statistical data. (Also
see his article in COMMUNITY COLLEGE SOCIAL SCIENCE QUARTERLY, ]

Winter, 1972.)

)
-

*Symmes; S. Stowell, ECONOMICS INSTRUCTION IN NEW JERSEY'S JUNIOR
COLLEGES: AN APPRAISAL OF. AN ON-GOING CUORRICULUM PROJECT. New York:
New York University, 1970. 19pp. Unpublished paper.

*Thompson, Fred-A.; Walthal, W.A.; and Merson, T.B., ECONOMICS ED-
UCATION IN CALIFORNIA JUNIOR COLLEGES: AN EXPLORATORY STUDY. :
'Modesto: California Junior College Assn., 1967. (Also published by
U.S. Office of Education, Washington, 'D.C., 1967. 112pp.) .

¢ - JUNIOR COLLEGE ECONOMIC EDUCATION Riverside,‘Cali iverside.

' J
*Thompson, Fred A., ‘GAMING VIA COMPUTER SIMULATION gECHNIQUES FOR
City College, 1968. 68pp. - ¢ >

.‘._\

*Thompsbn, Fred A., "The Interaction of Cognition and Affect: The
Issue of Free Trade," THE JOURNAL OF ECONOMIC EDUCATION, Spring

ﬁThompson, Fred A., "Problems and Prospgcts of Economics Education
in Community Junior Colleges," THE JOURNAL OF ECONOMIC EDUCAT@ON,
Fall 1970, Vol. 1I1I, No. ‘1, pp. 31-38.
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*Thompson, Fred A., "TIPS"“IN A COMMUNI LLEGE SETTING. Riverside,

California: Riverside City College, 1978. 18pp. + appendices. (Also
see ERIC Document No. ED 142 248, TIPS IMPLEMENTATION AT RIVERSIBE
CITY COLLEGE, 1976-77: AN %&PERIMENT_IN EDUCATIONAL INNOVATION, 36pp:
and J.R. Clark and Robert J. Sturm, eds., ECONOMICS: INNOVATIONS IN
TEACHING THE INTRODUCTORY COURSE. New York: Joint Council on Economic
Education, 197 % pp. 53-78.)
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Vance, J.J., A PROPOSED PROGRAM OF ECONOMICS EDUCATION AS PART OF
»  GENERAL EDUCATION IN THE JUNIOR COLLEGES. Laramie: University of
Wyoming College of Education, Bureau of Educational Research and
Sexvice, 1952. 70pp. (Portion of a thesis.) .

wWalstad, William B., THE EFFECTIVENESS OF AN AUDIOVISUAL TUTORIAL
APPROACH FOR TEACHING INTRODUCTORY ECONOMICS IN SELECTED TWO YEAR
COLLEGES. Masters thesis. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, 1975. e~
Aldo see his paper AN ALTERNATIVE TO THE CONVENTIQNAQ THE AUDIO-
VISUAL-TUTORIAL METHOD FOR TEACHING INTRODUCTORY COLLEGE ECONOMICS.
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Center for Ecohomic Education,

1976. 15pp. (ERIC Document No. 124-494.)

*Weidenaar, Dennis J., and Dodson, Joe A., THE EFFECTIVENESS OF ECO-
NOMICS INSTRUCTION IN TWO-YEAR COLLEGES. Lafayette, Indiana:

Purdue University, 1971. 22pp. (Also, see the Fall 1972 issue of THE L
JOURNAL OF ECONOMIC EDUCATION, Vol. 4, No. 1, pp. 5-12.)

Wentwprth, Donald R., THE.EFFECTIVENESS OF A LEARNING GAME FOR
" TEACHING INTRODUCTORY ECONOMICS IN SELECTED®TWO-YEAR COLLEGES.
Doctoral study! Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, 1972.
*Wentworth, Donald R., and Lewis, Darrell R., AN EVALUATION OF A \
\SIMULATION GAME FOR TEACHING INTRODUCTORY ECONOMICS IN JUNIOR
COLLEGES. Minneapolis: Univergsity of Mfnnesota, 1972. 25pp. (Also
see the JOURNAL OF EXPERIMENTAL EDUCATION, Winter, 1973, pp. 87-
96, and THE JOURNAL OF ECONOMIC EDUCATION, Spring 1975, Vol. VI

No. 2 ‘pp.’113~119 )
.

Woodard, F.O., TEACHING ECONOMICS IN THE JUNIOR COLﬂhGE. Wichlta'
° Wichita State University, reported in progress in 1969. (No \_
evidence of completion.) : , e

Wright, W.G., AN EXPERIMENT IN A MULTI-MEDIA BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVES .
APPROACH TO TEACHING FIRST<YEAR COLLEGE ECONOMICS. Welland,‘bntarioz ) N\
Niagara College of Appliedzkrts and Technology, 1972.

Young, Gary Frank, A COST AND - FFFECTIVENE%S ANALYSIS OF THE BE-

HAVIORAL OBJECTIVE LECTURE APPROACH AND THE INDIVIDUALIZED SELF- L
PACED APPROACH TO TEACHING PRINCIPLES OF ECONQMICS Doctoral study S
Ruston: Lotisiana Tech University, 1977. _ N
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of California, 1980. 70pp. (Manuscript.)
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Alvey, George C.; Cheetham, Charlg¢s! Gagion, Marilyn M.;
" Iziengbeaya, Daniel I.; Kramer, Karen; Ryan, Robert M.; gnd
Sapre, P. M, T

Economic EBducation in America: A Plan for Inéreﬂsed Effectiveness..¢

New York: NYU Business Education Program, 1978. 42pp.

- One part of this paper includes a report of the testing of
students in two community colleges in New Jersey. The authors
selected those majoring in Engineering Technology because the en-

_____,_,_____.__.gi,ne_er_ing,.__pr_o.gr,ams .did._notr—r—equi‘re. t-he--s't--udy»Aof----economi-cs»-.- . The-y o e
wanted "to determine the level of economic understanding of a group
thﬁt had not been previously exposed to economic education.' (Page., -
151) Theg develdped a 43-item multiple choice test to measur
student ability to understand and evaltate events reported in e

daily news media. The items were submitted to a panel of three |
oA economists for content validation.
Multiple regression analygis was used to evaluate the effects
of several variables on test scores. These variables were student
, gender, age, education of parents, family income, previous economic
education, and semester in school: The following results were '/
obtained: ' : P :
- Females achieved higher scores than males. . . '
- -Older students did better .thah younger students,
- Students whose parents were college graduates did not
* do as well as those whose parents did not graduate.
- Students with a low family income did better than those
with high family incomes.
- Students who had been exposed to economics Yinstruction
achieved higher scores. (This was the ,most significant

b

variable.) - _ '
; - Firgt-gsemester gtudents did better than fourth-semester
: .students. S -
-

The results from each college were tabulated and reported
separately, and then combined for an overall outcome. The results
were similar for the groups from both colleges. Scores ranged from
a low of 25 to a high of 875 (with 100 Being a perfect score). Yhe
mean fdr all gskpdents (n = 163) was 60.82. The researchers concluded

at most stiigzts "eould not be expected to correctly interpret more
- " than: about s y percent of the economic concepts reported in the:
‘ newspapers and media.," (Page 17.) Item analyses showed that the
2 students did well on some items (such as economic systems, foreipgn
trade, and the market) buf badly on others (such as government pro-
grams, business organizations, and government regulatiohs). - .

']
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Baer, John W. | .

, ,
Level of Economic Theorx\Iﬁ‘Maryland Community Colleges.
. Y -

Arnold, Maryland: Anne Arundel Community ¢ollege, 1979. 1lpp.
(Unpublished Qpper.) ! , *

_ Bdér estimated that at least 50 percent of the college
students -taking economics in-Maryland take their principles’ course

'1n community colleges. He reports on a study made in the fall of

1975 to determine what level of economic theory community college
instructors expect .their students to learn and what. level of cog-
nitive skills they want them to acquire. The study also sought
information on the instructors' academic backgrounds and teaching
experiences.

To !%certain the level of economic theory instructors con- -

sidéb;d essential, the researcher used Fred Thompson's Instruction—

al Objjectives for Junior College Courses in Economics (Washington,
D.C.: ERIC Document Repfoduction Sexrvice, 1969) and the Educa-
tional Technology Center's Behavioral Hierarchy Charts: Economic
Analysig Coumrse (Wadhington, D.C.: -Sterling Institute,,1968).

Each of the 53 selected objectives was classified as to level of "
cogni éye skill in accordance with Bloom's taxonomy . (See .Bénjamin
S. 319 m, Taxonomy of Educational Qbjectives. New York: Longmans,

Green, 1956).

A questionnaire was-.sent to the 41 instructers teaching prin-
ciples of economics in Maryland's 16 state community colleges in
the fall of 1975. Replies were received fram 26 instruotors. In
addition to the section on objectives, the questionnaire’ asked
about teaching experience, a mic training, teaching practices,
and textbooks used. Sﬂdq\\ a s

’ 7o

’

i

I+ was found that 15 pprcent of the respondents had Ph.D.
degreeas in_economics;s 54 percent had masters degrees in economics;
15 percent held MBA degrees; and 15 percent had no Hegrees in
economics or business. A majority (62 percent) belonged to the
American Economic Asgociation. Most. (77 percent) used the lecture
method. The rest uséd the discussion method. Five different text-—
books were being used. : _ e

¥
pe

"Most of the, students were business transfer or business Poca-
tional students. None of the instructors had a list of specific
instructional objectives, many saying that their objectives could
be found in the textbooks. Only two of the 26 instructors expected
their students to learn _.,all of the objectives considered esséntial
by Thompson and the!Sterling Institute, but a majority (%8 percent).

wanted their students to learn 80 percent or more of the objectives.
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Baer concluded that "about one~thir} of the instructors do
? not expect their students to learn many of the essential objectives
in wmicroeconomics and international economics." (PP.6~7.) TFew
expected thelr student®™ to learn any of the "Advanced Theory
objectives." He found that some instructors were avolding advanced
theory in favor of . "the simpler concepts of radical and/or institu-
tipnal economics." (Pagg 7.) The majority of -the instructors did
ejgect their -students to acquire some training on all of the
cdgnitive skills in Bloom's taxonomy (knowledge, comprehension,

application, synthesis, and evaluation). As might be expected, there

was a hign correlation between the number of objectives chosen from
the "Advanced Theory 1ist" and the objective of preparing students
for advanced business and economics courses. There was also a
significant correlation between the number. of objectiyes chosen from

the "Advanced Theory and Thompson/Sterling lists", and whe 'instiructors’

years of experience in teaching at four-yedr colleges and the number
of supplementary readings being asgigned. )

hY

Baer . .noted {hit there jis "a wide variation in the level of
~economic. theory taught at M§}yland. tate community colleges." (Page
9.) The majority of instructors we eaching most of the essential
objectives, but "a large minority" did not expect their students to
learn many of the essential. objectives in microeconomics and in
international economics, Instructors from business departmerts who
had :.th& largest number of sections were most likely to expect
students to learn a smaller number of objectives. -These instructors
expect their students to learn more about public policy issues,

\ howevér. There was no significant relationship ‘between the number
of objectjves the instructor expected. studeMs to learn and the
textbook being used. (Five different textbooks were in use.)

Bﬁer recommended that more data ,be .collected on students in
introductory courses, that economists from varying philosophical
schools (institutional, radical,and Austrian, for example) prepare
lists of "essential" objectives, that objectives be placed in
hierarchies to indicate logical and pedagogical relationships among
them, and that researcn be done to see if.there is a relationship

" between the number of objectives and performance on the Test of
‘Understgnding in Collége Economics (TUCE). He also implied®the need

to detefmine how class size and'departmgntal location affect econdémic

education.
[ 4
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Barr, Saul 2., and Carr, Glenna D.
"Influences of Teaching Methods and Peréonality on Junior College
Students in Macroeconomic Principles{" ~

The Journal of Economic Education. Vol. 10, No. 2. Spring 1979,
.Pp. 62-65. R : ‘

Also.see Barr's EQ.D. study "Influence of Teaching Methods and
Personality on Understanding College Economics," Gainesville: The -
~ University of Florida, 1978,and "Personality as a Factor in Learn- _
ing College Macroeconomics: Using the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator,"
by Glenna D. Carr and Saul Z. Barr, to be published in the Journal
of Educational Psychology. ' : .

A 4

[ 4

This study was designed to find out if the teaching of macro-
economics through’ current events and small-group discussion is
superior to the conventional lecture approach. The experiment took
place in three junior colleges in Georgia in the fall of 1977.
Students were randomly assigned to experimental an . control sec-
tions. The three control classes heard lectures ahd read a standard
principles textbook. The experimental groups heard lectures for
about half the time, but used current events articles as bases for
small-group and all-class discussions the rest of the time. An
observer was placed . in each classroom to record the number of

" minutes spent on each acdtivity.

The 168 students, involved in the study took Part I of the Test
of Understanding of boliege-Economics (TUCE). This was used on a
pre-telst, post-test basis (Forms A and B). " The Myers-Briggs Type.
Indicator (MBTI) was used to establish the pérsonality dimensions
of students and instructors. The four personality dimensions
covered in this test are extraversion-introversion, judgitng-
perceptive, sensing-intuitive, and thinking-feeling. (See' I.B.Myers,
The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator. Princeton, New Jersey: Educational
Testing Service, 1962.) A comparison of the groups in terms of
such variables as age, sex, SAT scores, high school and college .
grade point averages, number of courses taken previously, interest
in the course, and whether the coursé was a requirement or ,an elec-
tive revealed that there was no significant difference between the
control and experimental 'students. Mean pre-test scores on the ‘
TUCE did not differ significantly. o ‘ ] '

R

\h All groups were exposed to the same economics content during

the ten-week periqd of the study. 1In addition to noting gain scores
(difference between pre-test and post-test scores), the researchers
designed a "residual gain score." This was done by making a
prediction based on college grade point average and TUCE pre-test .
Score fqr each student. The predicted post-TUCE score was then
subtracted from the actual score to determine the student's .
‘"residual gain score." Stuq:?ts in the experimental groups did 4

[T ) {-—«‘)——"
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significantly better (.01 level), both in terms of simple gain
scores and "residual gain scores." ) .

Students in the control groups were compared with those in
the experimental groups in terms of personality types. The
students in the experimental sections had higher "residual gain
scores" than stfudents with the same personality types in the con-
trol groups. The MBTI personality dimensions were not important
factors in the learning of economics. That is, there was no
significant relationship between personality type and the learning
of economics in either the control or experimental group:. _ The
experimental method appeared to_be superior regardless of khe
student's personality type.

Finally, the personality dimensions of the instrpctors were -
compared with those of the students to see if having the same
MBTI dimension as the instructor affected "residual gain scores.™
Having the same personality dimension as the instructor did not
affect’ the student's post-test or residual gain scores. Thus, the
instructor's personality dimension did not influence student
learning regardless of the teaching method used.

The authors concluded that the use of discussions and current
events in introductory macro classes "seems to be more effective" .
with all types of students. ; \ '
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Becker, William E. and Salemi, Michael K.

The Learning and Cost Effectiveness of AVT Supplemented Instruction:

Specification and Misspecificatlion of Learning Models.*®

Minneapolis: University'of Minnesota, 1976.

Louis, Missouri, April, 1976.) 25pp.

+

(Paper presented at the Midwest Economics Association Meeting, St.

R

(AVT)
ency of student learning in a community college economic pr

Becker and Salemi~ examined a self-paced audio-visual tutorial

approach in terms of its impact on guantity, cost andfﬁffici—
ciples

course. Tne following questions were raised:

Six community colleges in two states were used.

groups?

Can a learning model be.8pecified, on\the basis of formal
theoretical and statistical grounds, within which learning
can be examined in control—experimental\groups?

Is there -a difference in the quantity'o§ learning as
measured by the TUCE- betweén control an experimental

\

What influence does studéent classgdbmnané\study time have
on learning? ; g

Is the learning produced in theﬁexperimept'l sections

less costly to students than that produced\in the control
groups? :

~

At each collegeé the

same ipstructor taught both a control group using his or her regular
teaching method and an experimental group using David A. Martin's
', AVT package, Introductory Economic Theory. They found no difference
[Lbetween control and experimental groups in terms of gain scores

(post TUCE minus pre-TUCE) . Further student study\| time had little

effect, and there ggs actually a negative correlation between pre-

TUCE scores and st

ent learning. There was no difiference in the

. average cost of learning per TUCE point between the| two groups.

. L is Learnin§; A is Aptitude; T i's Time input; S is
sical learming plant); and u is Random error. \\The ]

as as follows:

. \ )

One of the simple linear learning models used

L=f/A, 1,8 u_/

ituatioﬂ'(phy—
odel says that

learning is dependent (except for the error compﬁﬁéht) on the
. . ® - ' ,#"

Y
. »/ - - P TR wram e mtane e

~

\

' - .. ' ¢
* Also see their axticle in The Jbur
.‘8’

,

-ﬁ \\ -
nal of Economic-Education, Vol.

No. 2, Spring 1977, pp. 77-92.
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student's aptitude (A is. a measure of human capital), time spent in
class and in study, and the environment or situation in whigh the

learning takes place. uch variables as age and sex were no _ "
included on the ground that thé&ir contribution would be reflected in
A. ‘- o |

Although the experimental treatment had no differential effect

‘on learning, there were significant differences in learning across
schools. The negative coefficient on pre-TUCE casts doubt on pre-
" TUCE as a measure of aptitude. Other researchers may want to pay
—- - particular attention to Section III of the paper, "Non Linear Learn-
ing Models and Corregtion for Simultaneous Equations Bias." Here
Becker and Salemi st&dyfthe implications of Y?tting the learning C N
model set forth above, and’'discuss pre-TUCE as an aptitude poOxy.. '« xm.i._
They suggest that a simultaneous equation bias may account for the 'y
highly significant negative pre-TUCE coefficient estimates. The
use of an instrumental variable procedure, such as two stage least
squares (TSLS) is offered as an appropriate remedy. Now the TSLS
pre-TUCE coefficient estimate becomes positive, and this is consis-"
tent with the assumption that pre-TUCE is a proxy for aptitude.
Neverthelégs, they still find no "discernible difference! between
control and experimental group learning; and student ‘time remainb, in-
significant. , o

. T T
Next, they take up the gap clpéing_model. The "gap" iis the
difference between a pgrfect score and the student's prej&es%.score.
It is the distance the student must close to achieve a pe*feét score
on the post—-test. The student's pre-teést score-is then dedugted.

from his or her post-test score, and this amount is dividgd by the
gap. The result is the percentage of the gap actually closed by the
student. For example, if a student needs to gain 10 points to close
the gap between his pre-test score and a perfect score, and he
actually gains only 6 points, then his gap-closing score is 60%. (For
an amalysis of the gap closing model see Frank W. Gery, “Is There a
Ceiling Effect to the Test of Understanding in College Econgmics?"

in Arthur L. Welsh, Ed., Research Papers in Economic Education ¥ New
York: Joint Council on Economic Education, 1972, pp. 35-49.) With

this measure of led¢ning --.the percentage of the gap closed:--

there is a positive relationship between pre-TUCE and studendyain.
However, Becker and Salemi assert that the gap ¢losing model is mis-
Qg;;}fied in at least one way. fthe model predicts that the change /|
s e will be positive for all students, but this fails to account '
for guessing, - Thusg, a student might score higher on théApre~TUCE

than on the post-TUCE.* Becker hnd Salemi dealt with this by drop-
ping those cases for which the ¢ ge scores were negative.. The
coeffieient of pre-TUCE was significantly positive when estimated by:
S TSLS. They urge that "future rdsearch ... strive to collect data '
which will give information on the aptitude of students in- economics
to use either as a replacement for pre~TUCE or as .an instrument for

-y

i€." (. 17.) - .‘ - - ' :
, | K B ’
. ' S . . |
;// - * Several of my own research projects support Becker and Salemi (“
here. =- Gporge Dawson. . N ’
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There was little difference between control and experimental
groups in terms of learning, and student study time was similar for
both. Thue, the added cost of the Martin material - might not be
justified. However, the opportunity cogt of student time differed
because the money value of that time (as measured by the wage rates
carned by ‘working students) varied. The student cost of learning
was less for the experimental group, and this offset all additional
fixed costs'of the Martin package. The average weekly student cost
of learning per TUCE péint, however, was not statistically different.

