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ABSTRACT

Whileresearch productivity isa vital component in the career of a marketing scholar, it may
not bethekeytofamiliarity and recognition among peers. Generally, rewards, such aspromotions
andtenure, arebased upon ascholar’ spublication record. Nevertheless, beyondtangiblerewards,
it is often the goal of many academic scholars to be “well-known,” or recognized by other
academicians. The purpose of this study is to determine whether familiarity among peers is
achievedthrough publication productivityin comparison to an alternateform of scholarly output,
the writing of marketing textbooks. Utilizing previously published research results, as well as
information provided by textbook industry sour ces, therecognizability of individualsin thesetwo

categories was examined.

INTRODUCTION

Many marketing scholars are quick to ven-
turethetop namesinthediscipline. Thoughthese
opinions are based on various elements, the end
result is the same: recognition. Often, recogni-
tionisbased on prominencein some profession-
al, scholarly, organizational or social setting. In
their article, Bakir, Vitell, and Rose (2000) pro-
vide an objective detailed list of top marketing
researchers on the basis of productivity. While
research productivity isavital componentinthe
career of a marketing scholar (Page and Mohr
1995), itmay not betheprimary key tofamiliarity
and recognition among peers.

Articlesoffering rankingsfor journals, indi-
viduals, and institutionsare alwaysof interest to

those involved in marketing scholarship (Barry
1990; Clark 1986; Koojaroenprasit, Weinstein,
and Johnson 1998; Marquardt and Murdock
1983; Page and Mohr 1995; Spake and Harmon
1998; Zinkhan 1999). In particular, individual
professors place agreat amount of weight inthe
productivity rankingsthey receive. Methodsfor
analyzing productivity rangefrom citation anal-
ysesto faculty/administrative surveysor article
tallying, andtheuseof each caninfluenceresults
(see Spake and Harmon 1998). For example,
Bakir, Vitell, and Rose (2000) looked at several
issuesrelated to research production of market-
ingscholars. BasedonHult, Neese, and Bashaw's
(1997) study assessing perception of marketing
faculty with regard to theimportance of market-
ingrelatedjournals, Bakir, Vitell, and Rose (2000)
found that “the top 28 scholars are responsible
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for about 10 percent of thetotal research produc-
tion in magor journals within the discipline”
(p. 107). Their study alsoreveal ed that thetop 25
large departmentsin combination with thetop 5
small departments were responsible for 44 per-
cent of all the research in major marketing jour-
nals.

Productivity ratings, however, may differ
from peer perceptions and name recognition.
Still, the relative importance of these studiesin
deci phering perceived marketing schol ar recog-
nizability, not publication productivity, is un-
clear. Generaly, rewards within the marketing
discipline, such as promotions and tenure, are
based upon a scholar’s publication record. In
most cases this involves the number of articles
published and the quality of journals these arti-
cles appear in. Nevertheless, beyond tangible
rewards, itisoftenthegoal of academic scholars
to be “well-known,” or recognized within their
discipline. It isquite possiblethat being “recog-
nizable’ withinthemarketing disciplineisinde-
pendent of the number of scholarly publications
one may have, and instead is a result of other
factors. Thepurposeof thisstudy isto determine
whether familiarity among peers is achieved
through publication productivity in comparison
to an aternate form of scholarly output, the
writing of marketing textbooks. Utilizing previ-
ously published research results (Bakir, Vitell,
and Rose 2000), the present research will com-
pare the recognizability of a determined list of
productive marketing scholars with the leading
textbook writersinseveral coremarketing areas.

METHODOLOGY

Intheir article, Bakir, Vitell, and Rose (2000)
evaluatedtheresearch productivity of marketing
scholars in six leading marketing journals be-
tween 1991-1998. These journals included the
Journal of Marketing, the Journal of Marketing
Research, the Journal of Consumer Research,
the Journal of Retailing, the Journal of the
Academy of Marketing Science, and Marketing
Science. Research productivity wasevaluatedin
twoways: fractionally, depending onthenumber

of coauthors per article, and by thetotal number
of articles where the name appears. Therefore,
two listsof authorswere created, onelist adjust-
ed for coauthors and one list by total number of
articles.

Thecurrent research utilized acombined list
of all authorson bothlistsfromtheBakir, Vitell,
and Rose (2000) article. No additional journals
were examined for the current research in order
to maintain consistency with Bakir, Vitell, and
Rose(2000) and Hult, Neese, and Bashaw (1997).
Combining the names of the fractionalized list
and the normal count list created a consolidated
list of leading journal authors. Duplicates were
removed. Additionally, those individuals not at
Americanuniversitiesor thosewho wereretired
were not included in the list. This procedure
resulted in acombined list of 46 names.

Leading textbook authors in several core-
marketing areas were compiled (Principles of
Marketing, Consumer Behavior, Marketing Re-
search, Retailing, Channels, SalesM anagement,
and Advertising/Promotion). Thestatusof |ead-
ing textbooks was based on industry statistics
and the core areas display no direct relation to
any of the specific journals utilized by Bakir,
Vitell,and Rose(2000). Interestingly, therewere
no duplicate names to those listed by Bakir,
Vitell, and Rose (2000). Thisprocedureresulted
inanadditional 34 names. Thetwolistswerethen
combinedtoformonelarger list comprised of 80
names. Table 1 provides acomposite list of the
names.

Using the names on the composite list, an
interactiveonlinesurvey to assessnamerecogni-
tionwascreated. A five-point semanticdifferen-
tial item (where 5 = recognizable and 1 = unrec-
ognizable) was placed after each name on the
composite list. Via e-mail, respondents were
asked to visit a website containing the online
survey, click on the button below each name
representing their familiarity withthename, and
click submittofinishthesurvey. A formalized e-
mail message was sent to the department chairs
of AACSB accredited and non-accredited aca-
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TABLE 1
MEAN RECOGNITION SCORES FOR JOURNAL
PUBLISHERS AND TEXTBOOK AUTHORS
Journal Publishers Textbook Authors
Devavrat Purohit 128 Pat Dunn 1.74
Robert A. Ping Jr. 139 KathleenKrentler 1.86
Mark E. Parry 148 DaeLewison 194
AradhnaKrishna 151 Bert Rosenbloom 2.54
Predeep K. Chintagunta 159 CharlesFutrell 2.74
Laura A Peracchio 1.68 LeonSchiffman 2.76
Birger Wernerfelt 175 Paul W.Miniard 2.77
Kannan Srinivasan 1.81 Miked Amico 2.86
Scott W. Kelly 1.84 BruceWalker 2.95
L akshmanKrishnamurthi 1.86 BarryBerman 2.99
David C. Schmittlein 2.07 D€ I.Hawkins 2.99
Itamar Simonson 2.07  Naresh Mahotra 3.08
Jeffrey J. Inman 208 CarlMcDanidl 3.08
Wagner A. Kamakura 216  ThomasN. Ingram 3.16
Jan B. Heide 216 DavidKurtz 3.22
Scot Burton 223  Gary Armstrong 3.23
Randolph E. Bucklin 231  Michael Soloman 3.40
BarbaraE. Kahn 2.33  JamesF. Engel 3.40
DonaldR. Lichtenstein 2.33  J. Paul Peter 341
Stephen J. Hoch 236  WilliamZikmund 3.45
David GlenMick 240 Roger Kerin 3.45
Dhruv Grewal 243  Roger Blackwell 3.47
John G. Lynch Jr. 245 J. Barry Mason 3.54
ChristineMoorman 247  ThomasKinnear 3.55
Richard G. Netemeyer 248  Robert Lusch 3.55
MarshalL. Richins 251  WilliamBearden 3.56
Wayne S. DeSarbo 252  JoeHair 3.60
JoanMeyers-Levy 252  CharlesLamb 3.61
Ajay K.Kohli 253  Terry Shimp 3.63
V. Kumar 2.68  WilliamPride 3.64
Jagdip Singh 270 BartWeltz 3.67
Bernard J. Jaworski 285 O.C.Ferdl 3.86
BarbaraB. Stern 285  WilliamPerreault 3.94
Sunil Gupta 292  Jagdish Sheth 4.03
Rajan P. Varadargjan 2.92
Vijay Mahgjan 3.06
Richard Staelin 3.08
Robert Peterson 3.16
Ronald R. Lehmann 3.28
Steven P. Brown 3.31
A. Parasuraman 3.61
Leonard Berry 3.64
Paul E. Green 3.78
George S. Day 3.87
Shelby Hunt 4.09
Note: 5 = recognizable and 1 = unrecognizable.
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demicinstitutions. Department chairswereasked
to forward or relay the message to other faculty
withintheir units, resultinginasampleconsisting
of both department chairsand departmental fac-
ulty membersfrom AACSB accredited and non-
accredited institutions. Surveys were collected
and separated electronically. Seventy-five sub-
jectsrespondedtothesurvey. Thedatacollected
allowed for analyses of the recognizability of
each nameand acomparison between thenames
of top researchers and the names of textbook
authors.

Analysisand Results

For all analyses, a lower number indicates
higher recognizability. Descriptive statisticsfor
individual namesreveal ed that Shel by Hunt was
the overall most recognizable person (mean =
4.09), followed by Jagdish Sheth (mean =4.03).
Within textbook authors only, the most recog-
nizable nameswere Jagdish Sheth, William Per-
reault, and O.C. Ferrell, respectively (means =
4.03, 3.94, and 3.86). The most recognizable
journal publishers were Shelby Hunt, George

Day, and Paul Green, respectively (means=4.09,
3.87, 3.78). A complete list of both textbook
authors and journal publishers along with their
mean recognizability score can be found in Ta-
ble 1.

Next, an average score for textbook authors
andjournal publisherswascal culated. Themean
score for all textbook authors combined was
3.25, and the mean scorefor all journal publish-
ers was 2.61 (see Figure 1). Results of a one-
sampl et-test comparing these mean scoresindi-
cated that textbook authors were significantly
more recognizable than journal publishers
(p <.001). Authors of introductory and princi-
plesof marketing textbooks had amean score of
3.56, indicating highrecognizability.

Of the 46 journal authors only 10 had mean
recognizability scoresabove3.00, indicating that
only 22 percent of thetop journal publishershad
better than averagerecognizability. Ontheother
hand, 23 of the 34 textbook authors had scores
above 3.00, indicating above average recogni z-
ability for 68 percent of the authors.
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IMPLICATIONS

Theresults of this study show that textbook
authors were more recognizable to this study’s
respondents than were journal publishers. Al-
though much of theexisting literaturefocuseson
journal publication productivity, thistypeof schol-
arly activity may not bethekey tofamiliarity and
recognition among professorial cohorts. There-
sults of this study may offer an additional ap-
proach to measuring and evaluating scholarly
activity, beyond citation analyses, surveys, or
articletallying. Aninterestingimplication, given
the importance placed on top journa publica-
tions within the marketing discipline, isthe dif-
ference in recognition received by textbook au-
thors.

Research Limitations

A number of possiblelimitationsexistfor this
research. Due to the length of the survey (con-
sisting of 80 names), a one-item measure of
recognizability was used as opposed to a sum-
mated scale of items. The nature of the list of
individual s also poses possible limitations. Be-
cause the list was composed of top publishers
from 1991-1998, scholarswho may have estab-
lished recognizability through publicationsprior
to these years were not included as journal pub-
lishers. Thiswasdone, however, to beconsistent
with the list compiled from Bakir, Vitell, and
Rose (2000). Likewise, there may be recogniz-

able scholars who have retired and were not
includedinthelist.

Future Resear ch Opportunities

A number of future research opportunities
arisefromthesefindings. Aninterestinginvesti-
gation would involve a comparison of various
methodsfor eval uating outstanding scholarship.
For example, does quality equal quantity, or do
citation indices reflect a scholar’s quantity of
publications in major journals. The possibility
existsthat ascholar may be recognizable dueto
asinglesignificant publicationrather thanalarge
number of lesssignificant articles. Additionally,
there are of course numerous other ways for a
scholar to become*familiar” to other academics
(besides journal publication or textbook writ-
ing). Futureresearch could utilizean open-ended
survey where subjects are asked to list the ways
inwhichthey arefamiliar withaparticular schol -
ar. For example, an individua may have few
journal publications, but may be very familiar
within the discipline due to activities such as
conferencesattended or organizational member-
ship. Additionally, futureresearch shouldlook at
more descriptive characteristics of the survey
respondents(such astheir major areasof concen-
tration, thenumber of yearsthey havebeeninthe
field, etc.) aspotential covariatesintheanalysis.
Examining these issues may provide a better
understanding of scholarly evaluations.
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CASE STUDY: TEACHING AN
ELECTRONIC COURSE

Sandip C. Patel, Marshall University
Jane Huffman Hayes, University of Kentucky

ABSTRACT

This paper sharesthe experience of teaching an electronic media based course. The lessons
learned while teaching this course are multifold. The E-course required a very different set of
skillsand effortsfor both theinstructor and the students compared to a traditional coursetaught
in aclassroom. For the students, a strong need for pre-enrollment counseling wasrealized. For
theinstructor, 72 percent of workload came from non-traditional areas of teaching. Thirdly, the
lack of a classroom environment required additional control efforts to help prevent student
dishonesty than areneededin atraditional classroom setting. Finally, tryingto keepthe E-course
material on the Web independent of any particular textbook posed various challenges.