In congclusion, 1& both the linear and non~linear model spec1—
fications, Martin's AVI package was not found to be superior in
increasing economic learning, and student classroom and study time
did not prove to be & gignificant input. The pre-TUCE effect on
learning wds positive when properly estimated by TSLS. The authors
do not find the added cost of Martin's material to be justified.
They assert that their study provides "a sound statistlcal'modeling
procedure which previously has not been attempted in economic educa-
tion. (p. 21. )

(See the Walstad study, descr4Léd'later, which is closely related to
this one.) ' h .
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Bellico, Russell (/\'
o . v '
"Prediction of Undergraduate Achievement in Economics." o

The Journal of Ecopomic Education. Vol. 4, No. 1. 'Fall~l972,

Pp. 54-55.

~~~~mw{n~this”atudy7-Balltéo~&as“attempt1ng~go"identify variables

associated with academic success in the economics c%rripulum at
the University.of Massachusetts. He developed a mu tiple regres-
sion equation to predict the probable achievement of students -

planning tb major in economics.

_ Attendance at a community college was one of the 18 variables
~felected from the academic records of 92 B.A. candlidates majoring
in economics at the University of Massachusetts. The criterion
variable was the grade point average of advancded courses in
economfPs taken during the junior and senior years. _

Correlation coefficients were calculated to identify the
relationship between the independent variables and the dependent

variable. The coefficient for community college attendance was
~.06736.
GPA" (.6727), social scilence GPA_(.52810), grade average in

“®elementary economics (.52156), and college math GPA (.45736).

L

In developing a pfediction equation, however, Bellico con-
cluded that a regression equnation with two variables was/ most
useful. "The prediction equation with the best combination of tw
variables included community collgge attendance and freshman-
gophomore GPA. The addition to R4 provided by the commgnity

.1148; and that provided by freshman-sophomore

college variable was.
GPA was "~ 4525, _ |

-
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Relatively high R's were obtained for fresMman-sophomore
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Chesney, Michael T.’

A Crltical Analysis of Economics Programs in Texas Junior Colleges.

’ Ph.D. thesis Austin: The University of Texas, 1979.

b ¢

Chesney studied institutional policies, course content, teacher '
preparation, textbooks used, numbers of students enrolled in eco-
nomics courses, and the objectives and attitudes of course.instruc-

. tors in Texas junior colleges. His research was conducted .during.

e the 1977-78 academic ‘year.  Fifty of the: 63 public -and independent -
junior colleges ih Texas responded to his guestionnaire His
findinge were as fOllows°

- Economics was required of students majoring in business,
social sciences, mid-management, and engineering.

- The course content‘emphasized business-related structureb
and practices and "utilitarian factors" as opposed to the
economic literacy approach.

- The_majority‘of instructors held masters' degrees in econo-
mics or business. Only four held a doctorate.

- Fewer than five percent of all students were enrolled in
economics courses. -

- The stated objectives of the courses indicated a concern for
both the utilitardan approacn and the economic literacy
approach. - _ | ) ~

- The faculty memners’wanted more emphasis placed on literacy.

. (

'Chesney also identified a number of problems and needs These-~were
<+ as follows: -’ : ,

- The students'-mathematic¢s backgrounds were inadequate. \
. ’ -‘ ' "é .
- Better counseling was needed to;recoJ'Lnd economics courses
to students, especially to minority students.

- There was dlfflculty in offering a course equlvalent to the
economics course in senior colleges.

#

8= Teaching loads were thought to .be too large, and funds were
needed for equlpment.,‘ -

oy

- ' |
TheJauthor_reco?mended the following:

-

.- -Development’ of more effective means of popularizing economics.

- ™
- Maintaining closer contact with senior colleges and offering

equivalent courses : . oo N

] H . . -
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- Require all gtudents to take two semesters of economics.

S Encouragé'mdre use of field trips, cése studies, guest

- speakers, games, 8imulations, and computer-assisted
_%nstruction.

- Deﬁelop a course in free enterprise for the junior colleges.
- Make economics more interesting for the students and show
them that it ig/ "essential for their economic survival."

R
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Dawson, George’G.
. ]

Economics iﬂ‘EWQ—Year’Collegesz A Nation-Wide Survey.

New York: NYU Center for Economic Education, 1969, 19pp. Mimeo.

ERIC Document No. ED 030 435. : )

Also see Dawson"s "Economic Education in Junior Colleges: Econonmics

Courses Offered and Required," The Journal of Ecopomic Education.

Vol. 2, No. 1, Fall 1970, pp. 14-21.

' *
A questionnaire was sent to every, accredited t&o-year cgilege
in the United States in 1969, ask?hg %%r information on their
e@conomnics courses and the backgrounds of their instructors. Replies
were received from 293 schools, or 32 percént of those listed in

the 1968 Directory of American Junior Colleges. Although he could
not claim that this sample truly represented all junior colleges, {
Dawson noted that it appeared to reflect the total population in }
several respects. For example, 71 percent of all junior colleges

at that time were public, and 73 percent of the respondents were
public institutions. Twelve percent of the sample represented non-
public colleges that had no church affiliation, and this was the
same proportion of such colleges found in the total population.
Church—relate@-schools made up 17 percent of the total 'population
‘and 15 percent of the g:mple. Replies came from 44 states, the

District of Columbia, And the Canal Zone. otal “Junior college
enxollment in the unrepresented states accounted for less than an
percent of all students ‘enrolled in American junior colleges. Dawson
also compared his results for particular states with studies that
had been made in those states and found’his sample data tended to
reflect the Qata obtain€d from the state-wide studies.
- w
Every respondent offered at least one economics course. The

. nhumber of courses ranged frm one to ten, with thred as the mean

The principles course was the most common .pffering -- every schdgl
but Qne offering this course. Other courses offered by more than
ten percent of the respondents were economic geography, economic
history of the United- States, problems of ecanomics, business or
- corporate finance, general economics, and money and banking. ‘The
"general economics" course was offered in addition to the regular
principles course by 12 percent of the sample. Alth h it appeared
under many different titles ‘(such & "Economics for Citizens") it
was usually a three credit course for non-majoxs and was not usually
considered to be: tran rable to a four-year college. - Those offer-
ing several courses t¥nded to reflect the pattern foupd in four-
year colleges, but some offered such specialized coufﬁes as
"Economic Development and the Texas Gulf Coast."

Aboutr 74 percent of the rgggondents.requireé economics of some
students, usually those majoring in businegs or closély related :
fields. About 89 percent -specifically required that business’majogs

'p ‘e »
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take economics, and 16 percent required it of social science
majors. A few required those majoring in pre-law, engineering,
data processing, home economics, agriculture, and education to
gstudy ecodnomics.

The total number of students taking at least one economics
course was nearly 99,000, or 14 percent of the total enrollment in
the 293 colleges responding. In schools that did not require
economics of any student, however, only about eight percent took
an economics course. Data on some colleges that did not respond
were available from state-wide studies, Adding this information -

")} to his own survey, Dawson estimated that at least .157,000 junior
" college students were taking economics courses in 1968-69. - Where

economics was requirkd of some studentg, the principles ~course PR

wag usually the one course the students had to take. A few rer
quired Problems of Economics, Gene al Economics (the terminal
course), economic history, fi ancdf consumer economics, money and
banking, economic,develOpmeyﬁ? or government and business.

- The economics courses were located in a department or divi-
gion of social science in 50 pércent of the colleges tresponding,
and in a business department in 34 percent. (In'a few cases the )
business department was within a social science division.) In fjve
percent of the colleges economics: was jointly sponsored by the
social science and business departments. Only two percent had a
separate economics department. In a very few ingtances, economics
was taught in a department of general studies, the home economics -~
department, or 38 department of history or political gcience.

There were 703 teachers of economics in the 293 regponding
colleges, 43 percent of whom were teaching economics exclusively
and full-time. The others were either part-time instructors or
wee teaching other courses as well. oOnly three percent of the
703 had doctorates in Qcojomics, while 46 percent had masters
degrees, and 13 percent had bachelors degrees in economics. Thus,
. 38 percent of the economics instructors had no economics degrees
at all, although some minored in economics or had degrees in such
related fields as business administration. '
. Finally, the three types of colleges (public, ingependeny?
and church-related) were compared.’ The independents reported a
greater percentage of students taking economics (31 percent),
probably because-many of them stressed business prqQgrams. The
church-related schools were-less likely- to require gconomics of any
" gtudents, had fewer full-time economics beachegp, and offered .
fewer economics courses. For the most part, however, the three #,
. types of colleges followed the same pattern as the total sample
» population. : S ‘ s
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Dawson, Georq? G.

>4

Economics in New York's Junior Colleges.

New York: NYU Center for Economic Education, l969.¢7pp. Mimeo. N

-

. After completing his nation-wide survey, Dawson decided to
make a separate study of two-year colleges in New York State. .
About half of New York's jJunior colleges hadd returned the question-
naire. in the hation-wide study. The same gquestionnaire was then
sent to New York cozleges at had not replied. This resulted in

- & total Jf 45 respofises. There were 64 colleges listed in the
1968 Directory of thé American Association of Junior Colleges.:

Three of the 45 colleges said they offered no economics
courses. The report, then, was based upon the 42 responding col-
'leges that did offer at least one course. The number of courses
offered ranged from one to eight, with three as the mean. The

lon-wide mean was also threpycourses. Defining economics very
~broadly to include statistiCSIa‘d business subjectsg, Dawson found:
18 differept courses being offered in the New York colleges.
Each’ of the 42 college offere&\q principles of economics course,
- and in many cases this%has theix, oply economics course' Money
and banking was offered by 17 petcent, problems of economics by
14 percent, economic geography by 14 percent, and business or
corporate finance by 12 percent. The terminal course ("General
Economics") was offered by only seven percent, as compared with
12 percent for the national sample. = The overall pattern was not
# Much different from that of the national sample, however. (New
York colleges were more likely to offer money and banking and
labor economics, however,) :

About 76 percent of’ the New York colleges required economics
of at least some students, a ‘figure very close to the national
'sample’s 74 percent. Those studying business or related subjects
were most apt to be required to take it. Over 80 percent speci-
fically required the principles course. -

Total enrollment in the 42 colleges was 80,830, with the .

range from 190 to 10,000, and the mean being about 2,000. Abaut

19 percent of all students were taking economigs, as compared with
X14 percent for the national sample. In schools requiring economics
—~of Bome students, about 20 percent of the tQotal student body was

taking this subject. (The national figure was 15 percent.) Where
-economics was not required of any student,  about 12 percent took

it anyway. This wag higher than the eight percent in the national

sample. It was conServativqu\estimated that over 15,000 students

were .taking economics in New York's two-year colleges.

{
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Economics was the responsibility of the social science
" department in 69 percent of the 42 colledes, and of the business

department in 18 percent. (The national pattern was 50 percent
in soclal science departments And 34 percent in business depart-
mants. ) .

N

Half the New York" instructors were teaching economics on &
fulltime basis,. as’ compared with 43 percent nation-wide. Ten of
the schools had no fulltime economics teadher, however, and the
Tmean number of fulltlmo economics instructors was only one.

\

"Eight percent of the 119 instructors reported by the 42 col-
leges held doctorates in economics (the national figure was
three percent); forty percent held masters degrees (46 percent '
nation-wide); and 19 percent held bachelor's deqgrees in economics
(13 percent nation-wide). Thirty-three percent had no economics
degrees, as compared with :the nationwide figure of 38 percent
g ‘Thus, in terms of formal preparation in economics, New York's-

instructors were somewhat better prepared.

: New York followed the national pattern in terms of the number
of courses offered, emphasis upon the principlés course, and the
extent to which economics. is required. 1t appeared that a greater .
percentzae of students were studying economics, however, even ~
‘when the course was not specifically required, and that the formal .
preparation of the instructors was somewhat. stronger than that of ’
the national sample.. -




Dawson, George G.

L3

Thngdaching of Econoplios in Selected Junior Colleges of
Metropolitan New York.’ C S

New York: New York City Council on Ecohomic Education, 1970. 5pp"

N\

Du:&ng the 1969-70 academic year, Dawson administered the Test -
of Bconomic Understanding, Form A, to students,in a junior collage = . .
—~ " In New York CIty and students in a two-year cofllege bn Long Island.
Although 377 students took the pre-test at thel beginning of thelr
one-semester introductory economics course, only 248 took both the
pre- and post-tests. .The four instructors invo in this study
filled out a questionnaire ‘indichting their econqgmics backgrounds
and tgaching experience. :At the end of the coufBe the instructors
¢ompldted another questiodnnaire asking them to indicate the text-
books they used, what assignments they gave, and what the major
content emphasis had been.

o

The students who took the pre-test but not the post-test
achieved a mean séore of 25.050 on the pre—test. Students who took
both testd achieved a mean score of 25.032 on the pre-test. In spite
of the fact that these scores were practically identical, Dawson
excluded the Arop-outs from the study. (The drop-out rate was 34

percent in both colleges.)

2N : For the group as a whole, the post-test mean was 28.359, .with -
an av gain score of 3.327 raw score points. About 22 percent
'_got ﬂsgggescores on the post-test than on the pre-test, however, and
anot Seven percent achieved the same score on both tests. Thus, ’
it appears that about 29 percent gained nothing from the course, at |,
least as the TEU measures economic learning. It is possible, of
course, that the TEU was not an appropriate instrument; although
it had been used widely to measure student progress in college in-
troductory pri iples of economics courses. (It might be noted,
also, that studght unrest was becoming a serious problem on campuses
at the time th¢ post-test was being adminigtered. Many students-
might have felt that the test would not affect their course grades,
and perhaps some did not care. There was a decidedly negative feel-
ing toward tests and other formal reqﬁirements on college crampuses
at this time.) S : .
The Junior.college students revealed a low level of achievement
when compared with students in a number of New York four-year col-
leges.’ Dawson had administered the TEU to over 1,200 studemts in e
several four-year colleges in 1965-66.* The lowest pre-te score - o
achieved by students in any of these colleges was 29.85. wThis was /

* See George Dawson and Irving Bernstein, Tﬂé Effectiveness of Intro-
ductory Economics Courses in H%gp School and Colleges. New York:
NYU Center §or Economlc E&uca; on, 1967. V- ; .
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the mean raw score achieved by 536 students in one college before
they took -the introductory course. Thus, the junior college
students in this sample, after taking an economics course, achieved
a mean raw score below that of four-year college students who had
not yet had a college economics course. Indeed, the junior college
sample did not do as well on the post-test as a group of 1,834.

high school seniors who .had taken a high school etonomics course. .
"1t would be a mistake \to infer from this that all junior college
students do poorxly in economics. In fact, a.number of students did
achieve very respectable gain scores -- sco@gs comparable to those
‘achieved by students in some of New York's most prestigious four=
year colleges. The poor shdéwing of the group aépa whole may be -
accounted for by the fact that these colleges were acoepting stu- :
dents of low academic ability, while the four-year coldeges were ‘
still beind quite selective in their admissions.

<4

Several variables were taken into account in analyzing the
results of this study. "The (ollege attended was not significant.
Less than one point separaté&fthe mean scores of both groups on the
pre-test and on the post-test. The New York City students achieved
an average gain of 3.481 while the Long Island students gained o
3.196 points, but this %ifference was not statistically significant.

"~ Students who had taken economics in- high school did not differ
significantly from those who had not. (In the study of the four-
year college students it was found that students who had taken high -
school economics achieved higher scores on both the Pre-test and
post-test but that the gain scores were higher for students who had
not had high school economics.) : r

The student's major field was not significant. .Ahout half were -
majoring in-business while the rest were scattered over many  sub- la
Ject areas. The business students achieved lower scores than .all

+ other students on both the pre-test and post-test, and achieved a
‘'lower gain score as well. The differénces were pot statistically
significant,. however.

’

The student's gender was not important. Although many studies
, made in four~year colleges show that females do not learn as_much,
o economics as males, the females actually did better in this case.

) The gain score of the females was 3.727 raw score points, ag com- -
pared with 3.178 for males. The difference was not significant. (A
niech larger percentage of males were in their first semester of

' college, and this did prove to be a significant factor.)

‘The preparation and experience of the instructor were also.con-
sidered. Upon examining the untreated data, it appeared that there
was a relationship between student gain scores and t'hge,teachers'_r;."'“"L
preparation in economics and years of teaching experience. Instruc-
tors with the largest number of economics courses on their trans-
cripts and the greatest number of years of experience obtained the
best results. The instructor with the fewest credits in economics

~ / [
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and the least amount of teaching experience got the poorest results.
His students achieved the smallest mean galn, and the percentage of
those who regressed was highest in his claéks. Nevertheless, the
differences between teachers were not statistically signifdicant.

Two different téxtbgoks were being used (McConnell and Samuel-
, 80n), but the text made no significant difference in gain scores.

¥
Three variables did brove to be significant --academic ability
as mealBured by grade point averages, pre-test performance, and the
extent Hf college experience. Scores on the pre-test were related
o cumulative grade polnt average well beyond the .01 level of con-
fidence, but grade point average was even more significant in ex-
plaining the post-test performance. Pre-test performance was
significant in explaining gains, well beyond the .01 level. The/
"extent of college experience" refers to whether the student was if
the first semester of bollege Oor not. The stuQent's age was not
A 1mportant (only 17 percent deviated from the méan age of 19 by mbxe
than one year), but it was clear that the stuydent whd survived one

ing student.e Of course, these results*are not/surprising and are in 1}
accord with a numker of other studies made at the gour—year college
' level. \ ’ :

3

An item analysis was made tofEScertain which.questions-were" -~

pissed most often. Improvement was shown in 39°'bf the 50 items (78
percent of the questions). There' was no change in one item between
-* pre-test and post-test, ,and the group actually regressed on 10 of y
the items. (A one-semester course probSbly does not cover all sub-+
Jects found in‘the TEU.) On the post-test, the majority of students
missed items dealing with international economics (such as the
balance of payments and the efﬁnots of tariffs), banking, monetary
policy, government's farm policy, the interpretation of charts (such
as GNP and CPI graphs)’ productivity and wages, investment and the
business cycle, and business concentration. .

]
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Decker, Robert I,. /
"The Demand for Econromics Ph.D.'s in Community Colleges."

The Journal of Economic Edhc’tion. Vol. 6, No. 2. Spring.i975.
Pp. 13]—128. { .
o)

. . .
4 ) - . . \

Decker sent questibnnaires to 200 randomly selected.iwo*year
colleges in the United States "to determine therzzlidity of various
n-

and the attractiveénss of sever41 possible new pyOgrams as rele-
vant training for teachers in such colleges." (P. 127.) He received:
128 replies. _ . ’

e use of Ph.D.'s in community colleges. The most impor-
tant reactiion was they they have "no commitment and soon leave."
Second in importance was their lack of teaching skills. They were
also seen as being "too narrowly trained." A few found their
salary requirements to be too high. A fifth factor -- "salaries too-
high compared to present faculty" -- was ‘not considered important.
h

The researcher ptoposed four training programs -- a Doctor of
Arts with six economics specialties; a Ph.D. with five specialties,
along with some research training; a Ph.D. in social science; and
an M.A. in economics. The community college administratbrs con-
sidered the Ph.D. with five specialties to be most relevant. . The
Doctor of'Arts, the M.A., and the ‘Ph.D. in social sciences came

The ggspondents~were asked to rate five hygdfhetical criti-

" next in that order.

N

Decker also found that about 80 percent of the respondentsg .did
not have an economics department, and that 90 percent of thé nE&
faculty members hired had earned masters degrees as their highest

degrees. .

~ommurity colleges -~ —
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Dopp, John- A.
| - >
A Survey of the Conteng, and Structure of Principles of Economics .
Courses. '

Doctor of Arts study. Bethleham, Pa.: <Lehigh University, 1977.

. Two-yea¥ colleges were included in this study. Dopp used a
table of random numbers to select a sample of 204 two-year schools,
representing:26.4 percent of all two-year colleges in the United
States. The questionnaire was returned by 62 of these, a return
of 30.4 percent. All were public golleges. .

Dopp found that 20 percent offered two types of pripciples
coursgs, ong for those majoring in business or economics %and
another for jnon-majors. (The-same percentage response was .
received from the four-year colleges.) . Economics was taught by
the business divigi®n in 59 percent of the two-year colleges, and
in an Arts and Sciences division in 41 percent. (These %&Eﬁres
wére reversed for four-year schools.) Four-year schools were -
more apt to have separate economics departments. &Lhe two-year
schools usually placed the course in a business administration
department or a social science depagtmerft.

Only eight percent of Dopp's sample of two-year schools -
offered a one-semester or one-quarter course, as opposed to 20
percent of the four-year institutions. The former were more
likely to favor a macro teo micro sequence -— 79 pg%cent,favoring . -
this arrangement, as compared with 58 percent of the four—-year
colleges. The credit value was three hours per semester. Ninety
percent of- the classes in tworyear colleges were of normal size
(from 10 to 50 students per section), as compared with 75 percent
for four-year colleges. :

¢

As for teacher background, 15 percent of the junior college@{‘
teachers held doctorates, 11 percent were "ABDsS," and 72 percent
held masters degrees. On the other hand, 72 percent of the four-
year teachers held doctorates, 13 percent were "ABDs,! and 14 .
percent held masters degrees. "Five percent.”of the juﬁior college
teachers were part-time instructors, whereas only two /percent of
—A - the four-year teachers were on a part—time basis.

Teachers in two-year schools were freer to seldct their ‘
textbooks; 65 percent reporting that they made the choice, whereas
in four-year schools the choice was made by the
percent of the cases. The chalk-board Was the méin.teaching tool
in both types of schools. Although few ysed oyérhead préjectors,
‘television, computers, audio tapes, or films, the junior college i
teachers were somewhat more inclined to ra&sdrt to these devices.
Very few in either type of school used simulations, role playing,

" field trips, or field work. About 34 percent did report the use

i
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of case studies or issue analysis, however. The use of personal- .

ized or programmed instruction was rare.

Only 14 percent of all respondents assigned term papers, but
the junior college instructors were more inclined to &o so--19 per-
cent assigning papers as compared with only 12 percent of the two-
year college teachexrs. The former were alsp far more likely to use
magazines and newspapers as an integral part of the course--37 per-
cent doing so, while only 18 percent of the four-year instructors
used these publications. There was not much difference between
types of schools in the use of objective tests (73 percent of all
respondents used them) or essay guestions, but the two-yeAr schools
more often gave weekly quizzes (15 percent as compared with six
percent of--the four-year colleges)

The two-year colleges were more likely to have written course
objectives. Both groups of respondents agreed that arn mimportant
objective is to "Prepare the student to become a bgtter informed
citizen through an understanding of our economy and its institutions.
The goal of preparing the student for a professional career was
considered ::i;gbrtant by 93 percent. Developing the students'

$our-year i ructors placing somewhat more emphasis on this. On
D the other hand, the two-year teachers were somewhat more strongly ,
in favor of the "better informed CltlZQﬂ'ObjGCthﬁu /

. j
, Both groups reported the use of faculty performance or coursef\
evaluation questionnaires, with no difference between the groups.
The junior college teachers were more apt to suggest 1nnovat1ve//
eaching methods, however, such as self-paced instruction, peer
tutoring, -oral reports, and having students write ,editorials oy

economio issues. SV ,/

skills in analytical thinking was also seen as important, with the j/

topics and concepts were%stressed. The respondents were "agsked to” 7
check "Not Covered," "Briefly Mentioned," "Adequately Coveved, ' or/
""“Extensively Covered" to each listed topic. The two-year
yeportedly stressed some subjects more strongly,than did f
four-year colleagues. These included capitalism, curren
business organization, GNP measurement, growth of govermmen spend—
ing, publie debt, price ‘indexes, the accelerator stagflatx n, busi-
ness cycles, deposit creation, gold, the Great Depre331on/ MOYPP -
polistic competition, oligopoly, monopoly, anti-trust, resource
prlcing, agriculture, c®llective bargaining, human' ca tal urban
economics, and OPEC. The four-year colleges reported placed more
emphasis upon such topics as Are elastlcity and point elasticity.
These results appear to be baséd upon rather subjective judgments.
Finally, the four-year schools emphasized lectures ‘as the domi-

nant method to a greater extent tRan’'did the -two- year colleges. The
¢ latter were more favorably inclined toward lecture-discussion than.

were the former. Thirty-two percent of all respondents used lec-

tures as the dominant method, and 60 percent ‘used lecture-
,discussion. o €

¥
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Friedlander, Jack

Sciencp Eduﬁation in Two-Year Colieges: Economics. o /
" Los Angeles: Center for the Study of Community Colleges and ERIC
Clearinghouse for Junior Colleges, University of California, 1980,
70pp. ' - -
' o ‘
w-~This-lq?gthy"monograph is part_gka series of twelve dealing /.
with the sclences’ in two-year colleges. The findings are based
upon a-repres%2t4tive national sample of 175 two-year colleges.
Catalogs and class schedules for the 1977-78 academic ye&hézzre
used for data on currddylum. Information on peaching practdces
~n was obtained from questionnaires returned by a Bsample of 69 eco-
nomics instructorsi{ Friedlander also examined a number of .studies
made by others dea ng with economics education in community and - -
junior colleges ' RN
Six'categor;!s of economics courses were esﬁablished on the
basis of the college offerings»J-These were as follows: i
Introductory/General Economics: Non-technical and non-
theoretical eConomics survey ,k courses. ’
Principled of Economics: Convegtional macro- and micro-
economics courses sImilar to those taught "in four-year
colleges. o
Businesg-Related Economics? Money and Banking, Labor s

EconomjCs, Business Economics, Real\ggtate Economics, and
others applying economic priqciples to business situations.”

Technology-Related Economics: COurseszapplying economic
theory to such iIndustries as agriculture, engineering, and
transportation.l g '

Aﬁgkiban Economics and History: Courses stressing the
instxtutional and ‘economic conditions influencing economic

growth.

\ Special Topigs: Courses dealing with specific coquries,
regibns; or groups (women; Blaeks); economic develOpment ;
comparative«systqms;\pr contemporary issues. ~

! \ ' . -

Y

The Principles course was most comﬁQA, with 93 percent -of the i33
cdllegekgoffering this subject. The "Introductory/General" course
was offéred by 33 percent; |\ "Business-Related" courses by 34 per-
cent; “Technology-Related" by 22 percent; "American" by 16. percent;
and "Special ‘Topics" by nine percent. . Nearly 99 percent of all
colleges -offered at.least one economics course. As might be’

S~ . - . - <L : :
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P

: eggégted, large colleges (7,500 students or more) were more
\\‘ﬁ . likely to offer ocourses in any of these‘ateas (excep&%"Technology~
v Related” courses) than were medium (1,500 to 7,499 students) and
small (less than 1,500 students) colleges. Public colkeges offered
more aconomics’ courses than private colleges. Y '

Most colleges used the macro to micro sequence in thair Prin-
ciples courses, and over 43 percent had some sort or prerequisite
for entry into the Principles course. Discrepancies were found
Retween the number of courses listed in the catalogs and those
listed in the class schedules. Aboug 95 percent of the Principles
courses listed in catalogs were alsd found in the class schedules,
but the degree of correspondence dropped to about 79 percent for
General courses, 71 percent for Tech blogy-Related coukxsges, 60
percent for American Economics and H story, 56 perxcent figr Business- «
Related Offerings, and only 36 percent for Special Topics. This
guggests the possibility that "either the catalogs are hopelessly
Qut-of-date or that student demdnd has diminished considexably."

(Page 26 of manuscript.,) Friedlander notes that clasg scHedules

rather “than gatalogs should be used in dekermining a tollege's X

actual offerings. L. ) N

Analysis of the ques ionnaire responses from instructors

indicated that about 82 fercent of the studepts complete their
aconomics courses. This was slightly better than the record for -
anthropology classes, and a bit lower than the retention rate for ‘\\
psychology and sociology classes. Economics teachers were less N
likely to depart frqp the lecture-discussion modeé than were instruc-
tors -in anthropolpgy, pdychology and sociology. Lectures by the .
instructor took up over 63 percent of the class time in economics
courses, but less than 50 percent of the time in the other three
social' sciences. Except for the widespread use of maps, charts,
illustrations, ‘and displays, economics teachers were much less apt
to use such instructional media as films, filmstrips, slides,

' - overhead transparencies, videothpes, and audio recordings than
.their colleagues in anthropology: psychology and sociology. On
the other hand, the economists were moré likely to use handouts,
yewspapers, journals, magazines, and workbooks along “with the
regular textbook. ) ﬂ - '

About 84 percent of the economics insturctors considered it :
"very i ortant“\égat their students learn the concepts of the
discipline, but only about 30 percent thought it very important to
relate the concepts to the student's own values." The teachers in
the other social sciences were more inclined to want students to
relate the concepts of their disciplines to their own values.

The multiple response type of test was the evaluation instru-—
ment most frequently used.by the economists. Nearly 48 percent also
used essay questions, however. Only #&bout 10 percent used papers -
written, outside of class as part of the student's evaluation. The
economics teachers were less likely to use such out-of-class
activities as\ field trips, TV programs, outside lectures, community {

g
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projects, and films‘%?an their cblleagues in the other social

science disciplines. X
In regard to form?l training in economics, about 10 percent of-

the instructors returning  the ¢questionnaire held doctoral degrees,

and about 78 percent held master's degrees. Nearly 70 percent

were employed on a full-time basis, and the majority had had over

three years of teaching experience. This implies that things have

" improved since 1969, when Dawson found that only three percent
"held doctoral degrees, that 46 percent had master's .degreeg as
. their highest degrees in economics,. and that only 43 percent were

teachlng economics on a full-time basis. About 47 percent, of the

instructors had ™total say" in selecting the courde textbooks, and
-over 70 percent were "well satisfied" with the extent to which

they influenced the selection of instructional materials. When
asked what changes were needed to make their courses more effec-
tive, the vast majority (62.3 percent) said "Students Better

Prepared to Handle Course Requirements." (Page 54 of manuscript.)
Other changes that received substantial support (by about a third
of the respondents) were: Smaller Class; -More Media or .Instruc-

" tional Materialls; Stricter Prerequisites; Instructor Release Time

to Develop Course and/or Material; and Professional Development
Opportunities for Instructors. (Page 54 of manuscript.) .

Friedlander ends his report with a list of 21 thiﬁgs-that might

"be done "to stimulate the interest of more students” in economics.
‘For example, he suggests that courses be "aligned to student

educational needs and interests." (Page 62 of manuscript.)
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Gallo, Joseph C.; Skinner, Gordon S.; and Goettle, Richard J.

>

Characteristics of Economics Departments in Two Year and Four Year /
Tnstitutions. " '

'Cincinnati: University of Cincinnati, 1974. 8pp. Mimeographed.

. tr The Graduate Preparation of the College Professor of
Economics,

Cincinnati:  University of Cincinnati, 1974. llpp. Mimeographed.
' o S,

e L @ S
(Also see their article "Graduate Preparation of the Undergraduate
Professor"” jn The Journal offEconomic Education, Spring *»976, .
pp. 128-130.) " LoD - ‘ ~

.
Thig summary combines the findings presented in both papers by
these three authors. The Economics Department of the University of
Cincinnati conducted a survey of chairpersons or heads of divisions
responsible for economics in two-year and four-year colleges. The
sample was made up of schools with at least 600esstudents and which
offered only an undergraduate economics major. The Cass and Birn-
baum Comparative Guide ‘to American Colleges (New York: Harper & Row,
1968) was used in selecting two nationwide groups of four-year col-
leges. The 61 institutions were classified as "highly selective"
Oor "most selective" in accordance with the guide. ~ Twenty-two of
. these institutions’returned the questidmnaire. 'Max Ruseell's The
College Blue Book (New York:gy C.C.M. Information Corp., 1969) was
used 1n gele¢ting a nationwide sample of general four-year colleges.
Sixty-one of. the 186 surveys sent” to these colleges were returned.
-9 Russell's book was also used to select a random sample of 200 two-
year collegks, 61 of which returned the survey.- The qhestiohpaires
covered such topics as institutional characteristics, nature of the
institution's programs, instructional characteristics, and the
career choices of majors. S o ‘

<

In comparing the two-year schools with the four-year colleges,
the researchers found that the former had fewer professors of eco-
nomics (an average of 2.4) than any other institution. The "most.
yselective" schools had the largest number (an average of 6.5). The

"o "most selective" schools also had the largest number of Ph.D. eco-
nomists, whereas only 8 percent of the junior college instructors
~had doctorates. Most of the two-year college teachers had masters
degrees -- 66.6 percent -- while 16.6 percent had bachelors degrees
in economics and 8 percent had no degree in economics. :

hY . " ;
Average enrollments per section were much higher in the two-year -
‘colleges than in any, of the four-year institutions. The lowest en-:
rollment per section was in the "most selective" schools with only
27 students (on .the average) in each section of the principles
course_ as compared with oyer 100 for the two-year schools. . s

In regard to teaching techniques, the two-year instructors were
‘much more inclined to use films, slide projectors, and overheads

SN i S v
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‘than any of the other types of institutions. The "most selective"
colleges were least likely to use any of these devices in their
economics\courses. The situyation was reversed in regard to the use
of computers, however--only 16.4 percent of the two-year schdgls
uded computers ig their economics classes as compared with 80 per-
cent of the "most sele¢tive" four-year colleges. The two-year
instructors had the heaviest teaching load, an average of 14.4 ‘hours
as compared with only 7.8 for the professors in the "most selective"”
colleges and 9.9 in, the "hlghly sélective." The teachers in the
general four-year colleges also had heavy loads, however, with an
average of .13 ho\rs. B -

About 52 peylcent - of the students in the two-year colleges plan-
ned to go on a four-year institution, the‘remalnlng 48 percent
planning to obtain jobs upgn_graduation. The "most selective" col-
leges had the highest percentage of students planning to do graduate

wog} in economics (20 percent).
\

§
The authors concluded- that -these data showed "a marked need for
Economics Departments to offer a wide range of coursesg to meet the
multrgre objectives of their students." For two-year colleges, they
felt at more courses beyond the principles level should be offered,

espe01ally for those stidents directly entering the job market."

In their second paper, the authors dealt with the effectiveness
of the(conventional Ph.D. program in preparing teachers of economics.
As might be expected, the four-year colleges placed fmore emphasis
upon "subject matter competence" than did the two-year schools, L
although the latter also considered it to be very important. Except
for the "most selective" schools, the respondents were in favor of
having graduate students take course work in "other sciences or
social sciences" as well as economiés, and felt that prospective col-

. lege teachers should - be competent to teach in at least three sub-
fields of economics. , \\\ﬂ’“\
" The

All types of schools responded negatlvely to the gtatement:
typical graduate of conventional PH.D. program is well prepared to
assume his teaching responsibilities." All agreed-that some time
should be devoted to giving the graduate student" better .teaching
sktlls, the amount of time ranging -from 13 percent to 21 percent of
his or her time. There were vast differences over how to do this,
however. A majority of the two-year school respondents favored giv-
ing graduate credit for training in teaching skills, and 40 percent
of them thought that the.development of teaching skills should be
theimost important part of graduate training. All satiools suppor%ed

"graduate apprentlceshlp" as a way of developing teachlng skillg,
and all but the "most selective" belidved that ev dence of tea®hing
skill was more important than evidence of research i1l in hlrlng
college teachers. :

The "most selective" schools wanted graduatet students to devote
27.5 percent of their time to research, while the jwo-year respon-
dents saw the need for only 6.8 percent. A majority of the
respondents, except for those representlng the "most select" col-
legeq‘ agreed that conventional Ph.D. programs put too much emphasis

\ » r—.
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upon research training. Fewer than 20 percent of the twO~year
institutions favored the requirement of an original research dis-
sertation, as compared with 80 percent of the "most select" colleges.
The other types of colleges favored the research dissertation, but

only by a "bare majority." All schools supported thegidea of sub-
stituting computer training for foreign languages in "graduate
programs. ’

All types of colleges were in favor of some graduate training
in counseling techniques, for all accepted the idea that professors
should "vieWw the advising of students as an intrinsic part of the
job...." Again, however, there were clear-cut diffierences in terms
O6f the importance of this factor. The "most select" schools would
devote only 1.7 percent of -the student's time to training in coun-
seling, while the two-year colleges urged 9.4 percent.  Nome of .the ... n
‘colleges believed that "grantsmanship" was impoxtant.

Skills in mathematics and statistics were important to 40 per-
cent of the "most select"schools, but to only 22 percent of the juni- -
or college respohdﬂﬁts.a Skills in scilentific writing were not con-
sidered important by any of the schobls.'Wherens only 40 percent of - -
the four-year colleges believed that a graduate program for prospec-
. tive col ége teachers should devote some time to learning’ about the

‘ administgétion, organizatioq, and operation of colleges, 80 percent

' of the two-year respondents supported this element. All suppor ted
the use of comprehensive examinations in graduate schools with the
strongest support coming from the "selective" schools.

The authors tentatively %oncluded &hat there would be a growig% N
market for students trained to teach in undergrad e colleges and
predicted that graduate programs would "move to X porate. more
teaching experience through internship prograns _ /%er_means."

* They feared that such programs might be regarded ¥ 'second-class, "

~ howevet, and that the graduates of, such programs would find it more

difficult to obtain jobs. 'They thought that special programs for
two-year colleges might develop. It was congluded that the "selec-
tive" colleges prepare student's for advance graduate work, while

the two-year col?eges are primarily concerned with preparing students

for‘vocatiOpal opportunities. It was asserted that most Ph.D. /
programs fail to meet the needs of the two -year colleges for fficulty

With EeachingjéK}lls, "ability to guide," and the ability "to ‘ex-

7 press themselves and their subjfcts in applied ways." One explana-
tion for tne fact that junior colleges hire people without doctorates
is that those with masters degrees can "do an adequate job fgh much '
less money." (The authors were quoting a-twg;year college respondent.)

. \ _ i
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Garraty, bavid G.

»

An Investigation of the Effects of Consamer IZlconomics Classes on
Attitudes Toward the Marketplace. ‘

Hampton, Virginia: Thomas Nelson Community College, 1979. 1l0pp.
Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of The Virginia Association
of Economists. (Unpublished.)

Ut

: : )

Garraty administered an attitude tést to studerits in saveral
sections of a Consumer Economics course at Thomas Nelson Community
College in 1978. This course "applied microeconomic principles
of rational decision making to consumer choices." (Page 1.) He
wanted to find out if the course affected attitudes toward the
marketplace, and if students in Consumer Economics differed from
those taking. a traditional Principles of Economics course.
Lundstrom's Consumer Discontent Scale was used.* The Yundstrom
test was administered on a pre and post basis. It was adWminis-—
tered to the five instructors involved, as well as to the students.
Data were also collected on student age, gender, employment statug,
and numbet of dependents (if any). Students in a Principles

‘course were similarly tested.

Analysis of covariance was employed to test for the signifi-
cance of the differential impact of Consumer Economics as
opposed to Principles, controlling for other variables. It was
found that the .Consumer Economics students increased their dis-
content witn the marketplace, while the Printiples students
decreased theirs. The students seemed to be influenced by their

instructors' as well. -

Students who were not employed were more inclined to change than

those who were working. T verall mean change was 1.49, but for
these students it was 11 points. This change was in the direction
of greater discontent in the Consumer Economics course, but a
decrease in discontent in the Principles course. Age was not a
significant factor, nor was gender or dependent status.

Garraty thought that the heavy emphasis given to advertising

in the Consumer Economics course might explain the rise in discon-