LITERATURE REVIEW

The subject of instruction viaelectronic me-
dia has been discussed much in the recent time.
Thetraditional “chalk and talk” classes (Becker
and Watts 1996) are being replaced by the in-
verted classes (Lage et a. 2000), where events
that have traditionally taken place inside the
classroom now take place outside the classroom
and vice versa. Theimplications of introducing
computer-based instructional technology into
marketing education may vary widely. These
differencesincludeeverythingfromsmall clerica
changes to “a new terrain of struggle over the
purposeand natureof higher educationand usher
in a new era of labor market restructuring”
(Pietrykowski 2001). This paper focuseson les-
sonslearned whileteaching an electronic media
based course that was one of the pre-requisite
coursesfor an undergraduate degree programin
Marketing.

It should be noted that the scope of imple-
menting electronic media for a course varies

from one ingtitution to the next and from one
course to another. Some education institutions
have experimented with using e-media to com-
municatewith their remote students. Asan addi-
tional study aid, other institutions have tried
putting material on Web pagesfor their students
to access. A common need for al such levels of
implementation was revealed by Randall et al.
(1996), who illustrated that although a broad
range of knowledge, training, access, and use of
distance education technology existed among
educators, the subjects (administrators, faculty,
and staff) indicated astrong need for training in
all areas of distance education technology, as
well as leadership and direction. Not only does
thisauthor concur withthesefindings, but heal so
has experienced a greater need for the E-course
studentsto obtain in-depth understanding about
how E-courses are different before they take
suchcourses. A certainamount of trainingwould
also be helpful. By sharing the experience of
teaching an E-course, the author hopes to con-
tribute to the empirical pool of knowledge that
helps marketing educators further understand
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theneedsand requirementsnecessary toteachan
E-course.

The ability to offer electronic media-based
courses sets a college or university apart from
other institutions, but it also creates challenges
not only for the instructor, but also for his/her
students, aswell asfor the school’ s administra-
torsand support staff. Research by Wexler (2000)
revealed that the integration of computer tech-
nology into educational activities shifted the
conventional roles of teachers and students as
experts, which contained forms of resistance.
Theeducational institutionsareparticularly chal-
lenged by faculty resistancetoimplementation of
educational technology (Riley and Gallo 2000).
As one possible solution, Ives and Jarvenpaa
(1996) finds* faculty reskillingtobeasignificant
issue,” since“itisclear that nothing will protect
the business school from being swept into the
current of technologically driven change.” To
elevatestudentstothechallenge, Stopsky (2000)
stresses using dramatically different questions
and changing what is required from students,
bothinsideand outsidetheclassroom. Theuseof
computer-based collaborationisfoundtoaidthe
studentsinclarifyingcourseconcepts(King 1994)
and in more effectively learning (Scifres et al.
1998; Hein and Stalcup 2001; Slavin 1991).

Consider thespecificsof theE-courseimple-
mentation. A study by Kunz (2000) found that
while“ most professors have incorporated some
sort of Web-based assignmentsintotheir courses,
and employ other forms of technology-based
applications,” the class material management
approach can be classified into: “instructor gen-
erated and supported materials, institutional-
supported serversand systems, and outside, online
systemsandservers’ (Kunz2000). Further, Web
pages can provide different degrees of interac-
tion. These interactions can take place with the
content of the Web pages or with other partici-
pating entities such as other students, or the
instructor. These interactions can take the form
of livechat, feedback, group discussion, simula-
tionprograms, conferencing, or quizzes(Harasim
et al. 1995). Thefollowing section describesthe

extent of use of E-mediafor the class examined
in this paper, the technology used, and the edu-
cation environment in which the course was
offered.

INTRODUCTION

Marshall University, which enrollsapproxi-
mately 16,000 students, is a state supported
university, locatedin Huntington, West Virginia.
The faculty’ s primary commitment is teaching.
TheElizabethMcDowell LewisCollegeof Busi-
nessat Marshall University is accredited by the
American Assembly of Collegiate Schools of
Business (AACSB) and offers a Bachelor of
Business Administration degree with majorsin
Marketing, Economics, Finance, Management,
M anagement | nformation Systems, and A ccount-
ing, aswell asaMaster of BusinessAdministra-
tion degree.

The E-course discussed in this paper used
Web CourseTools(WebCT) to createand main-
tainits World Wide Web-based educational en-
vironment at Marshall University, which has
more than 660 courses that are either using or
have used WebCT for curriculum delivery.
Twenty-seven of these coursesarefully online.!
Marshall has had over 12,000 studentsenroll in
classes that are either presently using or have
used WebCT for the delivery of instructional
material. Of this number, more than 3,000 are
currently enrolledin WebCT coursesfor theFall
2000 semester. It is important to note that the
state's rural nature is part of the reason for the
highnumber of studentsenrollinginsuch classes
and it makes WebCT an ideal way to deliver
education.

WebCT provides an interface allowing
changes to the design of the course (color
schemes, pagelayout, etc.), aset of educational
tools to facilitate learning, communication and
collaboration, a set of administrative tools to
assist the instructor in course delivery, and re-
quiresno prior technical expertise on the part of
the devel oper of the course or on the part of the
student. A course developed using WebCT is
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organized around one main homepage, whichis
the entry point for the course. It can contain,
among other things, a banner image, a textual
message, linksto course content elements(notes
andassignments, for example), andlinkstocourse
tools such asaconferencing system, timed quiz,
grade storage and distribution, e-mail between
course participants, student self-evaluation, stu-
dent presentation areas, student annotationfacil -
ity, student progress tracking, course glossary
and an index.

The E-course discussed here was devel oped
in1998by aMarshall University faculty member
who provided the course content. The structure,
interactivity, and coursetoolswere provided by
WebCT. While teaching the E-course, the

progresstracking, student management, and ac-
cess control tools were used. No quiz or exam
wasgivenonline. Exhibit 1 showsthehomepage.
Theiconslisted ashidden wereavailableonly to
theadministrator/instructor and werenot visible
to the students. To access this E-course, all that
was required was a networked computer with a
Web browser.

Incoming freshmanareadmittedtoMarshall
University under the pre-business curriculum, a
two-year curriculumdesignedto adequately pre-
pare them for their last two years of advanced
businessstudy. MGT 218/Eisoneof the 10 core
courses that the College of Business has identi-
fied asprerequisite coursesfor pre-businessstu-
dents. All study material for MGT 218E waskept
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on asecured Web sitethat was created under the
Marshall University Web home page. For this
course, the registered students were given user
privileges and the instructor had administrative
privileges. This enabled the student to take the
entire course from a remote location without
havingto cometotheuniversity for asingleday.
If they chose, they could use their own comput-
ersand set their own schedules. Teaching mate-
rial placed on the Web for this course included
narratives, illustrative graphs, programs for the
student to perform the on-line hands-on experi-
ments with numbers, and a list of assignments
which the student could complete and mail via
regular mail at their own schedule during the
semester. Although atextbook waslisted in the
on-linesyllabus, theactual coursematerial onthe
Web was designed to be “textbook indepen-
dent.” This provided flexibility to the course.
Startup pageson the Web included ashort intro-
duction on how to navigate through the course
material and the syllabus.

LESSONSLEARNED

During Marshall University’s Fall 1999 se-
mester, theauthor taught a\Web based courseon
Business Statistics (MGT 218E). The author
also taught essentially the same class in three
regular classroom sessions (MGT 218) during
the Fall 1999 semester and Spring 2000 semes-
ter.

The MGT 218E course was divided into
seven modules. An exam was scheduled at the
end of thethird, fifth, and seventh modules. An
independent, off-campusproctor, selected by the
students and approved by the instructor could
administer the exams. In addition to the three
exams, the course required the studentsto com-
plete 16 assignments. Appendix A shows the
actual Web page detailing the course structure.

Student Performance
The students’ performance in terms of the

final gradesand the progressthrough the semes-
terincompl eting theexamsand assignmentswas

disappointing for the E-course. The comparison
of the E-course to three class-based, regular
courses showsthisclearly. For comparison pur-
poses, the students who enrolled but dropped
before classes started, those who completely
withdrew from the university for the semester,
and those who were withdrawn for nonpayment
were not counted. Eliminating three students
who completely withdrew fromtheuniversity for
the Fall semester from the original 22 students
for the MGT 218E left 19 students for that E-
course and 108 students for the regular MGT
218 course. Themeangradepoint average(GPA)
of the 108 students in these traditional classes
was 2.72, as opposed to a mean of 2.70 for
studentsintheE-courseclass. Thus, asmeasured
by their GPAS, the E-course and non E-course
studentsappear academically equival ent.

ThegraphinExhibit2comparesMGT 218to
MGT 218E. For both these courses, this graph
shows the percentage of students who received
grades of “A” through “D,” the “F’ grades,
withdrew (“W”) from the course, or got an
Incomplete(“1”). Thelncompletegradeisgiven
under specia circumstancesandat theinstructor’s
discretion|tallowsthestudent additional timeto
completethe courserequirements. For theMGT
218E course, two students received “1” grades.
One of them was later changed to an “F’ grade
and another to an “A” grade.

Asshownin Exhibit 2, the studentsin the E-
course performed poorer in all categories. In
order todetermineif any particul ar reason caused
morethan onethird of the classto withdraw, we
will look at thewithdrawal pattern. TheE-course
wasdesignedtoallow amaximum of 25 students.
Its semester starting and ending dates were the
sameasany regular course. Thesemester classes
began on August 23, 1999 and ended on Decem-
ber 7, 1999. By theend of thenormal registration
period, 22 studentshad registered for the course.
Eight students (36%) withdrew from thiscourse
on different dates during the semester. Origi-
nally, seven studentswithdrew from this course
by October 29, which wasthe last day to drop a
full semester individual course that would get
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EXHIBIT 2
GRADE COMPARISION: MGT 218 VERSUSMGT 218E
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2047
A-D Grades F Grade Wi
PMGT 218 75.93 12.96
OOMGT 218E 31.58 31.58

reported as a “W” on the student grade-sheet.
Then, one more student withdrew before the
December 7 deadline for completely withdraw-
ingfortheFall semester. ThegraphintheExhibit
3showsthetimelinefor cumulativewithdrawals.
Asthe pattern shows, withdrawalsoccurred at a
steady rate, indicating no particular time/event
responsiblefor the high withdrawals.

Toconsider theperformancefromadifferent
angle, let us examine the student progress in
terms of examstaken and the assignments com-
pleted. Using their liberty to set their own time-
table for the exams and assignments, most E-
course students waited more than the half way
through the semester before actually taking the
first of three exams. Only eight students ever
took the exam. The dateswere asfollows: Octo-
ber 11, 13, 14, November 1, 11, 16, 20, and
December 2. With a total of 107 days in the
semester, the graph in the Exhibit 4 plots the
semester time-line, and shows when students
took thefirst of their three exams.?

In general, the story was similar for sending
their first assignment to the instructor. The stu-
dents needed to complete a total of 16 assign-

ments. Concerned about the inadequate student
self-motivation, the instructor sent three pieces
of personalized e-mail to each student encourag-
inghim/her tosendtheir assignmentsonaregular
basis, athough s/he had the entire semester to
finish the course. The first eight assignments
werereceived onthefollowing dates. September
21, 26, 27, 28, 30, October 15, 25, and Novem-
ber 30, an average wait of 48 days after the
semester began. Thiswaslessthanaweek before
the mid-semester point.

The Progress Tracking tool provided by
WebCT, which allows the instructor to monitor
student activity on the Web, was used to check
the student activity and progress. After the in-
structor sent each student the welcoming e-mail
with his or her 1.D. and password, about three
weeks passed before more than one students
logged onto the Web site. During the first two
months of the semester, only ten percent of the
class was spending enough time on the Web to
make steady progress. In contrast, nearly 90
percent of the assignments were received on-
time for the classroom based MGT 218 course.
A total of four assignmentsweregivenduringthe
semester with specific deadlinesto submit them
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fortheclassroombased MGT 218 class. Another
eight percent of the assignments were received
the week following their deadline. Two percent
of assignmentswere never submitted. Onemid-
termexamandafina examwerescheduled. Only
one student out of 108 could not take the exam
on the scheduled date, giving the percent of
students who took the exam on-time to 99 per-
cent.

One significant advantage an E-course can
provide is customized learning formats for its
students (Morrison 1996). But looking back, it
seems that this liberty of working at their own
pace can also work to the students’ disadvan-
tage. Reflectingfurther, itleft theinstructor with
thefeeling that requiring student counseling be-
fore enrollment in an E-course (to warn the
student of such pitfalls) could have resulted in
better student time management. Such counsel-
ing could also be used to encourage the students
in advance to participate in student-to-student
communication, possibly yielding better progress
through the semester. Assuggested by Enomoto
etal. (1999), adequatemechanismsareneededto
foster effective linkage among the teachers, stu-
dents, and researcherswho hopeto successfully
extend theuse of telecommunicationsandinfor-
mation technologiesin schools.

I nstructor’sWor kload

Although person-to-person teaching efforts
were almost none (except for the rare occasions
of helping the student by phone), the E-course
required much effort in unexpected areas.
Microsoft Outlook® e-mail foldersand its Cal-
endar, Journal, Task, and Notes utilities were
used to keep track of activities throughout the
semester. The following breakdown shows the
instructor’s time spent per week for teaching
related activities (not counting other activities
suchasscholarly and creativework, professional
service, etc.):

¢ Communicating viae-mail withthestudents
or exam proctors: 15 percent.

¢ Handling exams (including interacting with
the proctor selected by the student, approv-
ingthem, sendingandreceivingtheexam): 7
percent.

¢ Updating and administering the Web site: 5
percent.

¢ Learning the E-materia (material from the
E-course Web pages): 20 percent. Sincethe
course was designed to be “textbook inde-
pendent,” it was time consuming to become
familiar with all the material that wason the
Web before hel ping the students or grading
their mailed-inassignments.

¢ Finding good test questions from the E-
material: 10 percent. Preparing the exams
was a challenge for the instructor, since the
study material on the Web was not covered
fully in the textbook and vice-versa. It re-
quired much effort to find the topics that
were covered without leaving questions on
important topics out.