tent. As for the difference betwean working and non-working
students, he "felt that perhaps the lack of."real world experience"

‘helped to account for the tendency of thefg n-working. group to
Br

express greater discontent. He suggests )rther research relating
consumer discontent to measures of consumef competency.

3

?
| W )

-

- *See william J.. Lundsttom and Lawrence M. Lamont, "The Development

of a Scale to- Measure Consumer Discontent," Journal of Marketing
Research, Vol. XIII, November, 1976, pp. 373-381.

»
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Garraty, David d.

!

TIPS in The Small Clags Setting: A Controlled Experiment.

Hampton, Virginia! Thomas Nelson Community College, 1978 4pp. +
appendices. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the Viryinia
Assoclation of Economigts, March 31, 1978.

»

The Teaching Information Prbcessing-System (TIPS) was developed
by Professor Allen C. Kelley of Duke University to nelp individual=
ize instruction in large classes. (For descriptions of this systen,
see Kelley's articles in the May 1968 edition of the American Eco-
nomic Review, the May 1972 issue of the AER, t Spring }9373 dissue -
of The Journal of Economic Education, and In Kéith Lumsden, editor, o
Recent Research in Economic Education.)’ Garraty used TIPS in a
small class settlng and measured its effectiveness. His 6tndy took
place during the fall quarter, 1977, in three sections of a course
in principles of economics’ ' ’ >

In using TIPS, one divides the course into imstructional units
lasting about one week. At the end of each unit the student takes a
"survey" to determihe his or her mastery of the concepts contained
in the unit. The results do not affect the student's grade. The
student then receéives a computer print-out apprisimg him or her of
the results of the 8urvey, giving praise for good work, and suggest-
ing steps to take in the case of items missed.* .

Garraty's three experimental sections met jointly~” for lectures
on Mondays and Wednesdays. On Thursdays or Fridays the sections met
separately fdr discussions® There was also a control section that
did not get the computerized surveys. The groups were pre-tested
with a 22-item instrument derived from the micro portion of the Test
of Understanding in College Economics (TUCE) and post-tested with a
similar 22-Item instrument. The post-test counted as part of the
student's grade. The researcher considered gain scores (post-test
minus pre-test), gap-closing scores (post-test score minus pre-test
scoke, divided by the difference between the pre-test score and 22),
and the post-test -score. These were the cognitive output measures
used in the regression analysis. Pre-test score was used as a Proxy -
for student ability, and Garraty controlled for student age, gender,
class, and mathematics background. .

- The model explained anly 15 percent of the variance. Garraty
thought that SCAT scores might have yielded stronger results, but
these were not available for most S ents. He also felt that multi-
collinearity ir-the independent vg#fable data set might explain the
weak results. JActually, the conifol group surpassed the exp€rimental

. o | | _
* See the summary of Thompson's study of TIPS later in this booklet .
for an example of a TIPS print-out.
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group on all three measures (mean post-test score, mean gain score,
and gap-closing score). On the other hand, the ‘experimental group
was more likely to say that the teaching method met student needs,
that the objectives were clearly stated and were achieved, that they
had worked harder on this course than on most, other courses, and that
they developed more positive fealingsrtoward economics as a field of
study. Thgge differences w¢re not statistically significant, however.

Garraty noted that the control group had ®higher percentage of’
males and sophomores, and that their average age was -sliyhtly hjisher
¢ ~than that of tne experimental group. On tne other hand, the exggri—
mental students had a higher mean pre~-test score and had "marginally
higher exposure to college mathematics. " (Page 3.) He concluded
that students enjoy using TIPS (the vast majority favored using TIPS
again). Thus, if TIPS had a negative effect on student cognitive
outcomes, it also had a positive effect on "affective" outcomes. He
suggested ‘that a "more coniprechensive" study be made of the use of
TIPS in small class setgings before firm conclusions are drawn. (There
were 43 experimental students and only 18 controls in this experiment.)

Note: For another study of the use of TIPS in a junior collegék,
see the gsummary of Fred Thompson's paper TIPS in a Community College
Setting later in this booklet. .
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Joint Council on Economic Education

|
An Analysis of Needs for the Improvement of Instruction in
Economics by Community College Faculty: A Report to the
Community College Advisory Committee of the Jolnt Council on
Economic Edugation. . :

New York: Joint Qounoil on Economic Education, 1976. 22pp. Mimeo«

-In-1976- the -Joint Council's Community éollege “Advisory Com-- - -
mittee conducted a national survey of needs as expressed by the
economics faculty in community colleges. Questionnaires were sent
to about 00 community colleges, and-211 responses wera received. (1.
(Over 50 of these were 3iscarded becdause they were.incomplete or &
not filled out correctly.) !

Respondents were asked to rank six programs pertaining to human
'resources The results were as follows:

= 1st Priority:. Regional seminars,and workshops dealing
‘ ' directly with methodology for teaching
) ' economigcs in community colleges. .
L J
2nd Priority: Further graudate-level course work in ego -
nomics for community college instructors.

¢
-

' 3rd Priority: In-service workshops, Seminars, or course
‘work designed by community college instruc-
tors.

4th Prierity: A vehicle to publish research in ‘the teach-
o R ing of economics in community colleges. .

5th Priority: Further graduate level course work in
educatien for community college 1nstructors.

6th Priority: Performance incentives for faculty, such as, -

A a national competition with cash prizes for i
well-developed teachimng units. .

, Next, the respondents were asked to rank 16 suggested programs
pertaining to materials and non-human resources. The results were
as follows: -

= 1st Priority: Distribute several alternative experimental -
approaches in syllabl form for the use of
ecoromic instructors.
2nd Priority: Distribute current materials, such as problem
, * sets, texts dealing with specific issues, etc.
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3rd Priority:
4th Priority:

5th Priority:
6th Priority:

7th Priority:

8th Priofity:

9th Priority:
10th Priority:
11th Priority:

12th Priority:

»

13th Priority=

14th Priority:

15th Priority:

16th Prio}ity:

A
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Distribute pamphlets on such specific economnic

toplcs as energy, inflation, and unemployment.

Distribute recent researchB findings in effective
teaching methods in community colleges.

" pistribute current. audiovisual materials in

econdmics and/or bibliographies and reviews of
audiovisual materials

Provide models for the development of state
economic associations which can promote coopera-
tion betwesen two-year and four-year schools.

Distribute lists of free resources. .
-~ .

Publish frequght newsletters to inform community

college faculty of new developmentgs and resourees.

Develop and distribute nationally normed tests and

evaluatlon instruments. . b

Distribute a bibliography of all research done in
the teaching of économics.

Develop and distribute a teaching manual and
video tapes geared to the introductory course.

. - 14

Develop "and distribute introductory economics
courses, materials, syllabi, etc., geared to the

community college and to specific studeni§g§pups
such as vocational-technical students.

Distribute lists of persons or Centers for Ego-
nomic Education with expertise in varlous facets
of economlcs 1nstruct10n

bevelop a national test bank.

Distribute reviews of available texts and materials

in introductory economics.

Develop and distribute directories of teaching
resources on a regional basis.

(Vo A



Key, Charles M.

Evaluation of Knowledges and Understandings Acquired by Students
in Collegiatc Elementary Economics Apposite to a Selected Problem.*

Ed. D. study. Bloomington: Indiana University, 1969, 271 Pp.
University Microfilm No. 70-7991. Also see the Journal of Business
Education, March 1970, and the Business Education Forum, October,
1970.

This study was conduated in eight public junior colleges in
Florima,. -Several hypotheses were tested by use of the "t" test,
analysis of variance, analysis of covariance, and Pcarson’s
Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient. Over 700 students vere
involved. (

First, the researcher made an inquiry concerning the nature of
~selected content commonly used and emphasized in elementary col-
lege economics courses. A test was then constructed and administered
to 706 junior college students. Item analyses were made, and the
test was refined. The reviged test was used to measure the nature
and extent of achievement in knowledge and understanding of macro-
economlic concepts.

N . .

As might be expected, certain concepts were not mastered as
well as others, but increased numbers of students understood all
the subconcepts after one semester of economics instruction.
Students who had had. prior instruction in macroeconomics achieved
a higher level of performance than qid students without prior in-
struction. Students at large urban public junior colleges di
better than those in small urban tolleges. There was a positi\e
correlation between the extent to which_ instructors stressed parti-
cular concepts and the difficulty experienced by beginning students.
This study suggests that the use of a test as a diagnostic
instrument may help instructors decide on the amount of stres¢;to
be given to particular concepts. -

1

* This summary of Key's study was derived from an abstract pub-
lished in Research in Economic Education: A Review, Bibliography

~and Abstracts by Darrell R. Lewis and Charles C. Orvis (New York:
Joint Councll on Econébmic Educati ¢, 1971) pp. 59-60.
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Kim, Paul Y. - X

"An Evaluation of Two-Year College Student Achievement on the Test
of Understanding in Personal Economics."

“The Journal of Economic Education. Vol. 7, No. 2. . Spring 1976,
pp. 104-110.
(

Kim compared the personal economic understandings of two-year
college gtudents who completed courses-in Introduction to Business,
Consumer Problems, and Econonic Perspectives. The study was made
at the General College, the two-year college within the University
of Minnesota in Minneapolis. The Test of Understanding in Personal
Economics, published by the Joint Council on Economlc Education,
was used on a pre-test, post-test basis. Student ACT composite
standard scores, and scores on the Minnesota Scholastic Aptititude
Test (MSAT) were' considered. 'Of the 187 students enrolled in the

. three courses, 125 were included in the analysis. Thoiﬁ with in-

complete data were dropped from consideration.:

Analysis of covariance was employed to determine the effects
of course, grade level, and the interaction effects of course aqnd
grade level on student achievement as measured by the TUPE. The
covariates qsed were the combination of (1) pre-test scores, (2) ACT
composite sthndard scores, and (3) age. The post-test means were
adjusted by /the three covariates. Students taking Economic Perspec-
tives had fhe highest adjusted mean (35.7) , while those taking
Introduction to Business had the lowest (30.4). The differences
were significant at the .01 level. The adjusted mean for freshmen
was not significantly higher than that of sophomores; thus, it was
concluded that the sign%;icant differences among courses existed

_ﬁor each grade level.

Kim conciuded that student acﬁievement on the TUPE depended_on
the type of course taken. He thought that the Economic Perspectives
.course yielded better results because its content was more nearly in

‘accord with the concepts found in the TUPE. Students in the

Economic Perspectives course probably had more exposure to economic
terminology and conceptual analysis than students in the Consumer
Problems Course. It was also possible, however, that differences in
learning activities, materials used, teaching styles, instructor
background and interests, and interactions between' teachers and.
students accounted for the differences in learning.

P
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Koscielniak,-James

The Nature of JIntroductory Economics Courses.

Palos Hills, Illinois: Moraine Vaiﬁey Community College, 1974.
1lpp. '

Y

Also see his article in Community College Social Science
Quarterly, Summer-Fall, 1375, pp. 82-54 and 82.

.
e

- This 1974 study compared community colleges with four-year
"""" ) colleges in terms of the contgnt,” mode of instruction; approach,
and textbooks used in introductory economics coursesy ques-
tionnaire was sent to 1089 instructors in Illinods colleges and
universities. The 62 who responded represented 23 two-year
schools and 39 four-year colleges. '

[ 4

There was no differencé'between two-year and four-year

colleges ¥n their coverage of national income accounts, fiscal

\ policyy monetary policy, consumer choice, factor markets, and
international economics. The community colleges did place
§xmwwhat greater emphasis upon comparative economic systems,
economic problems, and the history of economic thought, howéver.
(The significance of the difference between number of community
colleges and four-year colleges covering particular topics was
measured by the use of Yule's Q.)

-As for mode of instruction, lectures or lecture-discussion
was used by about 75 percent of all respondents. A greater per-
centage of four-year instructors used lecture or lecture- . :
discussion, however, and the two-year teachers were more inclined .
to supplement their lectures with audiovisual aids.

‘

spondents. \The remaining six percent stressed the history of
economic thought, issues and problems, or concepts and analysis
without distinguishing between macro and micro. There was no
significant difference between two—-year and four-year colleges
in regard to approach.

The maeg;—micro approach was used by 94 percent of the re-

" !

The same textbooks were found in both types of institutions,
with minor differences ‘in the popularity rankings of the five
leadiny books.

rd
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Labinski, P.F,

"The Effectiveness of Economics Instruction in Two-Year Cblleges
Revisited."

The Journal of Economic Education. Vol. 9, No.2. Spring, 1978.
Pp. 102-106. - -

-

Labinski challenged the notion that economics instruction in
two-year colleges is inferior to that in four-year colleges. (See
the Weidehaar-Lodson study and the Lewis-Wentworth-Orvis study.)
He tested 143 students enrolled in Principles of Economics courses
in Rochester Community College in Minnesota during the 1970-71 and
1971-72 academic years.

The dependent variables wer® course grade and post—test scores

.on the TUCE (Test of Understanding in College Economics). The in-

dependent variables intluded financial aid status, major field
(business or non-business), whether or not the student had had col-
lege algebra and college economics, scores on the TUCE pre-test, Py
GPA, ACT, high school rank, age, mother's education and father's
education. Stepwise multiple regression analysis was employed.

ificant in predicting final
r3e were G;E, TUCE pre-—-test

Four variables,K proved to be si
grades 1In the economi®s course. T
score, whether or not the student lYad applied@for financial aid,
and prior course work in economi ACT math \sgores were signifi=
cant when the program was run wifh only five variables. The coef-
ficient of determination (Rg) wa ;43.

When post-TUCE scores were used as, the dependent variable the
same set of independent variables was found to have predictive
strength, but pre-TUCE score, ACT social science score, and mother's
educational background (Bumber of years of formalpeducation) were
most significant. The R4 for these three variables was .49. Add-
ing the other™~independent variables ind?eqsed the RZ to .53.

‘Labinski compared mean pre-test and post-test scores on the

"TUCE with- the ‘scores obtained from the four-year college students

in the natiopnal norming sample, and with _.those obtained from two-
year students in two other studies. Labinski's students had a
slightly higher pre-test mean than the four-year students (14.05

as compared with 13.71), b a slightly lower post-test mean (18<39
as compared with 19.%4)/ The post-test difference (.85) was not
significant at the .05 level of probability. His students achieved
a much higher score than. did those in the Weidenaar-DRodson study
(3.64 poihts higher), which is repoxted elsewhere in this booklet.

On the other hand, the four-year students did make greater
gain§. The absoluté improvement for that group was_5.53 points, as

N ' ‘
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compared with Labinski's 4.34. The relative improvemen% was higher.
The four-year students achieved a mean post-test score 40.3% higher
than their mean pre-test score, while Labimski's students achieved
a relative improvement of 31.0%. - The"gap-closing score" was also
computed. (The "gap" is the difference between the pre-test score
and a perfect score. To obtain the gap-closing score, one divides
the gain score.by the gap. This indicates the extent to which the
Student closed the gap between the pre-test score and a perfect
score. It controls for the "celling effect" bias imposed by the
finite number of questions -- 33 -- in the TUCE.) The gap-closing
gscore of the Sou;;ygar students was 28.6%, as compared with 22.9%
///Epr Labinski's students.
comparing his students with those in dome other junior colleges,
Labinski found that they did better than tho involved in the )
Weidenaar-Dodson study in terms of absolute provement and gap-
closing score. Their performance differed little from tnose tested
by Lewis, Wentworth, and Orvis; ' :
Labinski recognized the limitations of findings based on a
sample of students in one college, but he felt that the. following
alternative hypotheses were worth investigation: =
- . : -
- There is great variation anong two-year celleges
with respect to quality of instruction. A stratified
sample with respect to school size and socio-economic
characteristics of 8tudents-is needed-
= . Junior college students are more "occupational < DN
oriented" and more concerned with practical applica-
tions. . .Thus, the TUCE may not measuye the objectives
N "which are common in two-year ethomiis courses, and
' may.discriminate against courses with junior college

e objectives. . < L. L.

B . = Junior college instrUCtors‘may expect less of their

- students and thus accept poorer performance. :
"Students may internalize their allegedly inferior™ _ R
academic status and lower their own goals." o o T,

, .

- ’ - & - N - : .

SN .. - Lt . - . | .

o IF.s own opinion was.that the first two of thesé'p0381ble egplanatlons_-
were the most persuasive. T - e
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Labinski, P.Ffﬁ\\

qtudent Attinude Towards Economics at Rochester State Junior®
College.

Ed.S. study. _M#nkato, Minnesota: Mankato State University, 1973.
57pp., . ) :

‘During the spring”quarter Of-the 1972-73 academic year,
Labinski tested a sample of 100 sophgmores to determine the re- -
lationshipy between exposuregﬁo introductory economics and student
attitudes./ - The 50 experimerftal students were enrolled in a
Principles of Economics .course or had completed the course in the ’
prev1ous quarter/"The 50 control students had not studied econOmics
in college. .

The test developed by Labinski included questions on attitude
towards economics; questions.dksigned to determine opinions on
economics issues, and questiqns, on economics content. Informa-
tion on economics backgroun jrse work), GPA, -gender, age,
type of high school attended, and family income was obtained.
Labinski was primarily ooncérned with attitude towards economics
as a course, the importance of understanding economigs, and whether
or not economics should be requiréd. Questions to determine con-
servative or liberal positions on economic issues asked the student
to check "strongly agree, agree, undecided, disagree, or strongly
disagree" in regard to such issues as ,the fairness of the U.S. tax

a

/

- system. TO test knowledge of subject matter, Labinski used 10

questions from the Test of Understanding in College Economics
(TUCE), and he referxed to this part of his instrument as MTUCE
(for "mini-TUCE").  His findings were as follows:.

~ There, is a significant association between jnterest in
economics and economics background. .More of the experi-
mental students expressed high or very high interest.
There was no difference, "however, between those taking
economics voluntarily and those required to take it. (A
shall number were taking it as an elective, however. )8‘

- There was a’ Signiflcant association between interest 1&”
economics and GPA. ‘Students with a "B" average or above
were more indlined to be interested in ‘economics than '
were "C" students. . - - '

~ Males were more liRely to report an interest in -economics :
" than females -- 41.0 percent of the former in the experi-
mental group expressed high or' very high interest, while
only 18.2 percent of the latter indicated high or very
high interest. TN I .
N B
'—-. Bge was a factor, in that there’was a significant asso- «
, clatidn betweéen 1nterest in/ economics and economics
- background among. students aged 23 or over. There was no

Lo . .
. hd .
-
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significant association between those aged 22 or under.
Older students were more likely to expressg hign interest
in ecdnomics, »

~ " Students who attendedaurban high schools were more
likely to report high'interest than studente who attended
rural high schools. (igh schools in cibies with a popu~- .-
Jation of 2500 or mofe were classified as urban.)
o .
— The chi square test did not show family income to be-
Significantly related t6 intérest in economics . '

-~ Students classified as conservatives (in.accordance with
the Likert-type attitude scale measuring .opinions on i
econofc issues) éhowed‘more interest in economics than- -
Students considered to be moderates or liberals, - .

- - : e
- There was no significant association betwe;n interest in
economics and economics background among students who
J scored 5 or below:-on thé MTUCE. . (Maximum score$= 10.7)

- - Although- the experimental stydents w&tr more "likely to
say that a general understanding of ec¢onomics is impor -,
tant, the diffexence between them and the control students.
was not statistically significant. (Economics was seen
as being important or very important by 65 percent of
the total saﬁple.)

)

N .

- Members of tHe experiméntaL group* were more- apt to feel
that economics should be required, but the difference =
between them and the controls on this point was not -
statistipally significant. ' '

. § -

— There was no signifﬂbant association between family

income and the student's opinion on economic “idsues.

— - There was no significant association be&ween opinions
on efonomic issues and the student's MTUCE score. ad

- There was 'a significant difference between the groups
in terms of mean scor® on the MTUCE, withgthe experi-
mental group achieving the higher score.J

.Td‘lummarize, the variables that djd have 'a significant bearing
on the association between economics background and interest in
,the subject were GPA, gender, age, type of high school attended
(urban or rural), ana-political“(conservative—liberal) orientation.

: Varijahles that were not statistically significant were family
income, scores on the MTUCE, -and whether economics was taken as a
required course or an elective.

r—-"'/_



LaGarce, Raymond, and Horwitz, Pamela S. -~
b} .

“"A Comparative Analyéls of Student Achievement in "Principles:of
Marketing"” at a Junior College and a Four-Year University."

- : ‘ ’

C A The Journal of Economic Education. Vol. 10, No. 1. Fall 1978.
Pp. 50-51. "
§

- ~

-

The authors compared students in Principles of Marketing
courses at Meramac Junior College and Southern Illinois Univer-
sity in terms of their knowledge at the beginning and at the end
of the courses. Using the textbooks agd manuals assigned in the -
courses, -the authors constructed a 50-1tem multiple-choice pre-
‘test and a similar post-test. -Students were asked to.indicate
their gender, marital status, age, employment status, and academic
.class. _ _ ' - ‘

]

o Means, gtandard deviations, variances and F ratios were
obtained for poth pre-test and post-test, and "t" tests were used
to compare results. The pre-test results were compared with the
demographic variables, and those same variables were analyzed
against post-test results. Separations were then made for the
prewtest*and post-test at the two institutions.

R
* There was no 51gn1flcant dlfference between entry ~level and
‘exit-levdl knowledge obtained by the two ,groups of students. There
"was 4-significant increase in knowledge in both institutions, and
# the knowledge gained was "compatible and similar." (Page 51.)
The aqﬂhors concluded that four-year colleges should therefore
have no reservations aéput accepting the junior college transfer
. course for credit. )

S | | | -
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Lewis, barrell R.

"The Preparation and Professionalization of Economics Instructors
i? Two-Year Colleges." /

The Journal of Economic Education. Vol. 2, No. 1. Fall 1970.
Pp. 22-30. _ ) )

o

Lewis compared soNe of the results of ,Dawson's nationwide
survey "EcOnomicCAa in Two-Year Colleges" (summariZed earlier in
this booklet) with surveyg bmade in Minnesota and in I}linois. He
thought that the\nationalagurvey pight be* biased "because col-
leges with stwong economicsqiaculties probably were more likely

L &N

to regspond to the questionna re it utilized." (Page 22.) He
accepted the national survey®s conclusion that at best only half
of the economics instructors in two-year colleges had masters or
do toratés in economics, and that less than half taught this
sﬁgject on a full-time basis. \ ]

The national survey *doncluded that 38 percent of the teachers
had not majored in ecgnomics either as graduates or undergradu-

ates. Minnesota, ¥ccording to Lewis, 46 percent of the - #
instrucgrs had not majored in etonomics, and in Illinois the
percentage was 70 percent. (The Illinois ‘data were obtained

from James V. Koch's unpublished report "The Faculty in Two-Year
Colleges: The Case of Economics," produced at Illinois State
University in 1968. The Minnesota data came from Lewis's A
Decade_of ‘Economic Fducation in Minnesota, produced by the |
Minneiﬁta Council on Economic Education in 1967.):

Lewis believed that suppf§ and demand conditions explaiqu
these findings. . He noted that the demand for economists was
very high and thus few would accept.employment in two-year col-
leges., The opportunity cost was simply to® hidh:—.The relatively
small number of students ‘taking economics was another possible
explanation. - Lewis pointed .to the results of his Minnesota
survey indicating that junior college teachers tended to feel
frustrated by such things as lack of "prestige" and-inability tqQ
relate to professiopal associations of economists. Finaldy, it
had been common prattice in junior colleges to hire instroctors

who were secondary school teachers. . .
\ . .
N
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Lewis, Darrell R.; Wentworth, Donald R.; and Orvis, Charles C.

'‘Economics in the Junior Colleges: Terminal or Transfer?"
“
The Journal of Economic Education. Vol. 4, No. 2, Spring, 1973.
. Pp. 100-110. .

r

+  Sbme junior colleges offer two economics courses, one of which
is considered "terminag" and one of which is a ‘&ransfer" course.
The former is often a non-technical introduction to economics that
is not intended to replicate the conventional principles course and
may not be accepted for transfer credit by four-year colleges. The
other is very much like the typical principles course in the four-
year college. The authors of this study compared student performance
in the two types of courses, and then compared junior college

.+ Students with fbur-year students in terms of ec‘.pmic learning.

Two junior college instructors in different two-year colleges
in Minnesota were selected to participate in the study, which took
place during the 1970-71 winter quarter. The instructors were
similar in terms of age, experience, training, and teaching style.
Both were teaching the terminal as well as the transfer course in
their schools, and they were using the same materials and course
syllabus. The terminal course, entitled Survey of Economics, was
designed for .students taking their only economics course and .who
were not likely to tgxgnsfer to a four-year college. About two-

./~ - thirds of the course coptent was macroeconomic in nature, and current
issues were stressed. Yive paperback books were used instead of .
the usual standar¥ textbook, and graphs, formulas, and mathematical
models were used sparingly. Th® transfer course, on the other hand,

. was a conventional maqueconomics course using Samuelson's text-
-book. - .

I

2

A total of 226 students in the junior colleges were tested.
The students in the two schools were fajrly well matched in terms
of several student characteristics. The macro part of the Tegt of
Understanding in College Econgmics (TUCE) was used for pre- and
post-testing (Forms A and B, respectively). 7 ' -

’

The researchers feared that the TUCE might be biased in ‘favor
of the transfer group because that group received a more rigprous -
and intensive:exposu;e to the macroeconomic concepts stressed in
Part I of the TUCE. Their reservations proved to be unfounded,
héwever. The transfer students had higher ACT scores, were older?
(by about 1.5 years), and achieved higher pre-TUCE scores. When
controlling for these fiactors, along with pridér” interest in ,
economics, gender and any possible inflyence of ‘the instructor orv
school, it was found that there wasg no significant difference
between the terminal And transfer students in terms of post-course
éerformance. The significarnt predictors of post-TUCE. scores were
pre-test scores, ACT scores, and age. (For similar results see
the study by Weidenaar and Dodson, summarized later in th#s booklet.)

-
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Next, the performance of the junio college students was
compared with that of four-year students. Generally, the former
started and ended with lower 1TUCE scores, agg achicved lower gain
gcores. Such factors as student ability (ACT scoraes), age, prior
knowledge of economics, class standing, gender, and interest in
economics were held constant in comparing 152 junior college transfer
students with 690 University of Minnesota students in a regression
analysis. The, type of school did make a difference, with the
junior college students achieving lower pre-test, post-test, and
gain scores. The differences were significant at the .01 level. The
authors could“*nhot explain the poorer performance of the junior col-
lege students, &lthough they were of the opinhion that junior college
instructors might expect less, and thus predispose their students
"to lower their own goals and contribute less to their own achiecve-— -
ment." (Page 107.)

After recognizing the "tentative nature" of their results,
the authors suggested that four-yecar institutions reconsider their
policies regarding the vtacceptability of credit earned in the ternminal
economics courses taught in junior colleges. Because those taking
the terminal course.did'as well\(otqer things held equal) as those
taking ¥he more prestigious transfer courses, the researcherg
thought fthat junior .colleges might be wasting their resources by
offerinfj the terminal as well as the transfer course. They also
suggegted that since the course modeled on the four-year college's
conventional®principles of economicg course did not prove to be -
superior, the two-year schools should be encouraged. to continue "to
develop unique curricular offerings suited to the needs of their
heterogeneous student clientele." {Page 109.)

]
' 7/
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Lumsden, Kelth

"I'he Effectiveness of Programmed Learning in Elementary Economics"

1 !
American Economic Review, May 1967, pp. 652-659.

o &F
In his efforts to determine the effectivenesibof a programmed
textbook in introductory microeconomics, Lumsden sted students in

- four institutions of higher education -- a junior college and three
universities. 1In the fiall quarter of 1966-67, sections were
selected at random from introductory economics classes. The control

sections were taught in the conventional manner, while the experi-
mental groups used a prograwmed textLook in microeconomics. All
students took the same test, a nmultiple~ ~choice ejkamination with
items taken primarily from the workbooks accompanying major intro-
ductory textbooks. -

Simple regression analysis was used, with the average score on
the test a¥ t?e dependent variable. An effort was made to measure
the students':"intellectual capacity," but it was not pOSSible to
pool the results because of Wiversification among schools: in the
measures of this variable. Thus, the use or non-use of the program-
med textbook was the independent variable.

e

At the three universities there was no statistically significant
difference between the scores of the control and experimental groups.
At the junior college, however, students studying the programmed
textbook did not do as well as those getting conventional instruc-
t%pn and using a conventional textbook. Lumsden thought that

erhaps juni%P college students do not study conscientiously on-

)

their own." age 656.) He then ascertained the time spent

. 8tudying economics, and found that the experimental section in 'the

junior college devoted only 16 hours on the aygrage, while the
contro} students averaged over 27 hours. When study time was in-
cluded as an independent variable it was found that there was no
statistically 51gnificant difference between the scores of the
experimental and control groups.

Lumsden felt that the quality of-.instruction might have: been

a factor. Perhaps' the sectiOn‘#aught by .conventional means had an
"outstanding" instructor.Phis section in the junior cdllege did
aboqt as well on the test as the control sections in the universities.
In all four colleges the gtudents using the programmed textbook
spent less time studying than €id their- colleagues in the conventional
sections, but in the three universities they learned as much or more”
than the control groups.

Finally, students were asked whether they.preferred programmed
textbooks or conventional instruction. Although they seemed to have
learned less, the junior college students were more inclined to
prefer programmed instruction -- 68 percent expressing a preference
for programming as compared with an average of 37 percent for the
university students. _ _ .



- 72 -

-8

Machen, Willard )

A Survey of Economic Education in Selected Texas Junior Colleges.

Masters thesis. Lubbock: Texas Tech University, 1972.

, Machen sent questionnaires to economics instructors in public
junior colleges in Texas, and received replies from ‘about 82
percent of them. ®orty-seven instructors representing 37 colleges
returned the questionnaires. Machen also interviewed teachers at

——— several of the junior colleges. His conclusions Weré as Fodlows:

-
.= In most colleges the economics program was limited_to the
. ) Principles of Economics course, and this.course:wag taken
mostly by students planning to transfer. to four-year col-
leges. Terminal students were "not often expoged to an eco—
- . nomics course...."

- The textbooks used in the junior colleges were the same
type as those used in senior colleges.

- About .half the colleges put economics in a business de-
partment, and about half in a social science department:///

. e }~
~- Most of the teachers held masters degrees. Few held doc-

torates, and few held only the bachelors degree. nly about
22 percent had had formal training or courses related to
junior college instruction. N

~ Most instructors were pot devoting their flull time to the
teaching of economics . A
- .\ _ ’
- Most economics instructors went into junior college teaching
‘directly from graduate schools. '

~ Machen thought most of the classes were "too large"” but
noted that this statement was not "made with authority"
because of the' lack of research on optimum clags size.

‘ A R ,

- Junibr colleges should not be kooked upon as "two more
years of high school," but the€y do not resemble the four-year
colleges either. Thus, Machen urged that \they not be incor-
porated into high school or four-year college categories,
but 'that they be treated as a separate entity with their own
"special set of problems...." - I

- He found the junior college student to be "the crux of most
‘jJunior college problems™ because of the lack- - of acadenic

motivation. Limited budgets and heavy teaching loads also
] <

N presented problems. .
o : "I”
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Machen recommended the following:

- The number of etonomics courses offered in Texas junior
colleges should be increased.

a s ] .

- The junior colleges should give "increased attention ... to
the terminal students, as well as continued emphasis on a
quality program for transfer students,"

- More research on junior college econom%ss is needed.

r) .

- There should be more communication between junior and senior

colleges in regard to the teaching of economics.

’ - Greater efforts should be made to acquaint junior college
teachers with the work of economic education orxrganizations
such as the Joint Council and the Texas Council' on Economlc
Education.

- Senior colleges should offer] courses or seminars on the
teaching of elementary econohtics for those who are interested
. - 1n junior college teaching. ' "
- . Graduate students in economics should be encouraged to
consider teaching 1in junlor colleges and should have the
help of centers for economic education.

4 .
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Memar, Ahmad B.

A Determination of Perceived Minimum Economic Understanding
Needed by Community College Graduates in Mid-Management.

- liouston, Texas: University of Houston. School of Education,
A 1980: = (Doctoral study dn progress.) =

. s 4

Mr. Memar has designed a questionnaire  that will be sent

to economics instructors and others interested in mid- !

lhanagement training programs in community and ‘junior colleges.

HiS‘purp se is to "update and improve curriculum, in community/
Junior 'colleges...." The guestionnaire lid%s-ﬁyer 34 '

» 00nomic concepts, about evenly divided betweerd microeconomic
and macroeconomic topics. Respondents are asked to check
"Extremely Important," "Very Important," "Moderately Impor- '
tant,"\“Slightly Important," or "Not Important" after each
item. The respondents are also asked to give their highest
degrees and number of years of experience in teaching
economics and/or mid-management.

. The esearche_r‘okes that his study will "determine
' those /6ssential ecMofhic understandings that community/junior
collefje .graddfates of a mid-management program need to
function effect#wely in their jobs.,..." The study will be
limited to colleges-in Texas that offer mid~-management in
their two-year progrags. o ) )
The original design indicated that mid-+management
employees, mid-management employers, mid-management coordi-
{ nators/instructors, and economics instructors would “be polled-
One-way analysis of variance was to be used 'to determine the
' significance of differences among the perceptiogs of these
* four groups regarding the minimum economic unde standing
needed. Difficulties in obtaining the necessary information,
,however, suggest that the first two groupg may have to be
dropped-. ' - 7 ,
°

.‘v
(The material‘quoted in this summary was takén from Mr.
~Memar's original research design. Other information was
obtaiq;d from letters written by Mr. Memar to me.)
L 4
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Miller, Jimmie C.

Ana;y51s of the Effects of Student Learning Preferences, Study
Time, Lecutrgs Attended and Achievement in Economics*

East Peoria: Illinois Central College, 1979. l4pp. Paper prepared
for the 49th Annual Conference of the Southern Economic Associ-
ation, Atlanta, Georgia, November 7-9, 1979.

Miller. focused on "the student as a producer of kno&ledge"
and incorporated the student's learning preferences, the instruc-
tor's teaching preferences, student study time, and the number of
lectures attended as inputs. He administered Albert Canfield's
Learning Styles Inventory at the beginning of the semester. (The
Inventory was published by Humanics Media in Ann Arbor, Michigan,
in 1976.) This measures the student's preference for one of four

< modes of learning. These are as follows:
\\\ - v

®(1) Listening (a preference for lectures! tapes, specches,

etc.). _ Y

(2) Reading (a preference for studying the written word) .

(3)- Iconics (a preference for films, slides, graphs, aad
11llustrations) . ! ,

-

(4) Direct experience (a préferende for such activities as
field trips, simulations, and laboratory work)..

. ’
The instructor's preferences were measured by Canfield's Instructional

Styles Inventory (Ann Arbor, Mlchlgan. Humanics Media, 19 , which
shows the extent to which a teacher is comfortable with each of the
four learning styles.

It was hypotheslzed that students would learn more if their
learning preferences coincided with those of the instructor. To
measure the assdciation, student preferences and instructor pre-
ferences were ranked, and a .Spearman Rank correlation goefficient
was:computed. Data on student study *“time’ were collected each week,
and records of attendance at lectures were kept. Miller used
student study time as a proxy for the amount of labor used by the
student in the -production of knowledge. The number of lectures
attended was seen as a measure of the amount of the teacher's human
capital used by the gtudent. Part I, form B, of the Test of* Under—
standing in Lollege Econqmlcs (TUCE) was used as a pre-test and
‘post-test, 'with the - latter being part of the final examination.

S

AR

®
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’

" * Miller made two other studies of a similar nature, and these -
.are listed in the bibliography. Tkey are not® summarized here,
however, because Miller consi@Fred.themﬂto be "trial runs."
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S Miller used a two-equation model. score on the pre-test (TUCE)
was the dependent Vvariable in equatioh #1. The ACT composite
score was used as a proxy for gencral ability; student gender was
ugsed as a proxy for cultural bias  (the fact that females often
know less economics than males is probably the result of cultural
factors); and age was a proxy for maturity. The post-TUCE score
was the dependent variable in equation #2. The independent
variables woere the predicted pre-TUCE -score (obtained from the

-estimation of equatioq #1); total hours-of study time Yeported by
the student for the semester; total number of lectures attended;
and the Spearman Rank correlation coefficient, measuring the cor-’
relation between instructor's preferred'teaching mode and the
student's preferred learning style. '

.The results of the estimation of equation #1 were that ACT and !
age were significant at the .05 level, in explaining pre-TUCE
scores, while gendet was not. The results of the estimation of
equation #2. were that the predicted pre-TUCE score and number of
lectures attended were significant in explaining post-TUCE score.
The explanatdbry variables accounted for about . 29 of the variation
in post-TUCE scores. Miller also conducted a Farrar-Glauber i
analysis to test for the location and.pattern of collinearity. He.
obtained low F and "t" values, indicating &n absence of multi-
collinearity. ' .

Miller conc¢luded that "the juxtaposition of learning and teach-
ing preferences does not cause a student to produce more e&Onomig
knowledge as measured by TUCE." (Page 13.) He thought it possible,
however, that students Whose learning preferences coincided with
the instructor's teachi g-preferences were indeed more efficient
in producing economic Hﬂowledge, but that they were using the time ,
saved to study another subject or to enjoy more leisure activities.*
Another coOnclusion was that for the group as.a whole, study.time
was not significaAnt;,but the number of,lectures attended was "signi-
ficant. For th 8s able students (those with pr&dicted pre-TUCE
scores betwegd 10( 4590 and 12.7647), however, both study pime and -
.the number of lectures attended were significant. : Y

) \\) {
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* For a discussion of this possible resnlt, éééwkichapd B. -
McKenzie and Robert J. Staaf, ‘An Economic Theoxry of Learning
(Blacksburg, Va.: -VUniversity Publicatlons, 1974), pp. 30-33.
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Miller, Jimmie C. ‘ ' \

*nt

Student Values and Achievemént in Economics

e o ~
East Peoria: 1linois Central Communlty College, 1975. " 17pp.
(Unpublished paper.) . ' '

. v

Miller administered the Allport- Vernon -Linzey. Study”éf Values*
and the "Hgbrid" version of the TUCE™eS over 100.students in a -
macroeconomics course at Illinois Central Communlty College.*

The Study of Values measures the relative  importance of six per-
sonality types —- theoretical, economic, aesthetic, social HpOll_g
tical, and rellglous .For example, the "economic" person l

praguatic (interested“in theé useful and the prac¢tical), wants to .
acquire tangible wealth, and judges thingstaccording to their
utility in the everyday world. The %sbcial" person is an

altruist who loves other people and }s kind, sympathetic, - and- _
unselfish. The "political" ‘person i, a hlghly competitive indl—“
vidual who wants influence, prestlge,_and power over others. '(See
Gordon Allport, Philip Vernon, and Gardner Lindzey, A Studx»of
Values; Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1960 )

The Hybrid TUCE was administéred before. and after the course.
Along with the pre-test, data were obtained on the student's age,
ACT gscore, and interest in economics. (In the latter case, the
student was asked to rate his or hexr- 1nteresb\1n econonics as
very high, hlgh, average, low, or very low.) -

1 -
!

riables were used to measure ‘student achieve-
ment, and multiple fkegression analysis was employed to determine
the contribution- the independent. varlables to achievement. In
the first model (Model I), the post- TUCE score’ was&the dependent
variable. Thé& pre-TUCE score, ACT score, and student's age were
significant in 1nfluen01ng the -post-TUCE scotejl .In Model II, the
absolute change score was used to measure ach1  ement gpost TUCE
minus pre~TUCE score)-, and the same variable ’p oved to he signi-
ficant. (The: céefficient for "’ pre-TUCE was ﬁi 2% ive, suggesting _
ﬂua%@@%lblllty of a "celllng effect" w1th‘thq\$§ item Hybrid .