¢ Learning and exploring the rich set of We-
bCT tools: 15 percent. The most frequently
used toolswere: Progress Tracking, Student
Management, and A ccess Control.

¢ Traditional activitiessimilartothosefoundin
aregular course (including calculating and
posting grades, grading theassignments, and
grading the exams): 28 percent.

It was not anticipated that thefirst six activi-
ties listed above would demand so much time.
Anotherinterestingfactisthat 72 percent of time
was spent on activities not found in a regular
class-based MGT 218. Thiscould be aproblem
or issue related to implementing an E-course.
Grasha and Hicks (2000) raise concerns about
bringing awide range of faculty to “buy in” to
using technology. From teaching this E-course,
onelesson that was|earned wasthat institutions
that really want to successfully implement E-
courses must realize that many of their instruc-
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EXHIBIT 3
CUMULATIVE E-COURSE STUDENT WITHDRAWALS
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torswill not only need to be reskilled (Ives and
Jarvenpaa 1996), they will also need to become
accustomed to the different tasks in their daily
agenda.

Student Dishonesty

Therewerethreea armingincidencesof pos-
sible student dishonesty during or after an exam.
The examswere supposed to be taken under the
supervision of an independent proctor selected
by the student, such as his or her employer, and
approved by theinstructor. Both the student and
the proctor were required to complete attesta-
tionforms. Oncethe student compl eted an exam
withinthe specified time, the proctor had to mail
theexamviaregular mail totheinstructor withan
additional attestation stating that no cheating
wasobserved andtheexamwascompletedinthe
specified time. In the first possible case of dis-
honesty, a student had already taken the first
examandit had been graded. Just beforegrading
the second exam, it was found that after the
examsweretaken, the proctor was simply hand-
ing them back to the student to mail them to the

instructor. The lesson learned was about the
necessity toremind each proctor of many “small”
details.

Inthesecond case, anexamincluded apartial
table containing Standard Normal Curve Area
Tablevaluesfor the studentsto use during their
exams. When the instructor received an exam
back fromastudent, it wasnoticed that anumber
that the student had used was not listed in the
partial table provided with the exam. The only
possible resources for this number were either
from the textbook or from the course Web page,
both of whichwerenot allowed during theexam.
Although the proctor reconfirmed by phonethat
the exam was taken in accordance with class
policy, somehow the student had cheated on the
exam. Sincethestudent denied any wrongdoing,
it was not possible to find out how the second
table was obtained.

The third case was about the questionable
validity of the proctor the student had sel ected.
The instructor did not receive the attestation
from the proctor on a standard company |letter-
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EXHIBIT 4
WHEN STUDENTSTOOK THE FIRST EXAM
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head. Instead, the letter was in typed format,
without the proper company address. Trying to
authenticate the proctor over the phone and via
e-mail till left the instructor with the question-
ableimpression of the proctor. The letter attest-
ing that the student took the exam without any
observed cheating was written by hand on a
regular piece of paper. Still, with thelack of the
solid proof to deny the proctor and lack of
procedural violation, theinstructor accepted the
student’ s exam points.?

While the existing electronic learning tech-
nology is still “immature” (Jennings 1997) is
arguable, incidents such asthese showed aclear
need for better control methods.

Steep Learning Curve for Both the Student
and thelnstructor

Since neither the instructor nor the students
arefamiliar with the newly emerging electronic
courses, the new ways of doing things were
challenging at best and confusingat worst. Toaid
students’ efforts to communicate with one an-
other or indirectly with the instructor, WebCT
Course Conferencing System (also known as
Bulletin Board) tool was provided on the home
page. However, no articles were posted by any
student during the semester.

There were four students who repeatedly
requested assistanceon how to usetheel ectronic
media. On average, three pieces of e-mail were
written (as tracked by Microsoft Outlook®) by

the instructor to each student to help them get
started using the Web pages. In addition to their
narratives, these Web pages included on-line
real-time calculators, graphs, and charts. At the
beginning of the semester, the instructor sent a
piece of mail to each student with their user ID,
password, and a reference to a WebCT “fre-
guently asked” questionfile.

From the beginning, one student was com-
pletely confused as to what his role was (* Just
read the material on the Web pages, and then
what?’), as well as the instructor’s role. Even
after writing three pieces of e-mail to this stu-
dent, hestill remained largely unsure about what
role that Web pages played in the E-course. He
eventually withdrew from the course.

Oneof thestudentswhoreceivedan*“Incom-
plete’ grade was under the impression that she
had an entireyear tofinishthecourse, asopposed
to a semester for aregular course. The correct
time period was listed on the online syllabus.
Althoughtheinstructor had sent e-mail messages
to al the students through the semester encour-
aging completion of the work by the semester’s
end, thismisunderstanding wasnot boughttohis
attention until the semester wasover. Later, this
“Incomplete” was changed to an “F,” since the
student did not compl ete the course work in the
agreed upon time.

Thecourserequiredinstructor proficiency in
e-mail features such as personalized group e-
mail, updating and navigatingthroughWeb pages,
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administrating user access to the Web site, etc.
Although WebCT provided arich set of admin-
istration tools, considerabl e time was needed to
master and effectively useall of them. Asaresullt,
only some of the availabletoolswere ever used.
Interestingly, research reveals that e-learning
developers often focus on graphics design and
production, but ignoretraining analysis and un-
derlying learning structures (Searbrook and
Rushby 2000). More help from the instructor,
such as computerized practice tests (Gretes and
Green 2000), could have been provided if in-
structor training wasrequired for teaching an E-
course.

Neal (1998) arguesthat the current technol -
ogy, with itslack of face-to-face contact among
students and teachers, deprives the students of
“learning experience.” However, the students
could havebenefitted fromtheuse of Computer-
based communication (O’ Donnell and O’ Kelly
1994). Had ashort training period been provided
to the students as one of the E-course’s prereg-
uisites, and had amandatory counseling session
been used to both discussthe student’ sreadiness
in-person and to emphasize the importance of
using thecommuni cationtool sheforethey could
enroll, itismorelikely that the course’ sstudents
would have used such tools.

Textbook-E-Material Discrepancy

To make the course flexible, study material
on the Web site was designed to be textbook
independent, while keeping the course content
identical to that found in the class-based MGT
218 course. However, atextbook hadto belisted

for the student to doin-depth study. Thiscreated
achallengeto keep both these study resourcesin
synchronization. This means that either the E-
material (the topics discussed on the Web site)
will haveto beconstantly updated (dependingon
the textbook selected), or additional books will
haveto be suggested asthetext or for reference.
Currently, thisisachallengetheinstructor of the
MGT 218E andthesimilarly designed E-courses
have to face.

SUMMARY

Amongst the many services acomputer can
provide (Roach 2000), the academiccommunity
hasrecogni zed thepedagogi c useful nessof teach-
ingviaelectronicmedia(Mitraand Steffensmeier
2000). Recognizing the potential for using elec-
tronicmediaasaninstructional tool inmarketing
education, this paper reflectson the experiences
gained whileteaching an E-coursein abusiness
undergraduate distance-learning program at
LewisCollegeof Business, Marshall University,
West Virginia. The experience showed the need
for (1) mandatory pre-enrollment student coun-
seling, tohelp pupilsunderstandwhat they should
expect and what it expected of them, (2) student
training to teach them basic navigation, how to
use E-material, and how to use advanced fea-
tures such as Bulletin Board, (3) instructor/
faculty orientation, training, and encouragement
in learning and using basic and advanced elec-
tronictechnology, (4) devel opment of adetailed
standard methodology with proper controls in
placefor student assessment, and (5) adegree of
skepticismbefore” buyingin” (Grashaand Hicks
2000) to using technology.

ENDNOTES

! Asof Fal 2000 semester.

2 As one would notice, the delays in taking the
exam included one student who waited until
the last week of the semester to takethefirst
exam. Infact, thestudent managedtotakeall

threeexamsin thelast week of the semester,
andreceiveda“C” gradefor thecourse. This
was a rare success tale of the student who
could compl ete the course, even after along
walit.

3 Probably fearing more questioning during the
rest of theexams, the student decided to take
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therest of thetwo examsat Marshall Univer-
sity intheinstructor’ spresence. The student
received 40 out of 50 pointsonthefirst exam,

350onthesecond, andthe20inthefinal exam,
yieldinghima“D” grade.
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EXTENDING QUALITY ASSESSMENT BEYOND
THE CLASSROOM: THE CAMPUS
COMPUTER LAB SCALE

Ernest Bekkering, Mississippi State University
Brian Engelland, Mississippi State University

ABSTRACT

Computers have assumed an increasingly important role in the educational process, and
consequently, ingtitutions of higher learning have sought to enhance the quality of computer
accessthey provideon their campuses. Based on a study of student computer usersat alarge state
university, thispaper reportsthepurification of a psychometric scaledesignedto assesstheservice
guality of campus computer labs. Thescale consistsof eight indicators, and isintended to beused
to monitor lab quality over time and assist in the planning of specific actions for quality

improvement.

INTRODUCTION

Public higher education is facing mounting
pressures to deliver improved value in al its
activities (Heck and Johnsrud 2000; Wellman
2001). Actions by parents, studentsand legisla-
tures are demanding that additional attention be
placed upon the performance of the faculty, the
curriculum, andany university-provided services
that contributetothecollegeexperience(Brennan
and Shah 2000; Evanbeck and Kahn 2001;
Underwood 2000). And, wherethereisincreased
scrutiny, there is the need for objective assess-
ment, benchmarking, and planning for ongoing
improvement (Watson and Pitt 1998).

All of these activities require the develop-
ment of appropriate metrics that can serve to
assess services, and recent literature has pro-
vided measurment instrumentsfor such on-cam-
pus services as library resources (White and
Abels 1995), career services (Engelland et al.
2000), dining services (Stevens 1995), and aca-
demicadvising (Abernathy and Engelland 2001).
Themethodol ogy and instruments proposed can

be utilized as part of an ongoing program for
improvement intheuniversity experience.

One area where little assessment work has
been reported is concerned with the campus
computer labsthat are provided for student use.
These labs serve a large number each day, as
students drop by to type papers, perform statis-
tical analysis, accesslibrary andinternet sources,
or check e-mail communications. However, an-
ecdotal evidenceindicatesthat many studentsare
not pleased with the service quality of the com-
puter labs provided on their campuses. Appro-
priate assessment instrumentsare needed so that
institutions can evaluate the quality of the ser-
vicesthey provide and make plansto overcome
any deficiencies (Watson and Pitt 1998). Ac-
cordingly, this study reports the purification of
an instrument intended for measuring student
satisfactionwithlab servicequality.

SERVICE QUALITY ASSESSMENT

Multi-item scales are generally superior to
single-item measures for attitudinal measure-
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ment. The three principal deficiencies of single
item scal esthat can be overcomethroughtheuse
of multi-item scalesinclude inconsistency over
time, imprecision, and narrow domain represen-
tation (Spector 1992). Accordingly, its not sur-
prising that the literature has regarded service
quality to be a construct that represents a broad
domain requiring measurement with multi-item
scales.

Very little information is available on the
subject of student evaluation of computer lab
service. Our literaturesearchfailedtolocateany
refereedjournal articlesrelating to computer lab
servicequality or thedevel opment of ameasure-
ment instrument for thispurpose. Thereis, how-
ever, alargestream of literaturedealing with the
assessment of service quality, beginning with
SERVQUAL (Parasuraman et al. 1988). The
SERVQUAL scale contains five factors, but
empirical studies have shown that these dimen-
sionsmay not begenericfor al situations(Carman
1990) or even for the sametype of servicewhen
different cultures are represented in the sample
(Kettinger etal. 1995). SERVQUAL isdesigned
to deduct reported perceptions from reported
expectations as a computational approach, but
thishasnot beenuniversally adopted (Croninand
Taylor 1994). For purposes of this study, we do
not wish to join the debate regarding the superi-
ority of perception-only or gap-scored measures
(VanDykeet al. 1999; K ettinger and Lee 1999).
We note, however, that despite the fact that
SERVQUAL gap-measures continueto be used
(Jiang et al. 2000), expectations are hard to
measure separately from perceptions (Carman
1990), and retrospective accounts of expecta-
tionsmay not bereliable(Golden 1992). Accord-
ingly, themeasurement approach adopted hereis
based upon measuring performance perceptions
only.

METHODOLOGY
Development of the Item Pool

As suggested by DeVellis (1991), a large
itempool wasgenerated. Candidateitemsfor the

pool incorporated suggestions from students,
theinitial SERV QUAL scale(Parasuramanetal.
1988), arevised SERVQUAL scale (Engelland
et a. 2000), and items selected from Swanson
and Phillips' (1998) computer lab customer sat-
isfaction survey. In developing the items, five
guidelines were followed based upon Spector
(1992), inwhich (1) eachitem expressesoneand
only oneidea, (2) both positively and negatively
wordeditemsaredevel oped, (3) colloquialisms,
expressionsandjargonareavoided, (4) theread-
inglevel of therespondentsisconsidered, and (5)
the use of negativesto reversethewording of an
item are avoided.

A total of 50itemsweredevel opedtotapinto
various facets of computer lab service quality,
including physical rooms, hardware, software,
hoursof operation, availability of computers, lab
assistants, printing, computing safety, and pri-
vacy (see Table 1). Faculty members who had
made lab reservations for class use within the
past two months were recruited to serve as
expert judges for a face validity test (DeVellis
1991, Bearden and Netemeyer 1999; Hardesty
and Bearden 2001). Consistent with Hardesty
and Bearden (2001), we employed the preferred
“sumscore” method of using expertjudges’ opin-
ions and then selected items based on the com-
bined scorefor all judges per item. Thisreduced
the item pool to 42 items.