TURE . ), 'Mddel III used the Hap~closing score, ¢h measures -
relad ifg.ﬁmprovement and compensates for the ceil\Pg effect. , (Gap
closinﬁa%cpre = Change Scoxe divided By the studeéht's potentlal SN
*Iﬁprovement o 33 minus the pre—-TUCE score.) _The s udent s age '
‘and ACH" sEore [were S%gnlflcant pre-TUCE hav1ng been - xopped as ™
.4 predidtor. "' (The R for this model was low -- only.’ w14-—— but-
 this was 51gn1f1cant1y dlfferent from Zero. ) In Model .IV the
~ . . . AN

'y '\.4‘> o ' o Cota ) . . N o TR

o

Four dependent

1

4 r.'-’

A

* The ijnld'TUCE is a 33- 1tem test using quegtions taken from.

- the regqular TUCE, Whlch contalns 32 questibns See Phllllp. o
Saunders and Arthur I. Welsh, "The Hybrid TUCE: .“Ofigin, Data ~ - .
and Limitatlons," The Jourpal of EconOmic Educatlon Fall 1975, -
‘pp. 13-19.° _ 7 Tt
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.Semester grade was the measure of achievement, and agaiq;@he.' .
pre~TUCLE score, student's age, and ACT scq§es ware significant.

T

Most important for this sunmary , however, ig-that the%ariables
redated to the Btudy of values were not significant' in any of
'the models. Miller concluded: “"Apparently, the values a student
possessas, as measwred by this test, have no influence on his
.+ achievement in economics since they are not ‘statistically differ- |,
ent from zero.". (Page 12.) ‘He further stated "...if cultural
.+ factors affeéct values, and if the Allport, ‘Vernon, Lindzey test
measures. those values correctly, then an individual's culture
. apd.its corresponding value system have no effect Upon hif acqui-
sition of economic knowledge. _In addition, values, which lie in Y
the affective domain;.appear to have no effect on the cognitive ’
domain, although the-reverse may be.true." (Page .14 .) '

» o o .

Aok ok ok ok Kk k. ok ok k

n

_JaSUt, James. E . - e AR

A Comparison of Economic Understandings‘?ossessea by Stud%nts/
Enrolled in Introductory (ourses at Four Towa 'Area Communilty/

Colleges and Students Enxolled at Iowa's Three State Universities.

Ph.D. thesié. Iowa City: The:Qpiversity'of ;Qwa,“l9§8f 178pp.

“

Pasut used the . "Test of Understaﬁﬁing ih Gollege Economics"
, t0 compare students -in three Iowa state universities with similar
. - students in four community colleges. . 'Thé pre-test result wag Used
as co-varidte. The "t" test was usad, as wag analysis ofr covari-
- ance. _Pasut found that the universdty studentg- chieved higher 4
. . bost-test ‘scores’ on all parts of'tbe TUCE,wat/ﬁgz\\QS level bf L
- " ‘Significance. There were 565 students in Pasut's sampPe. ‘ ‘

% =3

“ a . N “ o T ‘ : . . . .
r .. ’ EREE - .
' . Y . .
e 7
3
‘ -
< v e
Az N
- . -
. .
S ~ < ~— j‘:
y T , - e
-~ - N 4
‘\ )‘;\\‘: !
3 . 4 - .
) L. o
. ' N { ~
&
-
k] .
- - £ ¢ ' §
n ‘ ) “
o . N - N 3
bt . ) ' . i o
- ) ~~r P
. . £ . = -
1 -
- < . - PN
. 3 - "’j v 8 [ 3 ’) - -
- -. L QR
\ ‘\5}_ £, t ﬂ B v




1 ..
Phillips,  James A. >

4

Clags Size Effeot on Community College Economic Education. e

Cypress, California: Cypress Junior College, 1971. 8pp.
Mimeographed ., . .

L
~

Phillips experimented with the use of an approach that combined
large class size (100 $tudents) with small seminars (10 students
-in.each). The large group met £or two hours per week to hear .
-~ lectures on economic theory. The small groups fiet once a week to
discuss learning difficulties- encountered by the students and '

current problems Ok, interest to them. A control class of 50 N
students used the same text and materials, and was otherwise simi-
lar to the experimental. class. Fa

The Test of Econofpic Understanding (TEU) was admifistered oh —
a prertest and post-test basis to both classes. Both classes. also
completed. quizzes., . uni ,examinations, and a final examination.
There was no signifiday difference betweenax«the two classes on the \
TEU pre-test, the expe: &gﬁQQl class achieving a mean of 23.4 and
- the control clasg.a m W'QB .7. :

The experimental class achieved a significantly higher gain
score on the TEU" (7.8 points as “compared with 6.1 for the contrgls) .
The experimental students also achieved a higher average gn the. -
other tests -~ 90.1 as compared -with 82.1 for the controls. This '
was statistically significant. The superior performance f the '
experimental class occurred in spite of the fact that ‘their rate-
of absenCes was significantly higher ‘than that of the control
students. Finally, the experimental students gave higher ratifigs
to the .course and often cited the seminar experience as leing most
¥ ~valuable. . S 4 é} :

—

”’ ]

.-+ Phillips "concluded that the large leciture class combined with
,smailfgroup seminars produced "significant learning gains" and )
that the seminar iscussions probably5aqcountéd or the difference
between the expeyimental and control cla¥ses. 1‘ifmmed, however,
that his sample was limited aqe that his resu!ts ight not have
B

}

general applicati,o,gf
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Phillips, James A. - o Y

"Instructional Objectives in Commwfity College Economic'éducation."

R IR : > . :
The Journal of Econonic Education, Vol. 5, No. 2. Spring, 1974.
Pp. 116-1187 ’ T
\

-

/ — .

To determine the extent to -which inst
used, PhYllips sent a questiopnaire to 1,023

tional oljectives are
ommunity college
also. asked about

' @their use of. programmed instruction, audiovisual materials, courses

>

‘Cconomics departments in the fall of 1971. 4§

[ ’

‘s He re ived‘224 replies from schools in 43 states’/ (a response rate

ffered, and problenms in.transfer of credit’"to four-vyear. colleged™

1.3 percent). ) ' -~ '
\‘p nt) : #'_\'\

R >

About 40 percent-of the res&pndents reported that they were

?péiﬁg instructionalgobjectives; and 30 percent of those not using

them said they planned to do so. Nearly 60 percent said that they o~
had one or mpore.economists with a formal background in developing
instruction obj¥ctives and \that they were familiarlwith standard
references such a Robert Mager's Preparing Objectives for Programmed
Instructiqg_ (PQ&O Alto, California: Fearpn~Puinshers, 1961) .

Over 87 percent?wpuld be interested in us!n@.a' t of objectives
prepared by professionals, é-gﬁough.many also said Eﬁgy might want

to mpdify them. Many stated® that their current objectives "were

quite general in nature, and.did not include-gtétements of learning C o
behavior, learning conditions or level of achievement required." )
(Bage 117.) fbout 57 percent reported that stddent interest was
"goodY-while 40 percent found 4t only ™fair" and four percent said

it wa "poor." ~ .

-

A third of the respondents‘offered courses on a "credit/no-

M credit" basis, the remainder saying thét\gpades were needed for .,

students transferring to four-year Golleges. . o

v

X _ = , S
Programmed instrUCh{;n was being used by 54 percent, and.30- -

o

classroom lectuires. Only two colleges Ifad students use it on an

independent study basis, coordinatéﬁawith‘iﬂ%tructiOnél objéctives.
Audiqvisual‘materials were used by 79 pexcent, usually to supplemént
lectures. Some*used films, but most wer . using transparencjies

* designed to accompany standard texts. 'O y.three.colleggs prepared *

"their own' slides, audio tapéds, or videeo tapes. - . -

L] - - 2 R v 7

. ’ -~ Iy ’ ! ’ . .\ . . N
CAll respon@ents offered'both macrb- and mlcrobconomlcsv~w1ﬁh

-

_Macro coming first in 60 percent of the schoods. SixtylpeMent also ,

.- Offered a one-seméster sur

.” was offered by 20 percent. Five percent or less offered™such "minor"

Q

courses as._U.S.. economic history, econpomic statistics, ecoponic geo-
graphy, "and economig thoughg; Prerequisites (EnglisH or math) existed .-

for 90 pé{cent of the macro-micro courses, but for only' 30 percent .of

.. - the surwey courses. Ninety-four percent reported-hosq%fficulty in

transferring credits to four-year colleges. .
o } C _ AR
- o A3 , .‘ . 8 ! 4 !IJ

.
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¢ourse for hon-majors. Consumer ‘economig@s.
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Phillips, James A.

/

b '
"Instructional Objectives and Ecqnomic Understanding."

The Journal of Economic Education, Vol. 3, 'No. 2. Spring 1972.
- Pp. 112-117. -

v

r

Phillips wanted to find out if the use of instructional objec—
tives would improve student performance in economics coursés being
taught in community colleges. He constructed a list of instruction
objectives, using data obtained from a group of California community - .
college economists, the National Task Force on Economic Education,
the report.Economic Education in California Jupior CBlleges by
Thompson, Walghall, and Merson (see the Bibliograpgi in this booklet),
Snd various materials of the Jéint Council on EconoMmic Education.

7

Form E ' of ‘the Te3t of 'Economic 6nderstanding‘1TEU} was adminisg-
tered on a pre-~test and postgfest basis to 300 students in aloni— .
semester economits survey course being taught in three Californda
community colleges. _ The research took place\in the fall of«1970.

There were control and experimental classés iN eaclhi-school. The Y
former’ were taught by -the "traditional methodoYogy," while) the latter J
received cdpies ®f the instructional objectives. The textbooks,
meetings, classrooms, etc., 'were similar for both groups, and the = .
same instructor taught both the control group and ‘the experimental
group in each school. : . '

/

Tt

. : . _ .. . P -
Phillips examined post-test scores and in scores. The overall
difference between groups on the post-test S not sigﬁiﬁicaﬁt at .
~— the ,05 level. The qpsglutb ain score of the controls was+slightly
higher than that of the experimental studentS$,’ although the diffeeence .
was not significant. The gap—closing score was. also used. (This .
maasurgé the extent:to whith a student closes thé-.gap between the
N pre-test score and a perfectwscore.“*The‘absolute“gain score is ,
divided. by ‘the .gap, which is the differegce betweén the pre-~tést .g \
: score and a perfect score.) On this meg re;fthe experimehtal group-
did slightly better.«They closed 22.6 percent of their,gap, while .
_the’controls closed 21.6 percent, K o5 N S
- . . .- sl g . 7 ‘\ ~ Tooa .
« There were diffegrences among colgyeges. In'two gelleges the . \
control groups achievéd ‘better gaprclosing sgores than the experji-
'« mentals. ' In ope schqpl the*experimentals did slightly'better. Thus,
he gap-closing .analysbs ‘also failgqd tQ support claims for the superi-
rity of the exper ental treatmerrC. . Unfortunately) Phi'llips was, ,
- not able tO'ipClUdngrade_point averages’, ACP scores, or other megsures
' &f student-ability. The instructors -did not\ladopt uniform. olicﬂ%s
on using the post-test scores on tRe TEU. Thk one getting the ,53%

highest post-test me&n had used the TEU as tHe final examinatiéﬁ..P
" ...Thg one “obtaining.the \lowest post-test mean had used if only as a.
~ wWwarm-up" for thl regylar final examination.  These prob®Pems led
- ' Phillips to declare that his. findings were ?inconclbsivé,"- (Page”
A 116.) b " * ' LA Sy
SR - . | N .
: ) . : ‘ .7
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Phillips, dames A m\ . \

L4

Sabbatical Leave-Report: Part 11 —5lCollege Visits.

) S
Cypress, California: Cypress Junior College, 1972. 41pp.

?,' : . ‘.

- 3 : \4;) .
//Whlle on a sabbatieal leave in 1972, Phillips visited 32
LOmmuni y colleges. The colleges; were select e d on the basig
of a questionnaire he had sent during the-~ fall of 1971 cofern-
Ing the use of 1nstructlon§l ObJeCthOS 1nd1v1duallzed tech-
niques, and the use of. audio- visual: materials. Thosg
"responding most favorably were v1s1ted Althoug an cxamina-
tion of the colleges’, economlcs progr%ms was only ne part of

Pdlllips' activitjes, and. a]though his sample cannot be -said
to represent iﬂl two-year colleges, his findings are interestlng
because - they tend to reflect the results of several fact- finding
studies. ' 0

Lconomics was often found go be the responsibility of the
business division, with wost colleges teachlng the basic o

macro -micro principles .course. -/Many also offered a survey L

~eourse, and frequently the text used in Lhat course “was leds

rigorous than the text used "in the stan‘;rd principles offeflng_

Phllllps noted a fa]rly wide variety of ‘econdmics courses .

belng offered, w1th economic hlstory, Joney and banking, and

somewhat unusual course offerlngs were ''Chicano Economics,

. J/semlnars in economic problems being rather: common. Among Lhe

'Origins of Povergy,"th@ economics of minority groups, and

M"Thdudtrial Statistics." Some of the colleges were offering

such courses as consumer  economics, development internatidnal
economics, and agric tural economics PR < [ 3/
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Reichert, Edwin Clark 3 “~

The/Effec&_ggmHigh Sghool Bconomics Upon Success in Junior College
Economics. R

N .
-

M.A, thesis. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, 1933. 39pp.
Reichert towmpared the achievement of students who had taken

high gchool economics with those who had not had economics in high
school, using a series of nine objective tests. The tests were

N\

p adiministered during the 1932-33 academic year in an "Economic Life"

. course given at the Junior College of the University of Minnesota-
The bi-serial "r" coxrelation technique was used.

Reichert concluded »that "There .is a slight but distinctly
positive relation-between having had high school ecopomics and
achievement in Economic Life.," He found, however, that "the
student's score on Form B of the "Wesley Test in Social Terms" -was
"... a better.means of predicting success in 'Economig Life'" than
1s consideration of whether a student has had a high school course
in cconomics." - S Coa ‘
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Riddle, Terry L. and Frary,,RSbe(P}B.

Y

'S

5 o S )
Relationships Between Economic Litergcy and Opinions on Economic
RN . - N 1

Issues,

Lynchburg: Centrallvirginia Commumk t

tables and references. v

\ The researchers were attempting
ships between economic knowledge and
They tested 130 -students in four comm
‘Some were€ enrolled iin the “"transfer"
economice; -others were inﬁd'one—quart
minal or "occupational/technical” stu
fields was represented. Students ran
middle—age,.and they were about equal
females. ) '

*The 33-item' "Hybrid TUCE" was us
knowledge and a 40-item "Survey of Op
was usad to test attitudes. Riddle's
scales designed tqQ measure opinon cha

and social welfare, economic freeddn,
sumnary of Riddle's other research pr
two tests were administered toward th
were obtained on student gendey, age,
status, and 'transfer or non-trjnsfer

®

tions
princi

" The matrix of intercorre.
Hybrid TUCE was subjected to

.factor trix had” 14 eigenvalueés grea

ed for 67 percent of total variahce.

¢lose to the number of areas of econo
the Hybfid TUCE. The authors then pe
the first 14 factors, and inspected e
topic of each item with 'a subgtantial

N,

¥

y Colleg

‘‘‘‘‘‘

3, 1980. 4pp. +

--:?/ : t

. €
to ascertain’ the.relation-
opinions on aconomic issues.
unity colleges in Virginia.
course in principles of
er economics course for ter-
dents. A variety of major:
ged from 18 years of age to ‘
ly divided between males. and

-

ed to measure economic
inions on Economic Issues"

"Survey" is made up of: five.
nges in regard to labor

.unions, economic organizations and power structures, socialism

and inflation. (See. the
oject in this booklet.) The
e &nd of the course. Data - .
marital status, racgdemic °
Oals. .
goals - | .
: : Q

among the item scores on the

pal components analysis. The’
ter than uniugi.which account-
The number, ol ‘factors was
mics supposgaly meagured by .
rformed a varimax rQtatiop of
ach factor to deterfine the
loading. They found

"absolutely no correspondence between content of the questions and

the factors on yhich, they loaded." . {
to questions in a given area of econo
intercorrelated.gm

Page 3.) That is, "responses
mics were.not.more highly

ong themselves than with responses totjuestions

‘in.other areas." This was interpreted to meanl that .there is no

 justification.for the detérmination o
-TUCE . ¥Yhey gaw the Hybrid TUCE as "a
. the general level of economi¢ knowled
"Riddle and Frary used only the total

Thelr findings were as follows: .

K —,Studentfbensonal characteristics

., sWere not:correlated "to any.meanjngful degree ‘with any °

a. of, the attitude. scales. or with . g
l”.)l)age 3. 0N U

f subscores On.the Hybrid
ppropriate only for=m@asuring
ge of an individual."  Thus,
scores, from-the llybrid TUCE.
_,/— ] fx ' W \

,ﬂ * ) . . 4 .
(such, ds marital status), "
‘ 4

cores on the.Hybrid TUCE." -

)
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~ Scores on the Hybrid TUCE correlated "to a meagingful
,extent” only with the scores on one of the fivk ¢
‘attitude scales --the scale dealing with socialism
and social welfare. This reflected a "moderate tendency"
for 'students with greater knowledge of economics to
disagree with opinion statements favoring socialism or
social welfare practices. (The coefficient of .48 was
significant at the -001 level.) ~
- ’ ™y
| .
The aythors concluded that student persenal characteristics
seem to be unrelated to attifudes toward economic issues, and
" that knowledge of economigs appeared to be unrelated to attitudesd
except for the one issue cited above. They asserfed that "the
almost total lack of relationships amony§ the other variables argues .
Strongly‘against stereotyping students an the basis of personal C;

characteri%tics, kngwledge, or attitudes." (Page 4.) ,

/ .

.
—
3 - ~
e

ar

¥ l V 4
.~
] -
t . . -
-
- v R -
™ .
. Ry
, | \
! ’ -
~ 7 .
L
!
J
. N 7
s
¢ -
? * - . -
» . -
. -
) a .
N )
- * 2N - . ~ ’ {
2 I . ?
SR & o . -
» .
o I ¢ " £
- ; - - - * } vy ~
: ] 14 C .
r'] - *
/ «
o o A - - /.". z ~—
zc . - S , . by . N . &
v . ’ oo - £ Y D b
k L Ty ' . ; 4 - @ s S0
- Tt w P “ y v * & fow S 2 B T A
S -, ¥ J Y o a v T N [ > " g N £ 3 i




freshman and\sophomqge students represented a variety of

Riddle, Terry

4

"Student Opinions” on Economic IssueS: The Effects of an Intro-

ductory Economic Course." ”y
The Journal of Economic Education. Vol. 9, No. 2, Spring 1978, ]
pp. 111-114. . N
Aleo see his paper An Inst t for Measuring Student Opimion

- on Economic Issues. Richmond, Va.: J. Sargeant Reynalds

Community College, 1975, 25pp. Presented at the Annual Meeting

of the Virginia Association of Economists, Roanoke, April 15, 1977.

<4 ~ 4

Pointing out that "few researchers have attemptedpto assegs \
the impact of economics courses on student opinions," Riddle de-
signed an instrument that might be used for. ascertaining student o
opinjons. Riddle attributed the dearth of research to the lack of J
a sultable measurement instrument.

He began by compiling an “initial pool" of 160 items on labor
unions, economic organizai{ons and poyer strugtures, socialism
and soclal welfare, economic freedom, employment and inflation. He
then developed a four-point Iikert-type scale in, which the student
was to check "Agree," "Tend to Agree," "Tend to Disagree," or %
"Disagree." The test was submitted.to four professors "familiar 'ﬁ
with the field of economics" and four professors of English. Their «
reactions resulted in reducing the number of items to 75. This
proc2dure was designed to establish face validity.

Nex;EhRiddle administered the test to about 100 Sstudents enrolled
in a comhunity college. No studbént had studied economics. The
responSes were factor analyzed into five groupings or scalés, each
of which was made up-of statements designed to measure opinions

~toward the five issues listed above. As a result, 35 items were

discarded ‘because they would ‘not dorrelate into the scales, leav-
ing a total of 40 items and five scales.  The 40 items were then
"scrambled," and some were positively worded while others were

. “negatively stated. The negative items were Scaled in reverse so
~that the scoring would take the same direction on all items.

-~

The test was administered to nearly 450 students in four com-
munity colleges in Virginia during .one quarter, using the control-
experimental, pre-test and post-test design. The ecoromics course L
contained the treatment groug, \while the control group\ wa. made up = _/
of students in other courses who had not taken economics. ) These
isciplihes.-

’ - ” . . 4' . ' -~ . b N -
Eight student characteristics were, takefi. into accofiht : ( degree
of dogmatism (ab méasured by items from the Rokeach scale);. (2) °
student'sﬂage;—(3)rparentsj education- (this was also considerad a

-measure of socio-ecohomic¥ status)} (4) gender of .student; (5) -
. college attended; (6) grade in course; . (7) whethErJQr‘not student B
' L . . A . :

’ . . ’ N - - "‘»' L =y g -l'.'t »

X

& - ) . - " : .
. _ L 0, e .
o . . 8o Ky . o -~ . Gl @ . g
i 4 AR | . - ~ Ira, ® - v @ [P . P
. ’ tE - a L B
e - - Ry N ) % N g H ’ e
e g CoNR T R e
M 1 N -

.g- “.ﬁ “:\ ) ,ﬁ - * & ,“’ ‘ ."' ] e



,_"-_‘ga «{‘P&; v

/\ 5

o~

L d

e

- - 87 -
) ) S ) :
was a transfer stuJ%nt; and (8)-marital status. Riddle explained ~
ls analysis as follows: . S
s . -
The criterion and covariates utilized were the five'?'
post-test and five pre-test economics attitude .scores
respectively. Eight multivariate analyses of covariance
comparing two factors simultaneously were perforfmed.. In
+# each.analysis, one of % factors, economics treatment r~k\7
scores was'céggsedjml W a second factor. These sccond L N 3
factors represented the eight student characteristic vari-.
ables. for example, the analysis utilizing dogmatism was
-contrasted with the economics- treatment scores. The -
vSurvey ... was comprised bf five separate sciiles. There-
fore, each analysis actually crvssed economics and a '
student «chdracteristics with respect to ‘scale 1, then o
.scale 2, etie. This process was repeated for each of -the
elght student characteristics resulting in_forty separate

4 s

analyses. (Page 9 of original paper.)

o’

~
-~

Riddle concluded that "students' opinions toward e®onomic issues
are affected as-a result of enrollment in a basic economies
class." Specifically, students became more favorably disposed
toward labor unions, expressed greaten oppositiort to economic
organizatiqQns and powek structures, became *less inclined to - )
agree with socialismad social welfare, 'expressed greatér ap-
proval of econozic freedom, and did not change their opinions on .
inflatioftt and efiployment. ° _ . s

- ¥ \ ; _

. There were 'differences between transfer and non-transfer
sfhdents, and the college atten@bd made a signfficanr-differenceﬁ

s for marital status, single 'students were more inclimed to '
?&gor sqeialism and social welfare than married students.. There
was a difference between dogmatic and non-dogmatic students in
regard to the fifth scale, dealing with employment and inflatio
as dogmatic students were more inclined to disdgree with those
items. (Highly dogmatic students supported "Leftist positions",
according to Riddle.) There was géagﬂationship between grade for

the ceurse and opinion changes. rally,” economics students
adopted more consérvative positions, ‘although the changes were
somewhat minimal." .(P%$Q‘113.)% ., . ~
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v Schoenberger, Richard E. to o
Evaluation of the Leicester“Projeét: An Experiment in the Teaéb— \
R ing of Economic Pripciples. . - o \
,Worcéétan“\Mass.: Clagk Universitj, 1971.
= v | .
b This éxperiment involded the teaching of economic principles
through* the study of contemporar prgblems. Students four
. - principlef of economics classes at Leicester Junior College were
pestkg daring the spring semester, 1971. Three clasges received.-
conve tiogal instruction, while the experimental ,cla%s was taught
e, through the use of current articles, field trips, games, role

playing, guest speakers and audiovisual aids as well as by lec-
\\\ tures;. v ' _ . : ) - .

- : ?
A 33-item cqo¥nitive test was administered-bogh before and
* affer the coursd. . Unfortunately, there was a lack of uniformity ,
in’ regard to thpe test, for in some classes it was part- of the '
final exam and in others it wag not. an event, the mean 'score
of the experimental' grqup increased by “a modest amount’-—ffronn -
13.4 to 14.4 -- while the mean score for all thﬁre contro groﬁpS\qu”/
\

~actually decreased. ~
Ce Schdgﬁberger\cautiqgs against drawing firm coneclusions from - 0

these results. The test was made up of both macko and  micro con-
cepts, whereas the course-in which it was adminilstered was a one-

- semester course that did not cover everything on,the test. All

the students had takéhsa macroeconomic prinéiples course during the
preceding semester, and this might hav® influenced their perfor-

\ «mance during’® the experimental semester. ‘ '

———

. L
- The experimental group had been exposed to conventional
instruogion during the previous semester. They were asked to - gp
compare'that expgrience with that of the experimental course.® TH
result was unanimously in favor of e experimental class. )
</ Recognizihg a number. of "impeérfections' in this study, Scheenberger

nevertheless cautiously concluged that the experimental .approach® v
was at least as effective a% tbe twaditional. ~ ~
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Others participating wer¢ Peter Sloane, *evin Malley, and Joel
_ Rekas of; Clark Univeristy, and George Logan and Ted Snyder'of =-.-
'+ " Lelcester JunioikCollégff : . -
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L ~ ~In the majority of two—jear colléée

v - 89 - ‘ | ‘
- ) \ . .',/
Stsrrett, Jack T \ ™~ |

; ‘ . &, / '
A Comparative Study of Jinior and Senior Collég@ ILcononM.cs Programs
*In the Southeast.

Ly

)Bruﬁswick, Georgia: Brumswick Junior CJilege, 1979. 57 pp. Paper
presented at the annual meeting of the Southern Economic. Associa-
tion, Atlanta, November 8, ™ 979. ‘Also see Saul Barr, ed., Economic
Education in the Community/Junior College (Towson, Md.: Council on
Economlc Educatlon In Maryland, 1979, pp. 4*61.)\ : - '

This study is unusual, ig _that it covers a regton rather than
;a single state or a sample of” the nationwide population. Sterrett
sent a detailed questionnaire to tyo-year anggd four-year coll®yges
in the five southeastern states (AYabama, Florida, Georgia, North
gérolinaj and South Carolina). Both private and public institutions
re included., He.received replies from 155 of the 264 schools con-
tacted. His report provides breakdowns by state as well as by-
type of schaol, but in this summary we shall concenttate only .on .
the differences between types of institutions. The findings ' were gs
follows': ’ - . ” : ) -
-Public two=year colleges are mork likedy to have two types of
‘econofnicg principles courses (one for majors and one for non-
majors) Chan most of thejothe; types of schools. '

- The tworcourse principles sequénce was about .as common in the
community and junior colleges as \in other schools. '
B 4 : E D ‘ . .

, economics is -taught in_.
a department or division of busines$. The rwo-yeat.schools
were mich less likely to have~a separate economics department.
In aver 20 percent of the two—yeéf schools economics was the

- responsibility of a social science depdrtment or division, a
very rare occurgenee’ in the four-year institutions.

~— l”

} ) ’ . » ) AR
-The macro to micro sequen was favored by all institutions
ekkept the private liniversities, with the two-year . gchools

A Y

S shbwing the strongegt Preferénce for it. L~

| " T A Ve

] . ) . _1 R “, . b - T i

‘ :The.two—year¢scﬁﬂ 1 tendéﬁ\to have thgir principles cQﬁyses

- _taught by faculty members with-the rank of instructoyr, while
the te@achers in four;year schools were usually assistant or >

¢ . ‘ .
-Only 19 or percent of the two-year i;§t;ﬁctérs held doéd-
torates, as compared with a majority in the other colleges. -,
Most of¥ the two-year -teachers.held masters degrees. . The ,r . .
~ . Jjunior apd communify colleges had a smalley percentage of%fulle
o time teachers of etonomics. oo, T : A

] associate p:ﬁfes¢ors. . . ( .

‘ - i o R
- -Although> males gréatly dutnumbered females-in this, sample (363
to 50), the pereentage oftfemale ecotomics instructors was '
greater in the two—yeif public s$hools.” =~ SN
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. ''chalkboard lecture.'" HE expressed fear .that t

.90 - | g
) o o -

-Another unusual feature of this study was Sterrett's.effo¥l Lo
~ . determine the p?lit:ical ‘p_ri.entation\ %F the economics instruc-
tors. He foundithat those teaching ™ two-year -collepes were -
much move likely to be "consgyvative oriented." Sixty-nide per- . .

cent of those in public two-year .qolleges and 100 -pefcent, of E
those in private Juniorﬁcollegzi ryted themselves' 'conserva-
/ ‘tive oriented." A small majortty of the four-year colleges . .
. teachers were conservatives, while a substantial ‘majority of v
(H‘ the university teaclérs called themsélves liberals.*

- -Most Schools_ass¥gned supplemental reading material (about 60 . .-
~ percent of the Eota)), with-private colleges and universities,
being tost likely to do so. Very few collgégs required ‘the use

A of a readings ~book, however. The universitigs were'most likely
7 to reguire it (20 percent)| and the four-year colleges were °
. least likely to ssigr a readings book. e
r

the vast majority of all respondemts, and objective tests wde
'k the most commonly used evaluation instruments. - The two-year
N . colleges were mofA\likely to have a list of writtén obje¥tives
e than gny other type of schoo, but they were somewhat Less
inclin&% to provide students with a reading list.J 447 :
¢ : - - )

;’.' . t 2 . ) \ ) . ';'o;l:. - - - ,.
« "~The ''descriptive lecture'™was the mode of instruction used b

- -The two-yegr coTleges agread withqthe_fog%;yqar schools that
‘tHef most _iffiportant objectiWe of an'’‘ecconomics course jis te pre-
‘Pare thgfsgﬁaent to become arbettér informed citizen};}(The : , ,/
uniuersitiesﬂThiored the goal of developing analytical think- -+ *
ing skills neceg$sary for economic understanding.) Thé two-year -
instructors agreed with their four-year and university.colleagyés *
in saying “that the”least important goal wad to prepare.the :
student fox g professional ‘cdareer. ST "

-

AN

-Tfe vast maljority of all colleges used course. evaluation *
questionnattes filled ouf by students to- evaluate gaculty.

- s
M

Sterret foimd a vatiety of calendar systems in use,'iﬁclud{ng Y
semester, quarter, trimester, and'4-1-4 plans, with_a majority of &
the twdyear schools using the_quarter\system. ‘He suggested that ‘a %
uni form systeﬁ\be adopted *to preventdéonfusion and make life easier . . ~
'fok trahsfer .students. He also urged,teachers to dévelop a greater.
variety of instructional techniques?t@-gupRlémen or replace the . °

_ t hg heavy dependence = .
of two-year collegdes on part-time instructors might cause "contgnt - =
~and qU@ality'.sto suffer. " Finally, he decried the fact that too féw £

respondents werd assigning  supplmental-readings, using books of
readings,- or disttibButing readibg lists. ¢ :
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* Sterrett hoted-that many respondents did not answer this question’ f
and felt that it would have 'to B '"reworked" if used in future - . ' :
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'Stgeifford;'Déde M. : -
"ProqrammeqﬁLearnlng in Elcmen@aryﬁhtonomlcs Courses == An o,
Experiment nd Evaluation. - _ . ' St

St Louis, Mlssour; Fonpst Phrk Communitys College, :1971. 9pp.

-~

'+'apptndlccs L , ] . L.

A

afr \
rd .
._ N

fwwoln the fall of 1969 Strelfford}tesbed the effectlveness of =
programmed learnlng, using the two sections of a mlcroeconomic

‘principles course’at Forest’-Park Community College in.St. Louis.

The control group was taugﬂt in the conventional me ¥ ;~ including
lectures, "a sprinkling of" -discugsion," and a standard textbook
(McConnell). The experlmental ggoup also used McConnell's téxt,

but in addition these students. used Bingham's programmed text apd
did not atgtend—Tlass sessions. \Stre1fford noted, however, - that

- the experimeé 1 students "frequented the teacher's office ~

tegularky." Bdth groups received a set of educat;onal objectlves
indicating the concepts that would: be: tcsted .. O

2

o~

Streifford construgted three tests made up of ifems ,taken
from the Mcconn.ll test file and administered these tésts durlng
the semester.” His null hypothes1s Was that there would be
difference between the two groups in- erms.- of performance on '
these tests. ' Then, one year later, h” admlnlsterei the final. \
‘examihation again to the two groups t¢ See 1f the rGSLdual 1mpact
differed. \ . ‘ -

/

There was no 31gn1ﬁ;cant dlfﬁerenco)between the groups in

-.ters of performance on the three tests, but there was a difference

at the 05_;ﬁyll~on ‘the -test<given a .year later. Thus ““the-experi-
‘mental section retained their knowledge of ecopomics longer than -

‘the control students. 8treifford concduded that "the laSting

effects of pprogrammed instruction -for' 1ntroductory eoonomlcs _
students are significantly greater than of the Conxggﬁéonal lec-

Lure/dlécuss1on design." He recommended :that economics instruc-.
tors "exorcise -the tradltlonalism that envelops .our educatlonal

. - institutions." He also .warned, ‘hywever ,’ that the optlmum learnlng
_wexperlence has not been ascertalp
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- Symmes, S. Szbwcll , ) .

. ) ] -« N " o, . . .
Eqéqpmicg;épsﬁruétion'¢h New Jersey's de@gr Gollepes: An’Appraisal - >
gfganLOn4C§ing“Gurgéculqm Projecty T CoL e R

; \,‘ New York: New York Uniﬁefsity}_l)70.' 19pp. Typeyritten. * | K oL
S s I m ‘ - - N o ) e y
- -Ingrgviewing the literature dealihg ﬁith\economics education in .
two-year colleges, Symmes detected & ''genersdl dissatisfaction Wwith A I

™4 . Course content and with instructional techniques," (Page 2.) He )

'f§<:“"éiﬁéd13tﬁdies”pfédicting that by the mid-1970s nearly "half of the

Introductory economics- course work“beyond the high sghool leyel ’ & L
“would be provided by\thegfa¢u1tfes'9f twa-year colleges. He went on .
. to.summarize studies made - by Dawson, Kock, and Thompson, and noted. - .
- the-gimilarities in their findings. Symmes pointed out that ''there ~ = . 4
appeafggﬂto be no great &ffort to offer junior college 5tudents a - ,

course 1lor-made for thair special needs. (Page‘G.) s

w 0 - ; N

3
v [ s

. ) " : ’ . X L . T T = s -

- Beca&g' some gtudies suggested that fewer than five percent of
- all jdnior'géi{zge'students ook economics courseg; Symmés opined - .
.. _.that "enrollment.is. low becauye the gaurse ig. irrelevant ‘to the par-' ¥
‘ “~ticular needs of junior colle studeets ! (Page 7.) #He then '

S addressed the. question of how the courte content and the méthods of
T instructioh might be altered, using Néw Jersey as a case®in point. /

et . w I - \ L. N . - . X .

RS §ymm65)describedﬁthé\effOrts-df5Er0fessor Sidney Kronish of - ) )
-+ sMontclair State College toMinvolve junior college. economists in an, oo
~attempt to change the itft.f_*w uctory economics. course. Kronish sent" A

a 10-item questionnaire.to Ywnior college ig§tructors, \asking for
therl views on what texthoo J@Hfuse,nhow much time to devote to each -

o ‘topiiﬁhwhap kinds of s pplgmeptﬁgy materials tb‘use,_and-ﬁhevlike:’? Co
~ V.p Few Instructors provided detailed responses, but.those who did repdy .- 7 -
AL -ie-sEehied tdﬂébrrobate~Thompsoﬁ's“study_in Californiavwaof;ewample;*l '

' v theére was ™ fnera1~agreement‘on,the'coursg_anteht'buﬁ course~objec- -
. tives tendg%?ﬁpwbe 'rather %enéralﬁﬂthﬁéfébﬁrSes-wéYe "very tradi-

. tional-éhd‘TﬁrgéQy textbook'oridnted. " (Page.10.) :Few were using - T
dudio-visual materials, and. thereswas -'no evidence. of extensive use ¢§_ .’
.77 of the cobmunity agxa 1€arning laboratory in the introductary . -\ - =
. /qunomiqgweoﬁfSe'ianew Jersey's community cdlleges." (Pdge 10 -

./ -

- B

.. & committeé was established to-draft  an experimehtal Qod}se,fﬁg
- .but the initial efforts showed "little ip the way of dramatic inno-"
) vation .m.ad

Mulf(Pagﬁ'11.)\3Ea&h\mgmber attempted to prepare a segment

N, of the courge, but the grodp .Wwas not satisfied with:the resulting
N (sy;iabgs. Anfo¥tundtely, ithe aps to develop and test a new
g.\\-éedonomiCS course for the New

= x\@aterialize.j ) : _ \ﬁ\

-
Y

fersey junior colleges did not. . S
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- The-Test of Fconomic-Undexrstanding—(TEU) was amiristered to .-

}

‘ / - 93 -
Thompeon, Fred A.;'@althall, Wyiie A.; and Merson, ‘Thomas B,

. 'I * .
Bconomjics Educatign in California Junior Colleges: An

i

Exploratory Study.
LXplOra £

" Modesto: Calif¢aenia Junior CollegéiAasociation, 1967, .and
Washington, D.C¥> . U.S. Office of Education, 1967. 112pp.
& ’ ' ) )

. ‘. \
' \ . %, .
In 1966-67 éﬁe authoxr's collected data from California junior
colleges in rggard to economics course offerings and enrollment..

samples of students In four junlor colleges that.were thought to
be broadly represéntative. Two student groups in each college
were testedi One was a cross-section of theg student population;
the other z@s made up of students completing a year-long study
of economi¢d in a course designed for those planning to enter a-
four-year ;oollege. o ‘ : L

AN

The mean score on the TEU was not significantly di fferent ,
" from (he/ mean achieved by the norming sample. [(Note that the .
TEU wbs}designed p;imarily for use in senior high schools and
£ norming data were obtained from high school students.
! was being used widely in colleges, howéver, because the
Test gf Understanding in Cellege Economics had not ye€ been
publiyjhed.) Students studying economics made .statistically
sighificant gains, but fewer than five percent of all’ students
were'tﬁkihg'ﬂtaecbnomics course. .In comparigg 315 junior col-
lege/sfudents with 167 four-year college sophomores in terms of
perfiorimance on the TEU, the researchers found that' the former

. 'his‘study also listed and analyzed _jkhe courses being offered
'infregard to their stated objectives and the concepts actually,
.’be#ng taught. It was found that 97.5 percent of the 80 colleges
 syrveyed offered a course ln principles of economics considered.
' tg be comparable to the principles courses in four-year colleges.
In,addition, 31 pe cent offered a gemeral economics course’
dpsigned for terminal students. - Among the other courses being
taught was economic history (16 percent of the colleges) and
qqhsumer economics (45 percent of the\cqlleges). h
~ . - ‘
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-Thompsoﬁ, Fréd ﬂ.,

~

Gaming Via Computer Simulation Technigues for Junior -College
Econonics Educatign. i . '
[N ) " |

. I - . _
. Riverside, CalifFrnia: Riverside City College, 1968. 68pp. Mimeo-
- graphed. f’ N o - ; - '
» » . . N . . : I

This studijas designed to determine ifYstudents in a'macro-
,economics coukse being taught by & cpmputer gimulation technique
would learn more than those receiving ?onventional(instruction; :
Séveral specific learning goals were establidhed, such as: "Students
. . wiél be able to identify and explain trade-off relatiohships be-
~ - tween stable prices and the level of employment." In the simulation
students acted as policy-oriented economistg, armed with information. .
. ¥ on the“past performance of the econony and with data on UNP, employ-:,
‘. " ment, price level, etc.- They could in¥luence the simulgted-ecénomy
by changing govermment spending or net taxes to achieve maximum .
«conomic growth consistent with full employmerit and price stability.
«Unemployment below a certain rate would bring inflation, for instaqce%

» and the: students would have to compensate for changes in investment
. spending_by_ changiny actions in -the publi¢ Bectar. o o T

The experimental and control groups were clpsely matched in ,
terms of mean scores on the Sghool and College Ability Tests (SCAT)
and the Test of ¥conomic Understanding (TEU). ' The mean scores on the
mid-term examingtion were also very close for the two grodps. It N :
was.hypothesizeg that gaming would, have a long-term impact. To test
‘this, 20 questions (multiple-choice) previously used were repeated
in the l5OJitem'finaf examination taken by bo groups. Although the
experigental group achieved. @ slightly higher score on the 20 items
(16.41 as opposed to 15.80) the difference was not significant. There
was no'significant differencg(in'perfqrmahce.on the total final‘exay.

’Total points earned during-the course were. used as the dependent .
variable: in a multiple re¢ression analysis. This showed that SCAT
scores, previous grade point average, ‘and previous knowledge of . "

-economics,sas measured by the'TEU were significant, while the mse of ¢
£ the game”“was not. The results might,-have been'influenced, however,
‘ by the fact that the previous examination had been reviewed in class
and that it was available in the libra;y for students wishing to
. -study in preparation for :the final exam. . o ot
"Although.there was little difference in mean scores| there lwas afﬂ{f
matked difference in the dispersion of final grades. * All of the "A"
grades and’a greater proportiop ofwthe "F" grades. were héceived by .
those ip the\ experimental group, while the contrel students. received
a great many "C" grades. Nevertheless, it was concluded that the .
game was not a significant factor in student performancer and that the .
v cognitive -objectives of the unit could be ﬁchieved_with equal effici-
ency by gaminﬁ/ég\py-conventioﬂhl methods. / .
: N _ O ’ . N : e‘\‘.
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o . . <N
The effact of gaming on student -attitudes was another matter.
An attitude guestionnaire was ddministered to both gro&Es before
and after the unit. oOn the pré=test the two groups werk nearly
ldentical %n being opposed ‘to the attitudas toward economic prin-
ciples that were held by the instructor. Both groups shifted

the greater. tendency to change. Gaming also producgd a mo
favorable attitude toward the ccurse. The researchér felt that
the experimental students were better able .to discuss and evaluate
economic issues, that they. were more gdger to participate, "and
that the experience denerated: interest in .economics. -

thejr attitudes on the .post-test, but the eXperimeggal group showed.

(For a summary of several studies of the use of computers in teach-

ing economics, see John C. Soper's "Computer—Assisted'Instrucpion
in Ecohomics: A Survey" in The Journal of Economic Education, Fall

1974, pp. 5-28. Also, see William I. Davisson and Frank J. Bonello, -

Computer-Assisted Instruct¥on in fFconomic EdQucation published by
the Unlversity of Notre Dame Press, Notre Dame, Indiana, <1976, and
John Siegfried's review of that book in the Fall 1979 issue of The

Journal of Economic Education, pp. 52-55.) .
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Fhompson; Fred A. . ) R

"The Interactibn of Cognition and Affect: The Issue of Free
A Trade." -, "+ , . ,
, _

The Journal of Economic Education. Vol. 4, No. 2, Spring 1973,
pp.. 111 -TT5
{« - .

- . . v’

The hypothesis in this study was that a cogriltive change will
cause an affective change. Thompson tested the hypothesis by con-
centrating on one cconomic Issue - free trade, He used.a ten- . -

“polnt 'multiple cholce test to measure cognltive change, and an '
attitude survey made up of 66 statements to assess changes 'In
opinion. Most of the statements were taken from the scale
"Attitude Toward the Tarlff'. @hich appeared In L.L. Thurstone, ed:,

" The Measurement of Social Attitudes (Chicago: University of Chi-

y .cago Press, 1332] as reprinted |n Marvin E. Shaw and Jack M. ‘
~ Wiright, Scales -for the Measure nt of Attltudes (New. Yoyk: McGraw- [
. Hill, 1987T, pp. 227-231. The statements, were categorized as
"'strong' and ''weak' and weighted accordingly. Thus a student
checking "'strongly agree'' with a weak'sggtemcnt favoring free
trade would get a score of 5 on that item, while strong®agreement =
wﬁth_a strong statement would bring a score &f 6. The following . -
o are examples of strong and weak statements: o ‘

€ .

.« Strong: ''Free trade is the'solutlon to our economic
2trong ae A ,
‘ problems. 4 " .
o Weak: + '""Thé benefits of free trade are somewhat * ’
¥ - greater than the evils." ' '

4
&

" Otherwise, Thompson's flve-point scale was df. the usual Likert
type.. The experimental group” was a“microeconomics clags at- River-- -
side City College in Callfornia. The students were pre- and post- °
' . tested with both the cognitive test and the attltﬁdf/survey:
Students in an Introductory psycholoyy class made up a control
‘group. They were pre- aid post-tested with the same instruments.
.. With another small group of economics students Thompson administered
" the survey only on a post-test basis. He diﬂ Ris to control for , :
any possibie ''sensitizing' that the pre-test ??ght cause.. (The o :
pre-tedt might make the students more aware the issue and react
' differently.) . Finally, he also tested agclass of graduate students Y

1

“at the University of Callifornia. , p
_ There was no differente between_the/ééhns’of the qont¥ol and "4
* experimental groups on the préitest. 0n/ the post-test, however,
' the economics students achieved a significant gaid while the post-
thst score of the psycholegy class was/almost .unchanged. (A
higher score meant greater approval of' free trade.): The control
group did not .express .pro-tariff sénfiménts; their mean score was
" close to the neutral position:on both occasions. Thompson ' ~

»
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. ‘concluded from this that there were no outside facgtors influencing
'student attitudes toward trade during this period. 'The mean

scores for the expé&rimental group increased on both tests, and J

there was a "fairly strong positive correlation between the two

scpres." (Page 114.) Thus, the hypothesis was supported -- an

increase in knowledge seemed to chanye attitudes. A <

Next,Thompson compared the experimental gfgup with the students
who took the post-test hut not the pre-test. 'He found a signifi-
cant différence between their post-test scores (alpha level of
:05): The postr-test score of this special group was lTower than
the post-score of the experiméntal grouﬁ (although still higher
than that of the control group). This led Thompson to suggest the
possibility that the pre-test did sensitize the experimental ‘
students to the issue. (This was afsmall group, however, and was
made up of only 12 students who had not been presentéfof the pre-
test. Thus, other factors might have accounted.for the difference,
and no firm conclusion can be made on the question of sénsitizing.")

[ 3 )

Finally, the highest scoré\bf all was that of the graduate *

students, although it was not significantly different froﬁgﬁhe
‘mean post-test score of the experimental group. - o )
v -~ . . .

~
2

Thompson also attempted to find out if the control group
students really gave thought to their answers. He sélected three
pairs of statements from the survey to check for &onsistency of
responses. EacH pair made thée same point, but’ in a:somewhat R t
different manner. The fact that many incomsistent replies were )
noted suggested that the students had ‘not given much thought to o
the statements or knew so little about the subject %hqp intelli- :
geny responses were impossible. ‘s - *
In spite of the "imperfections...involved in the mekhodology .
‘data, and data interprefépion..." Thompson concluded that -
"...our efforts do have an effect on the way students view the