SampleCharacteristics

The setting for the study was a college of
business associated with a large U.S. public
university. Thecollege providestwo large com-
puter labs for student use, and these were se-
lected as the focus of the study. Data were
collectedviaaweb-based survey madeavailable
to all students with a business mgor. Demo-
graphic-related questionsand asingleitem gen-
era satisfaction scale (1 to 10) were included
with the survey instrument. Students were con-
tacted by e-mail twiceand providedwithalink to
the on-line survey instrument. Students were
promised anonymity, and no attempt was made
toidentify any of the respondentsthrough cook-
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TABLE 1

RESULTSOF ITEM PURIFICATION

ltem

Result

Thecomputer |ab has appealing physical facilities

Lightinginthelabsisgood

The chairsin the labs are comfortable

The computer lab has up-to-date equipment

The computersin the labs are fast enough

The computers are well maintained

Internet accessisreadily available

Internet connections are fast enough

Thefloppy driveswork well

The CD-ROMswork well

The computer micework well

The computers have the software that | need

The software is up to date

The variety of softwareisgood

The computers sometimes lock up while | work on them

The software is easy to use

It does not take long to log in to the system

The softwareis dependable

Thelab has convenient opening hoursfor students

| have not found the lab closed when | needed it

| frequently have to wait for acomputer to be available

| don’'t have to wait long for a computer to be available

Thelabs have enough computers

Lab assistants are well dressed and neat appearing

When lab assistants promise to do something by a
certain time, they do it

L ab assistants show a sincereinterest in solving my
problems

L ab assistants are dependable

Lab assistants are not aways present in the lab

L ab assistants help when they promiseto do so

L ab assistants serve students promptly

L ab assistants are always eager to provide assistance

| can find help when | need it

| trust the lab assistants

L ab assistants explain the problems

Lab assistants are polite

L ab assistants have the knowledge to answer my questions

L ab assistants give students personal attention
L ab assistants know the needs of the students

deleted for facevalidity
deleted for skewed distribution
deleted to reduce redundancy
retained

deleted to reduce redundancy
deleted to reduce redundancy
deleted to reduce redundancy
retained

deleted to reduce redundancy
deleted for facevalidity
retained

deleted to reduce redundancy
deleted to reduce redundancy
deleted to reduce redundancy
deleted to reduce redundancy
deleted for skewed distribution
deleted for facevalidity
retained

retained

deleted for reversed wording
deleted for reversed wording
deleted to reduce redundancy
retained

deleted for facevalidity

deleted to reduce redundancy

deleted to reduce redundancy
deleted to reduce redundancy
deleted for reversed wording
deleted to reduce redundancy
deleted to reduce redundancy
deleted to reduce redundancy
retained

deleted for facevalidity
deleted for facevalidity
deleted to reduce redundancy
deleted to reduce redundancy
deleted for facevalidity
deleted for facevalidity
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TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)
RESULTSOF ITEM PURIFICATION

[tem Result
L ab assistants have the students’ best interest at heart deleted to reduce redundancy
L ab assistants provide the right information the first deleted to reduce redundancy
L ab assistants are knowledgeabl e about hardware problems deleted to reduce redundancy
L ab assistants are knowledgeabl e about software problems deleted to reduce redundancy
L ab assistants show respect for students deleted to reduce redundancy
The quality of printoutsis good deleted to skewed distribution
| don’'t have to wait long for my documents to be printed deleted to reduce redundancy
| have enough free printsto meet my printing needs

for the semester retained
My documents are printed promptly deleted to reduce redundancy
The computersin the lab have good protection against

viruses deleted to reduce redundancy
My privateinformationissafeinthelab deleted to reduce redundancy
It is safe to use the lab computers for private transactions deleted to reduce redundancy

ies or other tracking devices. E-mail requests
were completed to 2446 students and 278 par-
ticipated, representing 11.0 percent of the popu-
lation.

Returnswereinspectedindividually for com-
pleteness, and 21 caseswereeliminated because
of excessive missing values, leaving 258 re-
sponses. Statisticsfor themean, standard devia-
tion, skewness, and standard error werereviewed
before and after purging of these 21 cases. The
differences in these statistics were minor only,
and therefore the purging did not lead to any

significant changes in the results. Respondent
characteristicsare summarized in Table 2.

Data Analysis

Box and whisker plots were obtained for all
items, resultinginthedecisionto eliminatethree
items based on high skewness and unbalanced
distributions, as recommended by Clark and
Watson (1995). Inaddition, threereverse-coded
items were discarded because of problemswith
polarity (Herche and Engelland 1996). Consis-
tent with Gerbing and Anderson (1988), an ex-

TABLE 2
RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS

Mean Age 22.2 years (Std. Dev. 2. 8) Classification—F. 8.4%

Gender —Male 54.4% So. 8.8%
—Female 45.6% Jr. 20.8%
Own PC at home—Yes 82.6% Sr. 44.2%
—No 17.4% Grad. Student 17.5%
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ploratory factor analysis was performed on the
remaining items to gain insights into the factor
structure. Thescreepl ot showed adefiniteelbow
after thefirst factor extracted, and the“mineigen
one” rule concurred, indicating a one factor
solution (Hair et al. 1992). In addition, thefactor
anaysisrevealedsignificantloadingsonthefirst
factor for amgjority of theitems. Accordingly,
the decision was made to pursue a unidimen-
sional scale.

Inorder toreduceredundancy, apurgingwas
made using a combination of inspection of the
item list to preserve the breadth of the domain,
and inspection of corrected itemto total correla-
tions. The result was the elimination of most
items with inter-item correlations higher than
.70. Thefinal scale was composed of eight par-
simoniousitems(Tablel), withinter-itemcorre-
lations ranging from .15 to .41. The mean inter-
item correlation of thefinal scalewas.31, which
concurswiththeguidelinesof Clark and Watson
(1995). Internal consistency reliability as mea-
sured by coefficient ?was.744. An ?level of .70
is considered respectable (DeVellis 1991) and
recommendedfor preliminary research (Nunnally
1978).

Since a sufficiently high coefficient ? is a
necessary, but not sufficient conditionfor unidi-
mensionality, aconfirmatory factor analysiswas
performed (Kumar and Dillon 1987). Indices of
fit were examined, including (1) an RMSEA of
.031, whichfalswithinthe.05guideline(Joreskog
1993); (2) aGoodnessof FitIndex of .976, which
exceedsthe.90 guideline (Joreskog and S6rbom
1984); (3) an Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index of
.957, which exceedsthe .90 guideline (Joreskog
and Sorbom 1984); (4) a Normed Fit Index of
.925, which exceeds the .90 guideline (Bentler
1992); and (5) aBentler Comparative Fit Index
of .985, which exceeds the .90 guideline of
Bentler (1992). The results provide strong evi-
dencefor unidimensionality.

Sinceno established scalesfor thisconstruct
werefound intheliterature, convergent validity
could not be established by comparing the new

scale with an established measure. However,
convergent validity can be shown by two scales
loading onthesamefactor (DeVellis1991). The
overall satisfaction item, which can be consid-
ered a single item scale, loaded on the same
factor as all itemsin the new scale. No attempt
was made to establish discriminant validity for
thisexploratory research, and dueto thelimited
theoretical foundation, no predictions from the
theory could be formed to test nomological va-

licity.

Development of norms is the final step in
Churchill’s paradigm of measure development
(Churchill 1979). Accordingly, theresultsof the
instrument are reported for future comparisons
to other popul ations of interest. When placed on
a5-point scale, thesum of thescoresontheeight
itemsdivided by 8returnedameanvalueof 2.99,
astandard deviation of .697, arange between a
minimum of 1 and a maximum of 4.75, and a
median value of 3. Sixty-eight percent of the
scoresfall between 2.3and 3.7, 95 percent of the
scoresbetween 1.6 and 4.4, and 99 percent of the
scores between 1.00 and 4.75.

DISCUSSION

Onthewhole, the proposed eight-item scale
appearsto be agood representation of students’
understanding of computer lab servicequality at
one college of business. Of course, different
circumstances may exist in different labs at dif-
ferent universities, such as hours of operation,
availableequipment and printing policies. These
differencescoul d necessitatesomemodifications
tothescaleitems. A follow-up survey isplanned
for all studentsat thefocal university in order to
explorethecommonalitiesand differencesamong
all computer labs on campus. Validity of the
proposed measure should be further explored.
One approach to do this is to begin the survey
instrument withasingleitemservicesatisfaction
measure, followed by anopen-endeditem* Please
list the issues you considered when deciding on
your overall service satisfaction level.” Thean-
swers can bereviewed based on their relation to
itemsonthelist.
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The web-based method of data collection em-
ployed herecan generateasubstantial number of
responses within a short period of time and is
encouraged in future computer lab research.
Furthermore, students who use computer labs
are certain to be familiar with the use of web
browsers, and should havenodifficulty usingthe
guestionnaireinthisform. Computer lab admin-
istrative staff could consider using a pop-up
message requesting participation in the survey,
appearingat regular interval sor connectedtothe
log-on process. Use of the eight-item scale is
recommended to increase participation, but in-

clusion of other scaleitemscould beconsidered,
especialy if problem areas are suspected.

It is hoped that thisinstrument has the potential
to serve as a cost-effective gauge of student
servicequality satisfaction. Resultsof thesurvey
may beusedtotrigger actionwhenthescoresfall
below the norm or below atarget score selected
by theinstitution. Low scoresonindividual scale
itemscan beusedtoidentify areasto betargeted,
avoiding allocating resources to areas where
students are satisfied while their real concerns
are not addressed.
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FACULTY EDUCATION: THE KEY TO GAINING
ACCEPTANCE OF CROSS-FUNCTIONAL
BUSINESS PROGRAMS
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ABSTRACT

Heightening corporate demand for employees equipped to effectively compete in cross-
functional business environments has fostered growth in functionally integrated curricula
throughout higher education. Businessschoolsin particular arereengineering their programsto
better reflect the environment in which graduates will work. But the implementation and
garnering of faculty buy-in of the dramatic change initiatives involved in a cross-functional
curriculumcan bedauntingto even themost progressiveuniversities. Thisstudy examinesfaculty
per ceptionsof across-functional programthat hasbeen in placeseven years. Resultsshowgreater
support for thecross-functional curriculumthan for the pedagogy of thisparticular program. To
assist in the development and implementation of such a program it is recommended that
institutions of higher education consider an educational program that also educatesthe faculty,

and solicits their input on how to design, implement, and modify the program.

INTRODUCTION

Corporatedemandfor functionally integrated
college curricula continues to grow as firms
increase their reliance upon cross-functional
teams. Previous research investigating a wide
variety of cross-functional programshasuncov-
ered numerous issues that academicians must
consider when debating a cross-functiona en-
deavors,including: (1) general |eadershipissues,
(2) collegeadministrationissues, (3) faculty con-
cerns, (4) student concerns, and (5) issues with
general university strategies (Aurand,
DeMoranville, and Gordon 2001a). Of these
areas, faculty concerns may be the most critical
for it isthefaculty who are directly responsible
for the development of the courseand itsimple-
mentation, and who must often undergo atotal

change in pedagogica mindset. Therefore, pre-
paring faculty for a cross-functional program,
keeping them abreast of any changes to the
curriculum, and providing the faculty with an
opportunity to offer their opinions of the pro-
gramisacritical element of any cross-functional
initiative. In other words, educating the faculty
onhow cross-functional educationistaking place
may proveto bethevital element toaprogram’s
success.

The following study analyzes faculty opin-
ions of a cross-functional business course that
has been operational since 1994. The findings
indicate that while the vast majority of faculty
members agree upon key elements of the pro-
gram, thereisnot aconsensusregarding several
pedagogical issues. Many of the differences of
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opinion canbeattributedtoalack of understand-
ing of the program and the enhancements made
to it. By implementing a faculty education pro-
gramthat informsfaculty and solicitstheir opin-
ionsand recommendati onsabout thecurriculum
auniversity may significantly enhanceaprogram'’s
overal| effectiveness.

BACKGROUND

It can be a daunting task to dramatically
changeafunctional -based businessschool’ scur-
riculum that has been in place for decades. In
many situations, changecanevenbeperceivedas
a threat to a well-established pedagogy. For
somefaculty members, asignificant changedic-
tated by college administratorsisperceived asa
threat to their academic freedom. Duein part to
thistendency toresist change, suchinitiativesin
higher education environmentsfacea70 percent
chance of failure (Beer and Nohria 2000). It is
only after theeducation community successfully
addressesthe unwillingnessof many of itsmem-
bers to embrace change, especialy dramatic
change, that it can hope to successfully imple-
ment change.

Ironically,inorder tosuccessfully changethe
manner inwhichaneducational community func-
tions, it may be necessary to use education itself
as achange initiative. Education has been used
successfully by many businessesto both support,
and spearhead their change initiatives. For ex-
ample, when executivesat the Ford M otor Com-
pany realizedit wastimefor fundamental changes
withinthecompany, CEO JacquesNasser turned
toeducationforimplementation. Fordnow relies
upon educational principlesto drive changeini-
tiativesand in so doing, focuses on the company
as awhole and not simply a group of top level
executives (Wetlaufer 1999).

As Ford has found, education can be an
invaluabletool when convincing stakeholdersto
acceptradical changeinitiatives. Inorder toease
the process of acceptance, it is important to
communicate with the stakeholdersusing every
possiblechannel, continuetowork onthechange

initiative even after small victories have been
achieved, andtol et the stakehol ders seehow the
changehasimprovedthesituation (Kotter 1995).
If the stakeholders do not accept the proposed
changeinitiatives, the programs are almost cer-
tainly doomed to failure.

The business sector provides numerous ex-
amplesof changeinitiativesthat havefailed due
to lack of stakeholder support. For example,
PhillipsElectronicswasunabletoinitiatechanges
duringthelate 1980’ shecausethefirm’ semploy-
ees did not buy into the new change vision
(Strebel 1996). In 1993, Chevron’'s problems
withimplementing their reengineering program
were traced back to a lack of communication
with the employees and inadequate training
(Mullin 1994). Simply put, the education of
stakeholdersisessential if anorganization, busi-
ness or educational institutions, hopes to be
successful withnearly any initiativethat involves
radical change (Hammer and Champy 1993).

It is also essential that those leading the
charge continue educating stakeholders even
after short-term goal shave been achieved. Radi-
cal change involves an on-going evolution of
business processes where structures that are
introduced today can be reused as the company
grows. As one problem is solved through a
changeinitiative, another oneisoftenintroduced
(Greiner 1998). Feedback fromthoseinvolvedin
the changes will help the company to monitor
their change initiatives as they evolve and ad-
dress any issuesthat arise.

Recently, numerouseducational institutions
have addressed corporate needs by radically
changing from traditional business school cur-
riculums to cross-functionally integrated pro-
grams. Due to the strong similarities between
cross-functional education and reengineering, it
has been suggested that a reengineering model
mightimprovethechancesof successfully imple-
menting a cross-functional course (Aurand,
DeMoranville, and Gordon 2001b). A key char-
acteristicof reengineeringisradical change(Ham-
mer and Champy 1993). For most schools, devel -
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opingacross-functional businesscurriculumisa
very radical changefrom current pedagogy, and
one that cannot be avoided.

Despite the apparent difficulties associated
with changing to across-functional curriculum,
it has become an essential element for many of
America s business schools. The demand for
graduates who can think cross-functionally is
constantly growingintoday’ s businesscommu-
nity. Inside business organizations, cross-func-
tional teams are favored over traditional teams
becauseof their adaptability, speed, and ability to
provide better customer service (Proehl 1996).
Cross-functional teams do everything from
reengineering order entry processesto develop-
ing new products. Even in the recent past em-
ployeesmay have been ableto successfully con-
tribute by working within a single discipline.
Today, however, one must be ableto draw from
avariety of disciplinesinorder to solvecomplex,
global problems that the business community
facesonadaily basis (O’ Reilly 1994).

Cross-functional education is therefore be-
ing caled upon to better prepare students for
careersinbusiness(Heckman 1999). Many mar-
keting mgjors, for instance, often go on to work
aspart of cross-functional teamscreated around
key productsor customers. Unfortunately, gradu-
atesarefrequently uncomfortablewhenaskedto
solvecomplex problemsinvolving variousfunc-
tional areas and they often neglect the “big pic-
ture” infavor of focusing on their area of study
(Van Over and Stover 1994).

Thedemand for graduateswiththeability to
think cross-functionally is nothing new. More
than a decade ago, Porter and McKibbin high-
lighted six areasfor thecountry’ sbusinessschools
to focus on, one of which was cross-functional
integration (Wheeler 1998). Also, the AACSB
Standards for Business Accreditation encour-
agesbusinessschool stoincludecross-functional
elementsin their curricula (Bishop et al. 1998).
Unfortunately, businesscurriculaat far toomany
universities continue to be very functional in
natureaswaslearnedinapolling of undergradu-

atebusinessprogramsaccredited by theAACSB
inwhich it wasfound that less than five percent
of the schools had formally addressed the need
for cross-functional educationintheir curricula
(Aurand, DeMoranville, and Gordon 2001b).

However, anumber of well-respected busi-
ness schools have developed cross-functional
programs, particularly at the graduate level in-
cludingtheUniversity of Tennessee, theUniver-
sity of Pennsylvania, IndianaUniversity’ sKelly
School of Business, theUniversity of Denver, the
University of Dayton, Babson College, theUni-
versity of Okalahoma, and Boston University
(Aurand, DeMoranville, and Gordon 20014). At
theundergraduatel evel universitiessuchasNorth-
ern Illinois University, Indiana University, and
[1linois Wesleyan University have also seen the
value of cross-functional programs and have
radically changed themanner inwhichthey teach
their capstone, and principlesclasses. An explo-
ration of theseprogramsidentifiesagreat deal of
diversity not only inthelevelsat whichintegra-
tion of functional material is attempted, but the
basicgoals, functional areasintegrated, and peda-
gogical modelsimplemented aswell.

Varying Goals

Thegoal sfor across-functional programcan
vary asdramatically asthemannerinwhich such
aprogram can bepresented. At Northernlllinois
University an undergraduate cross-functional
program addresses the focus of companies on
cross-functional teams, the need for majors to
have abasic understanding of all businessfunc-
tional areasto effectively apply their major con-
cepts, the use of cross-functional teamsto better
serve customers, and the advantage graduates of
cross-functiona programs have over graduates
of traditional businessprograms(DeMoranville,
Aurand, and Gordon 2000). At the University of
Dayton business faculty attempt to: (1) Give
students the opportunity to study financial con-
ceptsand techniquesand apply thesestool stothe
assessment of marketing opportunities. (2) Give
studentstheopportunity to study thethought and
theory of marketing strategy development andto
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assesstheviability of marketing strategiesinlight
of financial considerations, and (3) Givestudents
the opportunity to build confidenceintheir abil-
ity to assess marketing strategies and use finan-
cial analysisthroughtheprocessof developinga
completefinancial assessment of abusinessop-
portunity (DeConinck and Steiner 1999). The
University of Tulsa strives to: (1) Encourage
communication and understanding among the
students (2) Understand the important contribu-
tion of each disciplinetotheinnovation process,
and (3) Reinforce the concept that, in product
development, all disciplinesareworkingtoward
thesameobjective(L unsfordand Henshaw 1992).
In any case, it is essentia that colleges and
universities have a firm understanding of their
specific goals and objectives prior to the devel-
opment, and subsequent implementation of any
cross-functional program.

Variety in Courses|ntegrated

In order to address a variety of goals and
objectives, different universities have chosento
integrate an interesting array of courses. The
followinglist of universitiesand coursesthat they
integrateis by no meansall inclusive, but illus-
trates the variety found in colleges of business
today:

¢ TheUniversity of DaytonandtheUniversity
of Tennessee Knoxville — Marketing and
Finance.

¢ The University of Tulsa — Marketing Re-
search and Engineering Design.

¢ The University of Oklahoma — Production
and Finance.

¢ lllinois Wesleyan University — Marketing,
Management, and Finance.

¢ Northern lllinois University — Marketing,
Management, Operations, and Finance.

¢ The University of Idaho — Finance, Human
Resources Management, Information Sys-

tems, Marketing, and Operations Manage-
ment.

¢ BostonUniversity —Organization Behavior,
Management Strategy, and M anagement I n-
formation Systems (Aurand, DeMoranville,
and Gordon 2001b).

Different M odelsI mplemented

Duetodifferinggoal s, objectives, and courses
being integrated, one can also understand the
implementation of different pedagogica models
in cross-functional courses. For example, Pharr
et a. (1997) identify five integration models
incorporated by ten different institutions: Com-
prehensive curriculum blocks, limited curricu-
lum blocks, a coordinated curriculum, acoordi-
nated case curriculum, and an integrated project
curriculum can all beconsidered aswell asother
customized approaches. Mullins and Fukami
(1996) discusstransdi sciplinary teamteaching at
the University of Denver and recommend alow
interdependent team model with tools courses
whilemoreadvanced coursework inherently lends
itself to agreater degree of integration.

Similar | ssues Addr essed

Butinspiteof thevariety ingoal ssought and
pedagogy implemented similar issues can be
found when universitiesattempt to dramatically
changethe manner inwhichthey teach business.
Researchby Aurand, DeMoranville, and Gordon
(2001b) identifiesfive areas of cross-functional
program consi derationscommon among school s
that have integrated their business programs.
These considerationsinclude: (1) Strategic con-
cerns (program goals, degree of integration,
functional areas to integrate, program assess-
ment), (2) L eadershipissues(academicadminis-
trator, cross-functional teamleader), (3) Admin-
istrative issues (faculty workload recruitment,
rotation, workload, evaluation, and compensa
tion, budgeting and support), (4) Faculty issues
(academic freedom, workload, teaching materi-
als, exams, and grading), and (5) Student issues
(integration expectations, workload fairness).
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While not every issue arises at every university
that has attempted to integrate its curricula,
aspects of each issue can generaly be found
when reviewing published works from those
universitiesin which cross-functional programs
havebeenimplemented.

Due to the radical change inherent in the
development and implementation of a cross-
functional businessprogram, thefollowing study
was conducted to identify faculty opinions re-
garding one program, itsobjectives, and general
pedagogy to better understand the need for an
educational program to assist in the changeini-
tiative. The particular program that was exam-
ined consi sted of al ecturebased cross-functional
principles class (CFPC) and a cross-functional
applicationsclass(CFAC). All businessstudents
takethesecoursesinthebeginning of their junior
year, prior to taking upper level coursesin their
major.

STUDY

The purpose of the study was to identify
business faculty perceptions of the CFPC class
and to learn how the faculty have accepted the
major changeinitiativesassociated withthe CFPC
class over a period of seven years. The CFPC
courseisanine-credit hour classand istaken by
all first semester juniorsin the College of Busi-
ness. The CFAC class, the three-hour applica-
tionsclassthat can betaken during either semes-
ter of the junior year, was not the focus of this
study. Findingsarelimitedtothenine-hour CFPC
lectureclass.

Interviewswith afaculty member from each
of thefivebusinessdepartmentswereconducted
todiscover relevantissuesand developitemsfor
auestionnaire which was then administered to
the business faculty. The interviewed faculty
included two who wereinvolvedinthe devel op-
ment of, and had taught in, the CFPC class. The
other three were not actively involved with the
class at the time of the study. The interviewees
included faculty with both positiveand negative
opinions of the class.

The interview data were used to develop a
one-page questionnaire which included both
closed and open-ended items. Eight of the ques-
tionswereL ikert scaleitems(1=Strongly Agree,
5 = Strongly Disagree) focusing on faculty per-
ceptions of cross-functional education in gen-
eral, familiarity with the objectives of the CFPC
class, the success of the class in integrating
business disciplines and preparing students for
upper level courses, andtheclassformat. Partici-
pantswere al so asked tolist the objectivesof the
course and for suggestionsfor thecourseand its
format. The questionnaire included two items
askingfor theparticipant’ sdepartment andlength
of time teaching at the college. No other identi-
fying questions were asked because the ques-
tionnaire was designed to be anonymous.

Questionnairesweredistributedtoall faculty
in the five departments except those currently
teaching the course and those who had been
interviewed. A total of 78 gquestionnaires were
distributed; 40 werereturned, for aresponserate
of 51 percent. A chi-squaretestindicated that the
distribution of departments in the sample was
representative of that of the college. Table 1
showsthedistribution of responsestothe Likert
scaled items on the questionnaire. Those re-
sponses are discussed below.

FINDINGS

Faculty were somewhat mixed about the
value of cross-functional education. Just less
than half (49%) strongly or moderately agreed
that cross-functional educationwasthebest way
toteach businessprinciples. However, two-thirds
(67%) strongly or moderately agreed that the
business community viewed a cross-functional
course such as the CFPC as superior to the
traditional format. Overall, the respondentsfelt
that a cross-functional focus was an important
aspect of what the business community was
lookingforinanemployee' seducation, although
they themselves may not be convinced of the
importance of cross-functional education.
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TABLE 1
RESPONSESTO LIKERT-SCALED ITEMS
Neither
Agree
Strongly  Moderately nor Moderately  Strongly
I TEM Agree Agree Disagree Disagree  Disagree*
Cross-functional isbest  19% 30% 16% 22% 13%
method for teaching
businessprinciples.
Businesscommunity 37% 30% 19% 7% 7%
valuescross-functional
education.
Familiarity withcourse ~ 18% 65% 13% 3% 3%
objectives.
Effectively integrates 8% 27% 16% 24% 24%
businessprinciples.
Adequately prepares 18% 36% 15% 2% 8%
studentsfor upper-level
businessclasses.
Other faculty think class 4% 30% 26% 22% 19%
adequately prepares
studentsfor upper-level
businessclasses.
Crossfunctional classes 3% 26% 17% 26% 29%
can be taught in mass
lecture format.
Current format doesnot 6% 12% 21% 30% 30%
need changing.
*Numbers may not add to 100% due to rounding.

Several items were asked to assess respon-
dents' familiarity with the CFPC course objec-
tives. Most (83%) strongly or moderately agreed
that they werefamiliar with the objectivesof the
course. This high level of familiarity was con-
firmed by subsegquent open-ended questionswhich

asked the respondent to list the course objec-
tives. Providing studentswithanoverall business
foundation waslisted by 81 percent and integra-
tion of thefour businessdisciplineswaslisted by
78 percent. Other objectiveslisted by therespon-
dentsincluded providing studentswiththeability
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tosolvecross-functional problemsandproviding
afoundation for future business classes. These
resultsindicatethat respondents’ are quiteaccu-
rate in their self-assessment of familiarity with
the two primary course objectives.

Three questions asked about the success of
the CFPC course in integrating business topics
and preparing students for upper level classes.
Only 35 percent strongly or moderately agreed
that theclasseffectively integrated thefour busi-
ness disciplines (finance, management, market-
ing, operations). Lack of integration wasacom-
mon criticism of the courseinitsearly years. In
spite of substantial efforts to functionally inte-
grate the class in recent years, it appears that
many faculty are either unaware of those efforts
or consider them inadequate.