wvorld." (Page~115.) T _ : o .

R
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“Junior college instructors, -according 't“o'"'Tﬁ'éTﬁﬁ"‘s"b"ﬁ".' “ This problem””

- major Improvements in the economics, curricula in community junior
colleges.'' (Page 36.) - - ‘ -
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Thompson, Fred A.
'""Problems .and Prospects of Economlcs Education in,Community .

Junlor Colleges." T

Thé Jburnal of'Economfc Educétlbn. vol. 2, no. 1. Falk 1970.

pp. 31-38. : '. -

- A

. A heterogeneous C§Le,telc and diverse educational objec- “
tives,.."" constitute the basic instructional problem facing o
led to the consideration f different approaches to teaching *
economics. One approach 'trled by Thompson was the use of short )
unt ared for community college students. After about one -
h”‘;}f—instructlon in a unit on market deémand, ‘he found - - .
that“Bi percent of the students achieved 80 percent or better s
on w'myttiple-choice test containing questions derived from
behavioral objectives. (See the summaries of other papers by co

Thompson for his experiments with TIPS and with gaming.).

Thompson ,made a study involving 230 students enrolled in a
one-semester ''general and adult education economics course' :at

Riverside City College in California. They were found- to have o,
a wide range of academic abN ities. SCAT verbal scores ranged - ¢
from 251 to 335, while quantifative scores ranged from 256 to ' .

337. The mean verbal placed %Hemtét the L43rd percentlle, and

the mean quantitative at the 35th percentile. The fean GPA for

these studefts (excluding those who were just entering college)

was 1.96. In the same classroom there were studepts with

eighth-grade aptitudes and students ''who could qualify for o :
admission to some of the best feur-year univchitfes.”:(page 34.)

To ascertain what student characteristics Were most important
in explaining learning outcomes, Thompson used three dependent
and eight independgnt variables in a multiple regression analy- -
sis. The former were .scéres on the Test of Economlc Understanding = * . «
(TEU), course grade and giqde times TEU. The Independent vari-
ables were SCAT scores, GPA, gender, probationary status {on ' ’
probation.or not on probation), terminal or transfer students, - p o
racel (white or non-white), age, and marital status. Only the
' rade%poiht average and the SCAT scofe proved to be significant
?Thompson did not think that there was a multicollinearity
problem here, The correlation coefficient between GPA and SCAT

~was 0.28), . | . - - ..

It was concluded that the community college attracts many . ' E .
students with'aptitudes that are lower than those of students
.attending four-year colleges and that “attention should be di- .
‘rected at the needs, problems, and procedures which will effect

3 . g : _ . FE
& o
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- Thompson, Fred A. J

N

'TIPS' in'a Community College Setting.

»

Riverside, California: Riverside City College, 1978. 18ppf +
appendices. Paper presented - at a conference on "Innovations in
Teaching the Introductory Course," St. Louis, Missouri, December
2,71978. Also see J.R, Clark and Robert J. Sturm, Economics:
Innovations in Teaching the Introductory Course (New York: Joint

Coqncil on Economic Educatlon, 1979}, pp. 53-78., o o

Although this study is similar ‘to that made by David Garraty
and summarized earlier in this booklet, it differg in some of
the details of the research design. Thompson was_ also, testing
the effectiveness of TIPS in a community college, but he included
more variables in his regression analysis and used a complete
.form of the .Test of Understanding in College Economics (TUCE)
rather than an abbreviated version. In addition, student per-
formance on the TIPS surveys did have some efféct on their course
grades; and Thoflpson was covering macroeconomics while Garraty
was covering micro. , .- - oo ) W
Thompson administered four' hour-long examinations during the
' semestert The itemS on these multiple-choice tests.differed from
those included  in the TIPS surveys. The TUCE was then used "to
' indepquently assess courle effectiveness." (Page 6.) Two de-
pendent variables were used ---avérage Sscore on the ‘four tests
‘and score oy the TUCE. (Garraty used simple gain score means,
gap—clos}ng scorel, and mean ost-test scores.) Thomplon's
independent variables include 'SCAT seores, GPA, gender, ethnic
group (caucasian or minoritd, a dichotomohs variable), student's
age, marital status, whether or not the student planned to trans-
fer to a four—year.qpllegq,'major field (a dichotomous yariable,
_wlth 1 = ﬁnsxnessrmajor, and 0 = all others), and exposure to TIPS.

[

{

With the mean sdg¢re on the four achievemé&nt tests as the de-
pendent. variablé, TIPS, SCAT, and GPA proved to Pe significant.
at’ the .05 level. The coefficient”of muitiple determination was -
,0.61. TIPS raised performance on the examinations by an average
of 6.7 points, an improvement of 10 percent\on average exam
'scorgs for students using TIPS. With TUCE score‘as the dependent
variable), however, TIPS did not prove to ‘be statistically signi-
ficant:. .= SCAT, GPA, and gender (being female had a negative
effect) were significant at the .05 level., The R2 was, now 0.52.
"Holding other factors constant,; TIPS raised TUC ores one
point, but'this was ¢nly a two- percent improvement in average

- TUCE .scores and ‘was not sigpificant. o S

s Thompson toncluded that TIPS benefited both high ability and
* low abidity students, but that low ability students received

. more benefits.. The mean scores on the-regular exams were higher
in the TIPS classes than in the control glass for.both high,

;‘ . . ’ “ \A . . ~N

~ - 1o
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ability and low ability students, but the differences were
greater for the -low ability students. Finally, students reacted
favorably to TIPS on a "Student Appraisal_ of Instruction Form."

for a particular student who had completed a‘given survey, and
for a print-out gix}ng a summary report for all students taking

' one test.) - i
. )

\\ (See the next two pages for an example of a TIPS print-out




—_— : - 101 -

[ ’
. . TIPS
_ STUDENT PROGRESS REPORT
PRINCIPLES OF MACROECONOMICS (07)
. PROFESSOR FRED A. THOMPSON
n . J
’ ID # 129185 ‘ ! .
SECTION # 51, 9:00 AM MWF S
_nw~m»wwsserionfnsansgr~*HR;”THOMPSON"“‘"W'"”””“'j" o ‘
. - . . SURVEY # 10 (04/29/77)
; - FED MONETARY CONTROLS
G
~ YOU CORRECTLY- ANSWERED 7° OUT OF THE 15 QUESTIONS ON THIS SURVEY.
THE FOLLOWING TABLE SUMMARIZES YOUR ANSWERS AS WELL AS THE CORRECT .

"ANSHERS FOR THIS SURVEY. YOU ARE URGED TO MAKE SURE THAT YOU
UNDERSTAND THE NATURE OF ANY INCORRECT RESPONSES WHICH YOU MADE.

LS,

]

TABLE OF RESPONSES

QUES. YOUR CORR. QUES. - YOUR CORR. QUES. YOUR  CORR.’

NUMB. , ANSH.  ANSW. _ NUMB. ANSW.  ANSW. - NUMB. ANSW. _ANSW.~
1. L2 1 6. 1 1 11. 1 ¥
. 2. 1 3 T oy 3 .12, 3 2
: 3. ~ Y 1 8. 1 1 - 13.° y 3
4. 2 .3, \§ 9. 3 3 14, 3 3
5. ° 3 - 3 <10, Y y 15, 1 1

ALL PRESCRIBED WRITTEN gakx,ls TO BE COMPLETED AND TURNED IN -~ . - . .
FOR GRADING AT THE CLASS MEETING OF WEDNESDAY:, MAY . e

. QUANTITATIVE CONTROLS OF THE FED

* ~--PREPARE AND TURN IN WRITTENyAﬁSWERS TO BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVES
NO. 2 AND NO. 6 FOUND ON ‘PAGE 131 OF YOUR STUBY GUIDE. (THESE
OBJECTIVES DEAL WITH RESERVE REQUIRFHENTS AND OPEN-MARKET OPERATIONS.)- o

-

QUALITATIVE CONTROLS OF THE FED -

[y

. Y . J . . T .
--YOU MISSED ONE QUESTION IN“THE CONCEPT AREA OF .OUALITATIVE ,
-MONETARY CONTROLS, s« REVIEW QUESTIONS SEVEN THROUGH(NI“E ON YOUR SURVEY ¥
~ N - ..

. AND TRY TQ UNDERSTAND THE CORRECT RESPONSES.
. a ’ ) . 4

MONETARY POLICY o
_ - | _ _
_~"ANSWER TRUE-FALSE QUESTIONS NOS. 9,10,11 AND 12 ON PAGES 129 AND
130 OF YOUR STUDY GUIDE. AFTER EACH QUESTION, EXPLAIN BRIEFLY IN -
WRITING WHY THE STATEMENT IS TRUE OR FALSE.. « = . ‘ e

\ »

NOTICE:  ALL STUDENTS WI'LL RETURN THEIR SURVEY 10 PRINTOUTS TOGETHER

TIME OF YOUR OLASS MEETING. NO LATE WORK WILL BE GRADED OR = -
+ACCEPTED. FOR CREDIT. .. ' ST |

. . A T .
% . e N
# BRI . [ *
! , : - T o @) v
ab N e e e D e ;

!

RS
A

WITH. ANY PRESCRIBED WRITTEN WORK ON WEDNESDAY, MAY 4 AT THE RN
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/ TIPS
pnorpssoxvs SUMMARY REPORT

PRINCIPLES OF MACROFCO#OMICS (07)
PROFESSOR FRED A, THOMPSON

« [ CLASS
. N - \ N
NUMBER OF STUDENTS ) : 96
NUMBER TAKING TEST # ) 93
== BASIC ECONOMIC CONCEPTS X j
. .NUMBER RECEIVING STUDENT RERORT-# -0Y S _ ) 96 a
== BASIC ECONOMIC CONCEPTS . _ : |
) . .TABLE OF AVFRQQE SCORES AVERA.&r PCT. CORREdT
. " CLASS/ | |
FILE LABEL . i . (N= 93) 0
G151 -- SURVEY 1: 'BASIC EroNoMIc CONCEPTS . /
' ALL" 20 QUESTIONS ON,THE TEST 76.8 :
G152 -- KNOWLEDGE OF TERMS AND DEFINITIONS ' S i
QSTS 1,2,3,4 : . 87.6 : |
G153 -— ECONOMIC METHODOLOGY . o L o
g QSTS 5,6,7,8 : | i 63,7 .
G154 ;- GRAPAICAL ANALYSIS ' . ’
/ QSTS 9,10,11,12 | - 81.7 C
G155 -~ PITFALLS AND FALLACIES ‘ | /
/ QSTS 13,14,15.16 ' 79.6 /
G156 —- . ECONOMICS AND ECONdMIC POLICY ' :
T 0STS 17,18,19,20 | ' 71,2 o
. / , ) f B !
N B ITEM ANALYSIS TABLE
SR _ PERCENT - PERCENT IN CLASS SELECTING
i NO.  ANS.  CORRECT " ALTERNATIVE RESPONSES
f i ‘ . NO
| ‘. CLASS 1 2 3w 5 ‘RFSp.
1 3 98 0 1. 98 0 .0 1
2 3 ¢ 98 1 1 98 0 0 0.
3 3 90 0 0 90 2 0 0
y 2 65 "3 65 - 14 17- o 1
5 68 68 15 15 ) 1 0
. 6 1 v 33 33. 3 - » 59 0 0
.7 1 56. 56 28" 15 1 0 0
8 1 98 98 b . 0 0 0
9 2 68 22 68 1 9 0 1
10 1. 80 80 < 1u 1.5 0 0
) . 11 2 95 2 95 . ) 2.0 0,
12 2 85 5 85 8 2 0 0
13 2 8y 9 gy 3. 3 0 1
w oy, 88 88 2 -2 8 0 0
D L 88 2 'y S 88 0 0
16 i ~ 58 . 82 1 9 sg o o
17 2 . 86 4. 86 -4 g 0 0
18 3 60 12 9 60 19 "0 o
. 19 2 55 - 16 S5 26 3. 0 "o
) ~ 20 2 o " 84 10 2 0 "¢

1 T oI

"E



Junior college students and 40.3 for the four-year students. '

. math, and having had algebra or calculus.

ference betwaeen the pre-test gcore and 33. The gain score is dividg;

-'103 -
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Weldenaar, Dennis J. and Dodson, Joe A.
k. ' ' -
"The-Effectiveness of Economics Instruction in' Twa-Year Colleges."”

Pp. 5-12. '”
. -y

The authors attémpted to mghsure the effectiveness of economics
instruction in a non-random sample of two-year colleges and to .. - ._ ..

The Journal of Ecorfomic Educhtion.'Vol. 4, No. 1. ]fall 1972,

- ldentify factors that influence student performance in a one-semester

macroeconomics c¢ourse. Ten schools located in eight states wqre in-
volved. The Test of Understanding in College Economics (TUCE) was
administered to 677 Junlor college students. Form I-B (macroeconomics)
was used, and the results were compared with those ohtained from 473
four-year college students during the national norming o?\the TUCE .

-

The junior college students achieved a pre-test mean of 11.26,
as compared with a mean of 13.71 for the four-year students. The post-

test mean for the former group was 14.75, while for the norm group it
'was 19.25. The four-year students had gained $.53 raw score points,

while the junior collqge students achieved a mean gain of only 3.49.
The percentage gain, using the pre-test as a base, was 31.0 for the-

A gap-closing score was also computed. This helps to overcome

'theﬂceilihg effect of the 33-item TUCE. The higher one scores on the

pre-test, the leas room one has for improvement, The gap is the diir“
d

by the gap to obtain the gap-closing score. This shows the extent to

which the student closed the gap between his or her pre-tesat score

and a perfect score. This also revealed a poorer performance on the

part of the junior college students. Their mean gap—closing score

wﬂ% 16.1, as compared with 28.6 for the four-year students.

Of course, there was considerable variation among the classes of
the 11 instructors involved. Pre-test means ranged from a low of
10.27 to a high of 12.64. Post-tedt means ranged from 11.33 to 18.35.
No junior college class achievdd a pre-test or post-test mean as
high as that of the four-year students.

The researcffers included 16 independent variables in a regression
analysis using ppst-test score as the performance criterion., Student
age and ACT score proved to be significant at the .01 level. Having
taken a previous college economics course was significant at the .05
level. Being a business wmajor was significant at the .05 leVel, but °
the sign was negative (-1.06). That 8, business majors achieved
lower scores on the TUCE than other ;iudents. Among the variables

‘that were not statistically'significant were student's purpose *(going

to a four-year college or directly into a vocation), gender, class

-(freshman or sophomore), qlective or required course, having had

high school economics, pre-course grade expectations, interest in
economics, high school size, majoring in sgience, ?ngineering, or

1
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| : N\ .
Weidenaar and Dodson then attempted to adjust faor some of .the
differences betwedn'th&,juhior'@ollege studenty and four-year oollege

"8tudents. The réagressiqn coefficient for composite \ACT scorec of the
two-year students Was .3}\\g;i§ing that every additional point on the.
ateld

. ACT wag positively hssoci th .41 points on the TUCE. They

R

wanted to find out £, the difference on post-TUCE would disappear if -
the ACT scores ¢f junior college students were equivalent to those of
four-year students., "They tomparad the two-year students with a group
©f 306 Purdue Univergity students *whose average ACIT score was five
points higher . The'ACTwécoraa‘of the Jjunior college students were
adjusted upward by fivg points to Machieve a common basis for com-
parability:" - (Page 9.7)7"“This added over 2 points to.the two-year
college scare on; the TUCE.(§5-¥ .41), raising the post-test mean to
16.5 However, this wus still fuch loéwer than the post-test mean of
20.0 aohieved by the Purdug students. Since the textboeks and other

materials used by all 4ngtructors in the study ware,gimilar, the - v

authors hypdthesized that differences among teachers might explain
the poorer showing .of" the junior college students. ) :

The authors ‘examined the economics backgrounds, of the junior
college instrucﬁgru and administered the TUCE to them. They found a
posjitive and sta 122
preparation andiTUCE; erformance, and student POst—-TUCE s$cores. That
‘is, having an: instructor. with an M.A. in economics added one point
to the-post-TUCE sgcore,’ Each-year of teagching experience added .20
of a point to the students' post+1TUCE score; and each question the
instructor answered- gorreetly on the TUCE added -11 of a point to the
students' ,post-TUCE 2core. . : ' ‘

N SN
3
v .'\' 1) - u

Finallx;ﬂ%gj Junior bqlibge-student§'Were}asked to. indicate their
wh

attitudes wgr\.ecbndmics'as a subject.  Their interest in economics
increggsed” somewh t-after taking the course, but they were less likaly

to consider it ?véry»importaﬁt" br "important." Both beforé and after - '

taking the course the majority agreed that ecdnomics shouyld be a re-
“quired subjedt. IR S _ : . -

. N
~ x.'” : ~ i\‘,‘f

(This'studyfcorﬁpbdrateé Dgwspn'g.findings regardiny the kdct
that fdur-year students ‘did better thdn two-year studénts ln economics
A different result was obtained, howeéver, on tnhe effect of ‘teacher:

*

preparatigggﬁnd experienqe,-f Dawson did not fihd this to be stafis~:a

tically s®ynificant, while Weidenaar and Podson did. It should be.
hoted that Weidenaar and Dodson .obviously had ‘bettdr :control over

thei ﬁparticipatingJiﬁst;u¢tors and that they included instructor per-
foxrmance ori’ the ,TUCE, whereas Dawson considered only, their credits in

icdlly significant relationship between instructor

oW

.gconomics courges’ and their Years of college teaching experience. Also,

p&wSon used gain scores while Weidenaar and Dodson used post-test

Bcores in -their model. AnGther Adifference is that Dawson used. the /'old |

TEV (a test actually designed for 12th graders) while thede researchers

Fall : <

! N

' used the newar and more difficult TUCE.) e ' P,
o T -
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Wentworth, Donald R., and Lewis, Darrell R.
"An Evaluation of the .Use oflthe Marketplace Game in Junjor College
Economics." -

The Jburnal of Economic Education. Vol. 6,.No§-é.f Spfingﬂl975.
T PP- 113"]:19. '_ T . [ "

ion, wipter 1973, pp.’
87-96, and Wentworth's doctoral thesis, "THE Effectiveness of. a
Leaxrning Game for. Teaching Introductory Economics in Selected Two--
Year Colleges," University of Minnescta, 1972. ) '

N h ) l
" "Also see the.Journal of Experimehtal Educat

, 4

Y . . . )

In the Marketplace game, participants buy and sgll to acquire ‘
-"units of satisfaction.". In the process, they learn supply, demand, -
factors of production, circular flow of capital and goods, the func-
tions of roney, the profit motive, division of labor, and the_
market. In this study, 149, students taking introductory economics,

. . in two MInnesota junior colleges were tested: Two instructors

' with "similar characteristics" were chosen to teach the four

classes, and tach instructor was randomly assigned a control class
and an experimental class. ‘

In the two experimental classes the students used_ the game in
place of eight class periods normally taught by the lecture method.
Otherwise, the control and experimental groups were exposed to the
same teaching techniques and course content. Pretests indicated

- that there were no significant differences hetween the two groups
. in terms of ability, - interest, goals, age,'and previous &xperience.
', ‘The hybrid version of the Test of Understanding in College Economics -
(Hybrid TUCE) was used to measure the game's impact. ATl students
" were taking the "terminal" economics course, which'stressed current
issues and used few mathematical models or graphs.

’

o Eight independent variables were used in amultiple, linear re-

«+ gression model to analyze the effects of the game on -economic know-
ledge. These were pre-test (Hybrid TUCE) scores,’ ACT scores, age,
college attended, high school economics background, gender, pre-
course interest in economics, and experimental or control class. -
The five that proved to be significant were. pre-test scoré, ACT,
age, college attended,.and use of .the game. The latter variable had
a negative sign, however. That is, after controlling .for prior L
knowledge of economics, ability, maturation, interes$t in economics,
gender, and’ possible differential influences of the instructor or
school, it was found that students using the game gained 1.43
.points less than those receiving conventional instruction. -Since
most research shows ‘that games are as good as (or better than)
conventional methods, this result was surprising.

' The authors noted that the différence in gain scores between
expegimenﬁa} and control clgsses was "conside;able," The average

.
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student achieved a gain score of over three pointg~ Thus, the

loss of 1.43 gain score points attributable te the ame was sub-
stantial. One would have to demonstrate other benefits, thQFefore,
to justify the cost of using the Yame, JThe impact of the game on
student attitudes toward the course the instructors was -
measured through the use of a semantic Wifferential scale. The ex-
perimental group gave the game posditive eyaluations and gshowed a
more positive attitude towghg the concept "Rrofits." There ‘were

no differences betwéen groups in regarasto their attitudes toward
the instructor,. the textbook, the lectures,. and. such eocgnomic

~concepts as market, producer, consumer, and banker. (Both groups

" how the game influenced attitudes toward the instructional process. -

developed more favorable attitudes toward these concepts.)

Fearing that the reaction scales used for the various concepts
were measuring similar things, the resecarchers conducted a factor
analysis. Four factors were found tQ explain 66 percent of the
vari%ncc. The first factor was callga "Economics .(or Capitalism)
Syndrome"™. In this factor there were positive loadings exceeding
the criterion level for the concepts Bankets, Market EEconomy,
Producers, Consumers, Profits, .and Economics. The second factor

was called "Instructional rocess," and the elements receiving high

loadings were Instructor, Economics, Discussion, and Lectures. The
game did not receive a high 18ading -- indeed, there‘was a’ negative
and insignificant relationship. , The third factor was "Student
Learning Behaviors," with factor loadings above the cutoff point
(.400) for Textbook, Economics, and Independent Study. The game
was "conspicuous by its absence. Students in this s%gdy did not-
associate the learning game with student learning activities in
general." (Page 117.) The fourth factor was "Command Economy, "
which the students did not see as being relatéd to other variables
used in -the study’. It was actually negatively related to the
variable Bconomics. \ '

. ) 4 , )
Finally, tﬁe "Instructional Process" factor/was used as the
dependent variable in a multiple linear regression mode] to see

The post-test score (Hybrid TUCE) replaced the pre-test score-as
an independent variable and proved te be significant at the .05
level. Age was the other vaxiable significantly associated with
the student's attjtude toward- the instructional process.- Thus, _
the game did not affect student attitudes toward the instructional

A

process. (Most studies show that games have a positive imp®ct on
Student attitudes.) The authors ‘concluded that the "benefits
associated with the game's use were few if any." (Page 118.)
~ "y 4
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STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK ' v . e '
P.0. BOX 130 ) v
JOLD WESTBURY. NEW YORK 11568 | -t

' CENTER FOR BUSINESS & ECONOMIC EDUCATION
YELEPHONE (516) 997-4700 ‘ - George G. Dawson, Director

t.

R The EMPIRE STATE COLLEGE CENTER FOR BUSINESS & ECONOMIC
\ EDUCATION was established in December of 1975 and became affili-
ated with the New York State.Council on Economic Education and

education in the United States, the Center is a non-profit, non-
partisan, and non-political educational organization working to
improve economic underStanding at all educatiornfhl levels. v
. The' work of the EMPIRE STATE COLLEGE CENTER FOR BUSINESS &
ECONOMIC EDUCATION includes researchy the publication of
bibliographies, reseafcp reports, materials for teachers, and
other materials; conducting workshops for teachers; holding
professional meetings and conferences; providing consyltants
and speakers for other organizations and schools; and answering
. requests for advice and information” on economic education. The
CENTER specializes in business and economic education for adults,
1d in the development of methods and materials for personalized,
ndividualized and self-paced instruction. The CENTER also

N provides editorial management of “The Journal of Economic Education,
L published by the Joint, Council on Economic Education. ' -
~ At this time (June, 1980) the staff of the CENTER iné¢ludes N

the following menmbers of the Empire State Coliege faculty:
Dr. George G. Dawson; Professor of Economics

B | . ‘. |
Mr. Richard’ Glassberg, Visiting Assistant Professor +
* of Business:

Mr. Robert Greenburg,*Instruqtor in Busdiness's& Econdmics - R-
_ - . . L
‘ - Ms.Doris.Kalisman, Adjunct Instructor in Career Edugation\

"Mr. Lester Levine,Professor of Business & Public AdminiStration

' : ' !

- { . g . ’- u .
Dr.Donald K.Park-Associate Professor of Business (on leave) .

Dr.Elizabeth Stéltenpbhl, Professor of Education (on leave)
. : 4 N - ' . t .
Dr. Jeff;ey Sussman,'Associate Professor of Economics

s

Dr. Rhoada Wald, Professor of Educatioh ) AUG29 1980

Secretary: Liz Tracy UNIVERSITY OF f:ALlFORNlA..
. . ® v
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