While preparing students for upper level
business classes is not the only objective of the
CFPC class, it wasidentified asamajor concern
in the faculty interviews. The CFPC class has
beeninplacelongenoughfor faculty membersto
observe changes in students' level of prepara
tion. For faculty memberswith experienceteach-
ing studentswhotakethecross-functional course
andthosewho didn’t, aviablebasi sfor compari-
son is present. A majority (54%) strongly or
moderately agreed that the classeffectively pre-
pares students for upper-level business classes.
Interestingly, when asked if other professors
thought the class effectively prepared students
for upper level classes, far fewer (33%) strongly
or moderately agreed. It appearsthat by asmall
margin, most are personally satisfied with stu-
dents’ preparation, but are more aware of nega-
tive perceptionsof other faculty than they are of
others' positive perceptions. It is possible that
strong negativeopinionsof thecourseexpressed
by afew may befamiliar to most faculty, but are
not the generally held opinion.

In spiteof general agreement about thevalue
of cross-functional educationand effectiveprepa-
ration of students, most faculty were critical of
the method by which this particular course is
taught. Only 29 percent strongly or moderately

agreedthat thecoursecanbeeffectively taughtin
a mass lecture format (its current format) and
evenfewer (18%) strongly or moderately agreed
that the current format does not need changing.
Itisinteresting to notethat whilethe mgjority of
faculty thinks the current format is ineffective
(61%), the majority also agrees that the course
effectively prepares students for upper level
courses(54%). Therespondentswereal so asked
to indicate what the best format for the class
would be. They were given three pre-selected
optionsor couldwriteinsomethingif they chose.
Nearly half (46%) sel ected asinglecourse, which
is the current format. It appears from these
responses, aswel | asadditional commentsonthe
questionnaires, that what faculty object toisthe
mass | ecture, not the cross-functional approach.
The second most frequent responseto thisques-
tion was four individual courses taken at the
same time (30%).

Twoanalyseswereruntodeterminewhether
department affiliation and length of time at the
college affected perceptions of the CFPC. De-
partmental differences were examined using
ANOV A withthemean|evel of agreement onthe
Likert scaleasthe dependent variable. Teaching
experiencedifferenceswereexamined using cor-
relation. There were significant differences be-
tween some departments for six of the eight
Likert scaleitems; the value of cross-functional
education, business community perceptions of
cross-functional education, effectiveintegration
of business principles, preparation for upper-
level business courses, perceptionsof other pro-
fessors' views on preparation for upper-level
courses, and the effectiveness of the current
format. While there were a number of differ-
ences, they tended to concentrate within two
departments; one (Department A) which gener-
ally had lower opinions of the course, and an-
other (Department B) whichgenerally had higher
opinions of the course. Those differences are
noted in Table 2. There were no differences
between departments for their familiarity with
course objectives or for whether a mass lecture
format was effective for teaching cross-func-
tional courses.
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TABLE 2
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCESIN DEPARTMENT PERCEPTIONS
ANOVA
F-value

ITEM (p-value) DEPT.A DEPT.B DEPT.C DEPT.D DEPT.E
Cross- 4.75 * * *& #&
functional is (.004)
best method
for teaching
business
principles.
Business 6.39 * * * *
community (.001)
values cross-
functiona
education.
Effectively 5.62 # # * #
integrates (.002)
business
principles.
Adequately 7.64 * * * *
prepares (<.0005)
students for
upper-level
business
classes.
Other faculty 4.77 * * * #
think class (.006)
adequately
prepares
students for
upper-level
business
classes.
Current format 5.30 # # * #
does not need (.003)
changing.
* Significantly different from Dept. A.
# Significantly different from Dept. B.
& Other significant difference.
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Correlationsof length of timeafaculty mem-
ber had been at the college and the eight Likert-
scales rating items are shown in Table 3. The
Likert scale for these items was a five-point
agreement scale where five was “ Strongly Dis-
agree.” Therefore, a positive correlation indi-
cates that faculty who have been at the college
longer arelessfavorabletoward thecourse. Five
of theeight itemshad significant bivariatecorre-
lations with the length of time faculty had been
teaching at thecollege. Thoseitemswere: famil-

larity with course objectives (r = -.46), value of
cross-functional education (r =.33), perceptions
of what other faculty think about the course (r =
A46), perceptions of effective integration (r =
.28), andtheeffectivenessthecurrentformat (r =
48). As expected, faculty who had been at the
college longer agreed more strongly that they
were familiar with the course objectives (r =

-.46). The other four significant correlations
werepositive, indicating that thefaculty who had
been at the college longer tended to rate cross-

TABLE 3
CORRELATIONSOF LIKERT-SCALED ITEMSWITH LENGTH
OF TIME TEACHING AT COLLEGE
BIVARIATE
CORRELATION
WITH LENGTH SIGNIFICANCE
ITEM OF TIME TEACHING LEVEL
Cross-functional isbest .33 .001
method for teaching
businessprinciples.
Businesscommunity values 14 .239
cross-functional education.
Familiarity withcourse -.46 .001
objectives.
Effectively integrates .28 .047
businessprinciples.
Adequately prepares students 24 .075
for upper-level businessclasses.
Other faculty think class 46 .008
adequately prepares students
for upper-level businessclasses.
Cross-functional classescan 14 .220
be taught in mass lecture format.
Current format does not need A48 .002
changing.
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function education, course integration, and for-
mat effectivenesslower. It isinteresting to note
that while length of time at the college did not
influence one’'s own perception of upper level
coursepreparation, itdidinfluenceone’ spercep-
tion of what others thought about such prepara-
tion. Thelonger oneiswiththecollege, themore
likely they feel that others think upper-level
preparation isinadequate (r = .46).

An ANOVA indicated that there were some
significant differencesinthemeanlength of time
at the college for the five departments. There-
fore, it was unclear whether the departmental
differencesin perceptionsfor thefour itemsthat
had significant correlationswithlength of timeat
the collegewereafunction of experienceor true
departmental differences. A Genera Linear Model
(GLM) wasrun for each of the four itemsusing
length of time at the college as a covariate and
departmental affiliation asthe independent fac-
tor. Departmental affiliationwasstill significant
for each of theseitems: valueof cross-functional
education (F=3.3, p=.02), perceptionsof other
professors opinions of the CFPC (F=2.8,p=
.05), effectiveintegration (F=4.4, p=.01), and
effectivenessof current format (F=3.1, p=.03).
Thus, even after accounting for differences in
perceptions as a result of length of time at the
college, Department A was still generally less
favorabletoward the CFPC course, and Depart-
ment B wasstill generally morefavorabletoward
it.

In summary, this study findsthat the faculty
appear to agree with the basic premise of cross-
functional educationand supportitscause. Most
(83%) are at least somewhat familiar with this
program’ s objectives, two thirds (67%) believe
the business community supports such educa-
tional efforts, and nearly half (49%) arein favor
of teaching business principles cross-function-
ally. However, thereislessagreement amongthe
faculty regarding pedagogical issuesand course
outcomes. For example, a mgjority (54%) be-
lievesthe program effectively preparesstudents
for upper level business courses, but the same
percentage questions the format in which the

classistaught. Thereareal sovarying opinionsof
what the best format for the classis.

Some of thesedifferencesin perceptionsare
afunctionof departmental affiliationand/or length
of time at the college. However, it is unclear
whether departmental perceptionsdiffer because
the CFPC is not meeting the needsfor aspecific
department or because of the influence of some
well-voiced negative opinions of afew depart-
mental members. Well-voiced negativeopinions
may contribute to the difference between the
respondents own perceptionsabout theadequacy
of student preparation for upper level business
courses and their perceptions of what other
faculty membersthink about that preparation.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Any curriculum changeasdramaticascross-
functional integrationrequiresasignificantmind
shift among those either directly or indirectly
related to it. In asituation where the majority of
faculty memberssupport thebasic premiseupon
which the course isfounded, one may conclude
that the first steps have aready been taken. But
significant disagreements among faculty mem-
bers regarding more tactical pedagogical con-
cerns and program outcomesfoster the need for
a structured faculty-education program. The
purpose of such aprogramwould beto makethe
faculty not only awareof theon-going changesto
the cross-functional program and the results
brought about by these changes, but to allow for
aforum in which faculty could feel freeto offer
their opinionsand recommendations. Itisvitally
important toallow positiveopinionstobevoiced,
as these may help gain acceptance of radical
curriculachanges. In fact, this study showsfac-
ulty thought perceptions of the program were
dlightly more negative than they actually were.

Institutions of higher education considering
across-functionally integrated businesscurricu-
lum should, therefore, prepare themselves for
not only a significant curriculum reengineering
effort, but for significant modificationsto exist-
ing faculty development programs. The radical
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changesinvolved in across-functional program
will require magjor internal education programs
that will prepare faculty members for arevolu-
tionary paradigm shift and keep them abreast of
on-going modifications to the program.

Inorder to solicit support from faculty mem-
bers for such fundamental curriculum change,
faculty education will need to go beyond the
provision of basic information. For example,
withthisstudy, eventhoughinitial businessschool
communicationssucceededinincreasing awvare-
ness of the cross-functional program and its
objectives, these efforts did not fully address
many of the concerns held by the faculty.

Because a cross-functional course is
multidisciplinary by design, itisessential that all
departments within a college be aware of the
program’ s objectives and be granted the oppor-
tunity for input regarding course objectives, de-
sign, implementation, and progress. Colleges
and universities should consider such things as
town hall meetings, “brown bag lunches’ with

individual departments, website and chat room
opportunities, and periodic house organ articles
as means to keep the faculty abreast of the
programanditsprogress. Futureresearch should
examinewhether theperceptionsof thefaculty in
this study are similar to those at other schools
that haveimplemented cross-function curricula.
Those studies should aso investigate the effec-
tiveness of marketing and educational effortson
faculty perceptions and acceptance of cross-
functional programs.

Aswith any major change initiative, not all
stakeholders will share the same views of the
change. Somefaculty will embraceit, and others
resist it. Some departments may be more favor-
ableto change than others. But resistance based
uponlimited or inaccuratedatacan beaddressed.
Schools planning, or currently implementing, a
cross-functional program should therefore pre-
pare for both aradical change in not only how
they teach their students, but also, how they
teach their own faculty.
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IMPROVING GROUP COLLABORATION AND
STUDENT TEAMS UNDERSTANDING OF
RESPONSIBILITY THROUGH A
THREE-PHASED CLASSROOM
ASSESSMENT TECHNIQUE

Steve Corbin, University of Northern lowa

ABSTRACT

A research-based and theory-driven classroom assessment technique of group collaboration
effortswas implemented in a capstone, senior-level, Marketing major required course where 50
teams of students developed a marketing plan for 50 different clients during a two year, four
semester time period. A three-part student team assessment model, Collective Effort Classroom
Assessment Technique (CECAT), wasadministered at the beginning of group work, at mid-term,
and at the conclusion of the semester. The CECAT not only fostered successful group efforts 100
percent of thetime, it also taught the important tenants behind team building while* freeriding”

was kept to 2.6 percent.

INTRODUCTION

Businessl|eadershavebeenencouraging busi-
ness professors to focus on the development of
students’ oral and written communications for
several decades. And, most recently they have
been stressing that the future business leaders
need to develop strong “team building” and
“group collaboration” competencies. Even the
international collegiatebusinessschool accredi-
tation body, AACSB, hasendorsed the business
executives' thoughts by their recent continuous
improvement recommendations(AACSB 1999).

The anecdotal comments by the business
worldof student competency devel opment needs
was reinforced in a study by Uchida (1996)
whereit wasfound that among the skills needed
by studentsto succeed in the workplaceinclude
critical thinking, problem solving, written com-

munication, and the ability to work collabora-
tively. Furthermore, Cunningham (1995), along
with Butler and colleagues note that many busi-
nesscollegeshavebeencriticized by thebusiness
world for their failure to provide the workplace
skills identified by Uchida (Butler, Straughn-
Mizerski, and Lacher 1995). Siegel (1996) inher
researchfelt that the causefor theproblem could
be partly attributed to a reliance on teacher-
centered instructional techniques (i.e., lecture
method) rather than student-centered techniques
that actively engage the student in the learning
process. Bennett concludedthat “learningisbest
accomplished when the learner is actively en-
gaged in the process’ (1999, p. 54).

Sincethefield of business, whether onthejob
or intheclassroom, involvesa*learning-doing-
feedback-learning” process, professors need to
emulatethat principlewiththeir studentsintrain-

Journal for Advancement of Marketing Education — Volume 2, 2002 37



ing. To that end, Maxwell and Hagan contend
that innovative professors must provide a “ve-
hiclefor providing somesort of ‘ hands-on’ expe-
riencewithreal management situationsand prob-
lems in order to provide foundations for the
concepts introduced and discussed in the text-
book” (1999, pp. 86-87). Group collaboration
or student team activities have been promoted
and researched extensively since 1965 (Walker
and Angelo 1998) as an answer to “hands-on”
education — where the learner is actively en-
gaged. Promising new research on group col-
laboration (student teams) not only has helped
professorsbetter understand group performance,
but design amethod to teach and promote team-
ing, much to the delight of business executives.

GROUP COLLABORATION RESEARCH

Burnett and Gilbert (2000) noted that group
collaboration projects are known for their diffi-
culties, including “fair” grading, resentment by
certain studentswho believe they do most of the
work, group size(too big or too small for thetask
assigned), and scheduling of team meetings out-
side of class time. But, the authors cite that for
those students who activity participatein group
collaboration endeavors, theproject wasviewed
asavery good|earningexperience. Slavin (1990)
found that teams perform best when they have
common goals, areward structure, and meansto
insureteam member accountability. “ Freeriding”
or social loafing and not pulling one’ sweight in
agroup hasbeenidentifiedasacommon problem
with group collaboration efforts (Johnson,
Johnson, and Holubec 1990). To solve a free
riding problem, Karauand Williams(1995) con-
cluded that eight factors must be present: (1) the
work productivity of students can be evaluated
by themselves or others, (2) individuals' contri-
butions to the group are unique, (3) students
know what good performance is for the group
and themselves, (4) the work of the team is
viewed as meaningful and important, (5) the
group’ s task can not be easily done by asingle
student, (6) group membershave mutual respect,
(7) each student values working in a collective
setting, and (8) team sizeissmall (n< 7).

What wasfirst unclear and perplexing about
group collaboration efforts several decades ago
(Kravitz and Martin 1986) is now much better
understood with literally hundreds of studieson
freeriding, social loafing, and social facilitation
having been conducted. Studies on smaller but
still significant issues, such as how to compose
theteams, haverichly provided adviceto profes-
sors. For example, Wagner (2000) conducted an
experimental study wherethreedifferent classes
were arranged into teamsin adifferent manner.
One group of teamswas organized based on the
student’ sgrade point average. Another group of
teams was arranged based on the student’ s per-
formanceof agameentitled” Diversity.” Andthe
third group of teams was put together based on
acombination of student’ SGPA andtheoutcome
of thegame. At theend of theterm and all of the
team presentations, therewas no significant dif-
ference between the different group’s perfor-
mance and the team’ s grade. And there was no
significant differencebetweenthedifferent types
of teamsand their respective perception of group
sati sfaction/di ssati sfaction. Academiciansunder-
standing of the group collaboration process is
richer than ever before, but it will never be
complete.

CLASSROOM ASSESSMENT AND
CLASSROOM RESEARCH

What is the difference between classroom
assessment and classroom research? According
to Cross and Steadman (1996, p. 7), “ classroom
assessment usually addressesthe* what’ question
about classroom behavior: what did students
learn from . . .?, whereas classroom research is
concerned with the ‘why’ question: why did
studentsrespond asthey did? Classroom assess-
ment describes what is happening; classroom
research triesto find out why.”

It would be very hard to argue against the
concept cited by Angelo and Crossthat “ helping
students|earn the subject matter of their courses
isthemost commongoal of collegeteachers, and
virtually, all teachers try to measure what stu-
dentsarelearning about thecontent beingtaught”
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(1993, p. 106). But thank goodness that most
collegeteachersgo beyond just simply teaching
students subject matter information. The better
professors teach students to think, that is, to
develop higher-level cognitive skills: to solve
problems, analyze arguments, synthesize infor-
mation from different sources, and apply what
they arelearningto new and unfamiliar contexts.

Research al so suggeststhat studentsconcen-
trate on learning whatever they think will be on
the test. As McKeachie and his colleagues ob-
serve, “Whatever teachers goals and no matter
how clearly they present them, students’ goals
are strongly influenced by tests or the other
activities that determine grades.” (McKeachie,
Pintich, Lin, and Smith 1976, p. 76). No matter
how clear the teacher is about the “ big picture,”
studentsare unlikely to share and appreciate the
“view” unless tests and other assessment mea-
sures point them toward it. Formative, mid-
course feedback at the classroom level, espe-
cialy if itisrepeated at regular intervals, helps
students and teachers clarify their goals and
access progress toward them while there is still
time to make changes based on that feedback.

“College students need to be actively in-
volved in their own learning.” That was the
general message of an influential report by the
Study Group on the Conditionsof Excellencein
American Higher Education: “There is now a
good deal of research evidence to suggest that
the more time and effort students invest in the
learning process and the more intensely they
engageintheir owneducation, thegreater will be
their satisfaction with their educational experi-
ence and their persistence in college, and the
more likely they are to continue their learning”
(1984, p. 17). Asaresult of this study, Angelo
and Cross (1993) contend that active engage-
mentinhigher learningimpliesand requiresself-
awarenessand self-direction.

The Classroom Research Project, funded by
the Ford Foundation and the Pew Charitable
Trusts, was devel oped. This handbook contains

50 Classroom Assessment Techniques (Angelo
and Cross 1993) and isthemost widely used and
practical handbook designed for college teach-
ers. The highly respected college classroom re-
searchers and educators Angelo and Cross con-
cluded, “When students respond to Classroom
Assessment Techniquesand receivefeedback on
their responses, their attitudesand behaviorsal so
change. Faculty often report the following four
observable, interrel ated positiveeffectsof Class-
room Assessment on their students: more active
involvement and partici pation; greater influence
in learning, self-awareness as learners, and
metacognitiveskill; higher level sof cooperation
within the classroom learning community; and
greater student satisfaction” (1993, p. 372).

Faculty often report that Classroom A ssess-
ment is helpful in “lowering barriers’ and in
raising levels of trust and comfort in the class-
room. Charles Walker, a psychology professor,
found that Classroom Assessment helped his
studentsrealize that both he and they were after
thesamebasicgoal, successful learning. “Instead
of engaging in confrontation, students and |
found ourselves cooperating, trying to identify
themost troublesometopicsand exploring ways
to understand and teach that which had not yet
been learned or taught” (Walker 1991, p. 77).
Nakaji notes that “the intense nature of the
assessments, theincreased personal contact and
the overall tone and philosophy of classroom
research as a tool to benefit students (have)
strengthened and improved the bond between
studentsand myself” (1991, p. 86). And, Cottell
believes Classroom Assessment improves stu-
dent-teacher cooperation because “the level of
trust in the class increases as students express
their guestionsand doubtswithout suffering any
negative repercussions’ (1991, p. 51).

Angeloand Crossfurther contendthat “when
faculty demonstratetheir commitment to assess-
ment and sel f-assessment intheday-to-day level,
they send apowerful signal to studentsabout the
importanceof listening carefully totheideasand
opinions of others. Faculty can use Classroom
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Assessment to hel p create meaningful communi-
tiesof learnersintheir classrooms’ (1993, p. 374).

Angelo and Cross observe that “students
whoseinstructor use Classroom A ssessment tend
to believe they are learning more and are con-
vinced that their teachers are sincerely commit-
ted to improving learning. Therefore it should
cometo no surprisethat faculty often experience
improvement in their student eval uation ratings
when they begin to use this approach” (1993,
p. 375). Three professorsin three very different
fields—Cottell (1991, p. 53; accounting), Olmsted
(1991, p. 62; science), and Walker (1991, pp. 75—
76; psychol ogy) —all documentedimprovements
in their student evaluations as aresult of Class-
room Assessment.

Finally, Angeloand Crossconcludethat “ de-
termining whether the use of Classroom A ssess-
ment really improves student learning will re-
quire carefully planned and well-controlled ex-
periments or quasi-experiments. To date, we
know of no onewho had theresourcesor timeto
carry out thistype of confirmatory research, but
we hopethat someonesoonwill” (1993, p. 377).
A seriesof anecdotal evidencehasbeenreported
that the use of Classroom Assessment has im-
proved student learning.

USING CLASSROOM ASSESSMENT
FOR GROUP COLLABORATION
PROJECTS

Walker and Angelo (1998) developed and
experimented with an assessment of students
teamwork entitled, Collective Effort Classroom
Assessment Technique (CECAT). It was their
intention that the three-phased assessment tech-
niquewould* stimulateahealthy devel opment of
student groups” (1998, p. 103) whileaddressing
all that we know about learning and group col-
laboration. And the CECAT wasdesigned to be
used when student teamswereworking together
for a half semester or longer. The researchers
hoped that the CECAT could aso be used with
project groups, committees, applied problem-
solving teams, case study teams, and other col-

|aborative/group/cooperating teams. Not only
was a purpose of the CECAT to foster group
collaboration but also to help students avoid
“free riding” (social loafing) while motivating
studentsto perform well asindividualsand asa

group.

Anearly Assessment of Group Work (Exhib-
it 1) wasadministeredright after thegroupswere
formed. A mid-term version (Exhibit 2) was
administered half way between the beginning
time period and when the project was to be
concluded. Andthefinal assessment, or summa-
tive version (Exhibit 3), was administered after
the final presentation was submitted/presented.

Since the CECAT was composed of items
takendirectly fromthemodel of collectiveeffort
by Karau and Williams (1995), with additional
elements taken from expectancy-value, social-
identify, and social-comparisontheories(Abrams
and Hogg 1990; Goethals and Darley 1987), it
had construct validity. To assess predictive va
lidity, 80 junior and senior college studentsused
thesummativeversion (Exhibit 3) of theCECAT
to rate two recent student team experiences: a
satisfactory experience and an unsatisfactory
experience. Unwanted effectsof order werecon-
trolled for and an equal number of the gender
completed the forms. Twenty of the 21 items
significantly discriminated satisfactory fromun-
sati sfactory group experiences; t-testwithp< .01.
The one bad item was deleted and does not
appear inthe CECAT assessment forms.

APPLYING CECAT TO MARKETING
STRATEGY CLASSTEAM PROJECTS

Inthecapstone, senior-level, Marketingmajor
required “Marketing Strategy” class, taught at a
Midwestern four-year public-supported univer-
sity, students were purposely selected by the
teacher into groups of three students per team.
This methodology was pursued, following the
advicethat since*“tasksmakegroups, itisagood
ideago let the work pick the workers and not to
allow studentstoformtheir owngroups’ (Walk-
er and Angelo 1998, p. 108). The instructor
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. ____Mygroupwill performexcellently.

with others.

group.

| am doing to monitor my work.

asanindividual .

time, and other essentials.
perform.

I’mdoing.

Total score

EXHIBIT 1
AN EARLY ASSESSMENT OF GROUP WORK
(Walker and Angelo 1998, p. 104)

Pleaseindicateyour level of agreement with each of thefoll owing statementsusing afive-point
agree-disagreeratingscale, wherel = stronglydisagree, 2= disagree, 3= uncertain,4= agree,
and 5 = strongly agree (the higher the number, the more you agree).

1
2. All the members of the group will work equally hard.

3. Asour work progresses, the group should become more cohesive.

4. | wantto feel proud of my group and | desire to work with people | highly respect.

5. _ Most of themembersof the group appear to valueworking inacollective (sic) (manner)

6. __ What the group will try to achieveis valuable and important to others members of the

7. ___ What the group will try to achieveis valuable and important to me.
8. __ Thegroup’'staskisintrinsically interesting.
9. __ Other membersof my groupwill not only know what | amdoing, they will easily seewhat

10.  Performance standards for the group will be set to allow usto evaluate the overall
performance of the entire group as we work.

11.  Thegroup I will beworkinginisjust theright size.

12.  Performancestandardsfor individualswill be set to alow each person to evaluate hisor
her contribution while he or she works for the group.

13.  Theeffort | exert will beinstrumental in helping me obtain outcomes | want to achieve

14. My performance will be evaluated by the instructor or by other members of my group.
15.  Thetask of thegroupwill requireall of usto meet and work sideby side, facetoface, most

of thetime.
16. I will exert alot of effort to help the group achieve its goals.
17. | havealot of thingsto contribute to the group’ s work such as knowledge, skill, effort,

18. My performanceasanindividual will directly affect how well the group asawholewill
19. My contribution to the group’ swork is unique; no one else will be doing exactly what

20. _ Thetask of the group will be challenging.

assignedteamswereformed at theend of thefirst
week of the semester and they worked together
until their final written and verbal presentations
were submitted and presented, respectively, at
the end of the term.

Each team was assigned to develop an ac-
tion-ready comprehensive marketing plan for a
client on the campus, who had a marketing
problem, challenge, or opportunity. One-hun-
dred fifty students, in teams of three each, have
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EXHIBIT 2
A MIDWAY ASSESSMENT OF GROUP WORK
(Walker and Angelo 1998, p. 105)

Pleaseindicateyour level of agreement with each of thefoll owing statementsusing afive-point
agree-disagreerating scale, where 1= stronglydisagree, 2= disagree, 3= uncertain, 4= agree,
and 5 = strongly agree (the higher the number, the more you agree).

1. _ Mygroupisperforming excellently.

2. All the members of the group were working equally hard.

3. Asour work progresses, the group is becoming more cohesive,

4. | amproud to be amember of the group and | highly respect most of the people | am
working with.

5. __ Mostof themembersof thegroup highly valueworkinginacollective(sic) (manner) with
others.

6. __ What thegroupistrying to achieveis vauable and important to others members of the
group.

7. ___ What thegroup istrying to achieveisvaluable and important to me.

8. _ Thegroup'staskisintrinsically interesting.

9. __ Other members of my group not only know what | am doing, they can easily seewhat |
am doing and monitor my work.

10.  Performance standards for the group have been set to alow usto evaluate the overal
performance of the entire group as we are working.

11.  Thegroup | am working inisjust theright size.

12.  Performancestandardsfor individual shave been set to allow each personto evaluate his
or her contribution to the group.

13.  Theeffort | have exerted thusfar has been instrumental in helping me obtain outcomes
| want to achieve asan individual.

14. My performanceisbeing (or will be) evaluated by theinstructor or by other members of

my group.

15.  Thetask of the group requiresall of usto meet and work side by side, faceto face, most
of thetime.

16. | amexerting alot of effort to help the group achieve its goals.

17. ___ lamcontributingalot of thingstothegroup’ swork suchasknowledge, skill, effort, time,

and other essentials.

18. My performance asan individual isdirectly affecting how well the group asawhole
performs.

19. My contribution to the group’ swork is unique; no one else is doing exactly what I'm
doing.

20. __ Thetask of the group ischallenging.

Total score

served 50clientsduringthefour semestersof fall ~ Department, Library, Marketing and Public Re-
1999, spring 2000, fall 2000, and spring 2001.  lations Office, Student Union, Multiculture Ed-
Examples of the 50 different clients include:  ucation Center, President’s Office, School of
Admissions Office, Child Development Center,  Music, and (University) Theatre.

Financial Aid Office, Intercollegiate Athletic
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EXHIBIT 3
A SUMMATIVE ASSESSMENT OF GROUP WORK
(Walker and Angelo 1998, p. 106)

Pleaseindicateyour level of agreement with each of thefoll owing statementsusing afive-point
agree-disagreerating scale, where 1= stronglydisagree, 2= disagree, 3= uncertain, 4= agree,
and 5 = strongly agree (the higher the number, the more you agree).

1. _ Mygroup performed excellently.

2. All the members of the group worked equally hard.

3. Asour work progressed, the group became more cohesive.

4. | wasproud to be amember of the group and I highly respected most of the people |
worked with.

5. __ Mostof themembersof thegroup highly valueworkinginacollective(sic) (manner) with
others.

6. __ What thegroup achieved (or tried to achieve) was considered important and valuable to

others members of the group.

____What the group achieved (or tried to achieve) was valuable and important to me.

____Thegroup’stask wasintrinsically interesting.

____ Other membersof my group not only know what | wasdoing, they could easily seewhat

| am doing and monitor my work.

10.  Performance standards for the group were set in advance to allow us to evaluate the
overall performance of the entire group as we worked.

11.  Thegroup | worked in wasjust the right size.

12.  Performance standards for individuals were set in advance to allow each person to
evaluate his or her contribution while he or she worked for the group.

13. _ Theeffort | exerted wasinstrumental in hel ping meobtainthe outcomes| want to achieve
asanindividual.

14. My performance was evaluated by the instructor or by other members of my group.

15.  Thetask of the group required usto meet and work side by side most of thetime; wedid
not work alone and then combine our efforts only at the end.

16. | exerted alot of effort to help the group achieveits goals.

17. __ I'hadalotof thingsto contributetothegroup’ swork suchasknowledge, skill, effort, time,
and other essentials.

18. My performance asanindividual directly affected how well the group asawhole
performed.

19. My contribution to the group’ s work was unique; no one else did exactly what | did.

20. __ Thetask of the group was challenging.

© © N

Total score

Following thegroup collaborationadviceof  goals of each group are clear, evaluation stan-
researchers Walker and Angelo, a sufficiently  dards for the group and its members are clear,
highvalueweighttogroupwork wasgiveninthe  and the instructor evaluates the quality of each
grading system (33%). Walker and Angelonote  group’ s product while the group members eval-
that conflict withingroups” canbeavoidedifthe  uate one another on the making of their group’s
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product” (1998, p. 108). Therefore, the written
marketing planinthecapstone coursewasworth
100 points (Table 1) where 50 percent of those
points were awarded by the client. The verbal
marketing plan was worth 50 points where the
client determined one-third of thepoints, aGrad-
uate A ssi stant determined one-third of thepoints,
and the instructor determined the remaining
points. A peer evaluation system (Table2), com-
bined with an assessment of theteam membersby
the client, determined another 50 points. This
point distribution system wasclearly delineated
inthe syllabi and wasreiterated numeroustimes
throughout the semester so that students would
not only focuson devel oping an actionable mar-
keting plan but aso focus on the importance of
group collaboration and group accountability.

Anearly Assessment of Group Work (Exhib-
it 1) wasadministeredright after thegroupswere
formed. Thisversion was completed asahome-

work assignment, requesting that they bring the
completed form back to the next class session
with their name and group identified, but they
weretold not to sharetheir individual responses
with their team members. The author calculated
the average total score per group and average
rating per item, and returned thisinformation to
each team. No team was given the data on other
team’ sscores. K eeping theseresultsconfidential
and within groups allowed students to see that
theinstructor wasprotectingtheir senseof priva-
cy. Theinstructor then told the entire class that
according to Walker and Angelo (1998, p. 110),
an average score of 80 and above (out of 100)
had been associated with successful team perfor-
mance, scores of 60 and below had been associ-
ated with mediocre performance and unpl easant
group experiences, mean itemratingsequal to or
greater than 4.0 (5.0 = high) pointed to strengths
the groups should maintain, and that mean item
ratingsof lessthan 3.0 (5.0 =high) werediagnos-

TOTAL ... 100 points

TABLE 1
DISTRIBUTION OF WRITTEN AND VERBAL MARKETING PLAN POINTS

Client evaluation of written marketing plan . . . 25 points

Instructor evaluation of written marketing plan . . . 25 points

Client evaluation of verbal marketing plan presentation . . . 17 points

Graduate Assistant evaluation of verbal marketing plan presentation . . . 17 points

Instructor evaluation of verbal marketing plan presentation . . . 16 points

TOTAL .. .50 points

TABLE 2
DISTRIBUTION OF PEER EVALUATION POINTS

Client evaluation of team members work . . . 25 points

Peer evaluation of other team members work . . . 25 points

44 Journal for Advancement of Marketing Education — Volume 2, 2002



tic of specific addressable weaknesses. The in-
structor requested that each team, with their
team summary databeforethemandthisresearch
information, talk amongthemsel vesabout astrat-
egy toimprovetheir group collaboration efforts.
Finally, the author invited any team that would
liketo visit with the instructor about their plans
to remedy their weaknesses and build on their
strengthsto voluntarily makean appointment. In
the four semesters of the study, only one group
requested to visit with the instructor, but they
canceled their meeting saying that they realized
that they had to resolve their problem on their
ownvaolition. Atthistimetheprofessor discussed
the marketing plan point structure and means of
determining the points one more time, focusing
on the importance of group collaboration and
group successin solvingtheir client’ smarketing
problem, challenge, or opportunity. The total
and per items scores of the early Assessment of
Group Work (Exhibit 1) have always (50/50
teams; 100%) been higher than the remaining
two assessments (Exhibit 2 and Exhibit 3). The
greatest value of the early assessment is for
students to read (and understand) the research-
based 20 items that lead to successful group
collaboration, self-reflect, reflect asagroup, and
lay out aplanwiththeir teammemberstobuildon
strengths and improve on self-identified weak-
Nesses.

A mid-termversion (Exhibit 2) wasadminis-
tered half way between the beginning of team
formation and when the project was to be con-
cluded. Asin the early assessment, the students
completed the instrument in their own privacy,
with theinstructor providing the team members
with their group data results (again, they do not
see the data of other groups) and the per item
means, and the team meet in classto discussthe
data. However, whereasin the early assessment
each group was asked to discuss their self-as-
sessment results, the teacher now requested the
group to submit awritten summary of the mem-
bers discussion of the data and their plans to
remedy CECAT identified problems. Again, the
groupsweretold they can meet with theinstruc-
tor on their own volition but before they do that

they must try to solve their problems by them-
selves before consulting with teacher. To date,
not onegroup hasmet withtheauthor. And, after
this discussion, again the marketing plan point
distribution system was discussed with the class
seeking discussiontoclarify any misunderstand-
ing, and stressing that successful group collabo-
rationwill leadtoasuccessful actionablemarket-
ing plan for their client.

Andthefinal assessment, or summativever-
sion (Exhibit 3), was administered (usually dur-
ing the last two weeks of the semester) after the
marketing planverbal presentationwaspresented
in classin front of the client, the client’ s guests,
the entire Marketing Strategy class, the Gradu-
ate Assistant, and invited marketing faculty and
Collegeof Business Administration administra-
tors. Each team member was requested to com-
plete the summative assessment in their own
privacy and submit it to the teacher at their
earliest convenience, but no later than the com-
prehensivefinal examtime period. The students
were al so requested to submit open-ended com-
ments without their name identified and this
information wasto only be submitted viaacom-
puter print out (so that the author would not be
abletoidentify authorshby their handwriting) on
any (their choicetodoall or none) of thefollow-
ing: (1) what worked and did not work with the
group assignment, (2) their opinion of the three
CECAT instruments and its impact on their
group collaboration efforts, (3) their thoughtson
themanner inwhichtheteam project washandled
inthisclassversusother college classesthat had
group projects, and (4) their thoughtsonwhether
thelearningtheoriesandteam collaborationtheo-
ries of “learning-doing-feedback-learning,”
“hands-on education,” and “student-centered
focus of learning” repeatedly espoused by the
instructor were or were not accomplished.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The CECAT isaresearch-based and theory-
driven assessment tool of group efforts. Walker
and Angelo (1998) claim that the three group
assessment model teaching technique “ has the
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EXHIBIT 4
CECAT ITEMSSORTED BY THEIR SOCIAL FUNCTION
(Walker and Angelo 1998, p. 107)

Group Composition

4. | amproudtobeamember of thegroupand| highly respect most of the peoplel amworking
with.

5.  Most of the membersof the group highly valueworkinginacollective (sic) (manner) with
others.

11. Thegroup | am working inisjust the right size.

17. 1 amcontributing alot of thingsto the group’ swork such as knowledge, skill, effort, time,
and other essentials.

Task Characteristics

2. All the members of the group were working equally hard.

8. Thegroup’ staskisintrinsically interesting.

15. Thetask of thegroup requiresall of usto meet and work side by side, faceto face, most of
thetime.

Pr ocessesand Procedur es

9.  Other membersof my group not only know what | am doing, they can easily seewhat | am
doing and monitor my work.

18. My performance as an individual is directly affecting how well the group as a whole
performs.

19. My contributiontothegroup’ swork isunique; no oneelseisdoing exactly what I’ m doing.

Individual and Group M otivation

2. All the members of the group were working equally hard.

6. Whatthegroupistryingtoachieveisvaluableandimportant to othersmembersof thegroup.

7.  What the group istrying to achieveis valuable and important to me.

13. Theeffort| haveexertedthusfar hasbeeninstrumental in hel ping meobtainoutcomes! want
to achieveasanindividual.

PerformanceEvaluation

10. Performance standards for the group have been set to allow us to evaluate the overall
performance of the entire group as we are working.

12. Performancestandardsfor individualshave been set to allow each personto evaluate hisor
her contribution to the group.

14. My performanceisbeing (or will be) evaluated by theinstructor or by other membersof my

group.
General Conditions and Outcomes

1. Mygroupisperformingexcellently.
3. Asour work progresses, the group is becoming more cohesive.
16. | amexerting alot of effort to help the group achieve its goals.
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potential to go beyond this practice-based wis-
domand provideinsightsonwhy certainteaching
practices are consistently effective” (italicized
“why” inoriginal text). Based onresultsthat this
author has seen, in written response from stu-
dents at the end of the semester plus in written
responsesreceived fromthestudentsafter they’ve
graduated and been employed, the CECAT in-
strument in and of itself drives home theimpor-
tance of the concept of team work to students
much better thanany “lecture” or “advicefroma
businessadvisory board” could ever offer. Plus,
in the author’s 29 years of higher education
teaching experience, group projects have never
been compl eted assmoothly and without student
complaint asthey havewhen the CECAT group
collaboration tool was implemented. All of the
previous attempts at team work design, imple-
mentation, control, evaluation, and group pro-
ductivity arenow folly.

There are five observable and measurable
resultsof the50 student teamshaving beentaken
downthedi sciplinedroad of implementing Walker
and Angelo’sCECAT. First, 49 of the 50 (98%)
groups performed at Walker and Angelo’s de-
fined level of being “successful” (average team
score of > 80) upon completion of the Summa-
tive Assessment (Exhibit 3). Second, all 150
students (100%) noted, in writing, that they
know their group’ sperformanceimproved, over
time, as aresult of taking the three assessment
forms, receiving and analyzing team data, and
putting together aplanto build ontheir strengths
and remedy their weaknesses. Third, “freeload-
ing” by ateam member was identifiable by one
member ineach of four different teamsduringthe
two-year, four semester time period (4/150 =
2.6%). Two of those four “free loading” mem-
bersflunked the course and one of thosetwo has
successfully retaken the course. Fourth, al 150
students(100%) said, inwriting, that completing
thegroup project intheclass, with theassistance
of the CECAT technique, was the best experi-

encethey hadin collegeascomparedtoal other
college professors attempts at team work. And
finaly, al 150 (100%) studentsnoted, inwriting,
that as aresult of the CECAT experience, they
wereableto experience, first-hand, and seewhat
the instructor was trying to “preach” to them
about the importance of the “learning-doing-
feedback-learning,” “hands-on,” and “ student-
centered focus of learning” models of behavior
that the felt had to be exhibited as a Marketing
professor and that soon they will seethemselves
portraying in the business world as they work
with their business associates and colleagues.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The unbelievable and semester-after-semester
success observed by the use of Walker and
Angelo’sCECAT isonethat, at times, ishard to
believe. But, uponseriousreflectionof CECAT's
research-based andtheory-drivenassessment tool
and noting the disciplined manner in whichitis
administered, not once, or twice, but threetimes,
plus the continual feedback that is provided to
thestudents, the proof wasin seeingthestudent’ s
performance and reading their glowing com-
ments. . . not for just onesemester (possiblehalo
effect), but four semesters running. Walker and
Angelo’'sCECAT isa“tryit,you'll likeit” group
collaboration instructional technique that must
be implemented by any professor, of any disci-
pline, whereteam work is utilized. And, even if
the student teams are working together for a
short period of time, the Summative A ssessment
form (Exhibit 3) should be given to the students
prior to their group work, discussed in class to
highlight what comprises successful group col-
laboration, and then administered at the conclu-
sion of the group effort. Exhibit 4 sorts the 20
CECAT items into group collaboration social
functionsfor the convenience of professorswho
wouldliketodesigntheir ownteamwork assess-
ment instrument.
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