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of course material while writing team appeals report being convinced their
students learn more from appealing answers they got wrong than from con-
firming the answers they got right. As an integral part of the readiness assur-
ance process, this appeals exercise provides yet another review of the readings.

Instructor Feedback. The fifth and final part of the readiness assurance
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• Significant problem. Effective assignments must capture students’ inter-
est. Unless assignments are built around what they see as a relevant issue,
most students will view what they are being asked to do as busywork and
will put forth the minimum effort required to get a satisfactory grade. The
key to identifying what will be significant to students is using backward
design. If you identify something you want students to be able to do and
give them the chance to try, it is likely that your enthusiasm will carry
over to your students in a way that rarely happens when you organize
your teaching around what you think students should know.

• Same problem. Group assignments are effective only to the extent that they
promote discussion both within and between groups. Assigning students
to work on different problems practically eliminates meaningful discus-
sions because students have little energy to engage in a comparison of
apples and oranges, and students will not be exposed to feedback on the
quality of their thinking as either individuals or teams. In order to facili-
tate a conceptually rich and energetic exchange, students must have a
common frame of reference that is possible only when they are working
on the same problem, that is, the same assignment or learning activity.

• Specific choice. Cognitive research shows that learning is greatly enhanced
when students are required to engage in higher-level thinking (Mayer,
2002; Pintrich, 2002; Scandura, 1983). In order to challenge students to
process information at higher levels of cognitive complexity, an educa-
tional adage (sometimes attributed to William Sparke) is that teaching
consists of causing people to go into situations from which they cannot
escape except by thinking.

In general, the best activity to accomplish this goal is to require students
to make a specific choice. Think of the task of a courtroom jury: members are
given complex information and asked to produce a simple decision: guilty or
not guilty. As a result, nearly one hundred percent of their time and effort is
spent digging into the details of their content. In the classroom, the best way
to promote content-related discussion is to use assignments that require
groups to use course concepts to make decisions on questions such as these:

• Which line on this tax form would pose the greatest financial risk due to
an IRS audit? Why?

• Given a set of real data, which of the following advertising claims is least
(or most) supportable? Why?

• What is the most dangerous aspect of this bridge design? Why?
• Given four short paragraphs, which is the best (or worst) example of an

enthymeme? Why?

For a much more thorough discussion of assignments and a rationale
as to why they work so well in promoting both student learning and team
development, see Michaelsen, Knight, and Fink, 2004).
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• Simultaneous reports. Once groups have made their choices, they can share
the result of their thinking with the rest of the class sequentially or simul-
taneously. The problem with sequential reporting is that the initial response
often has a powerful impact on the subsequent discussion because later-
reporting teams tend to change their answer in response to what seems to
be an emerging majority view—even if that majority is wrong.

This phenomenon, which we call answer drift, limits both learning and
team development for a variety of reasons. One is that it is most likely to
occur when the problems being discussed have the greatest potential for pro-
ducing a meaningful discussion. That is because the more difficult or ambigu-
ous the problem is, the greater the likelihood is that the initial response
would be incomplete or even incorrect, and subsequent groups would be
unsure about the correctness of their answer. Another is that answer drift dis-
courages give-and-take discussions because later responders deliberately
downplay differences between their initial answer and the one that is being
discussed. Finally, sequential reporting limits accountability because the only
group that is truly accountable is the one that opens the discussion.

Requiring. gu-
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scores from TBL sections on common midterm exams were significantly
higher than scores from non-TBL sections. As a result, on an ongoing
basis—and especially near the end of the course—instructors should make
explicit connections between end-of-course exams and the RAT questions
and application assignments. In addition, an effective way to reassure stu-
dents is devoting a class period to a concept review. In its simplest form, this
involves (1) giving students an extensive list of the key concepts from the
course, (2) asking them to individually identify any concepts that they do
not recognize, (3) compare their conclusions in the teams, and (4) review
any concepts that teams identify as needing additional attention.

Learning About the Value of Teams. Concerns about better students being
burdened by less motivated or less able peers are commonplace with other
group-based instructional approaches. TBL, however, enables instructors to
provide students with compelling empirical evidence of the value of teams for
tackling difficult intellectual challenges. For example, in taking both individ-
ual and team tests, students generally have the impression that the teams are
outperforming their own best member, but are seldom aware of either the mag-
nitude or the pervasiveness of the effect. Near the end of each term, we create
a transparency that shows cumulative scores from the tests for each team—
the low, average, and high member score; the team score; and the difference
between the highest member score and the team score (see Michaelsen,
Knight, and Fink, 2004). Most students are stunned when they see the pattern
of scores for the entire class. In the past twenty years, over 99.9 percent of the
nearly sixteen hundred teams in our classes have outperformed their own best
member by an average of nearly 11 percent. In fact, in the majority of classes,
the lowest team score in the class is higher than the single best individual score
in the entire class (Michaelsen, Watson, and Black, 1989).

Recognizing Effective Team Interaction. Over time, teams get increas-
ingly better at ferreting out and using members’ intellectual resources in
making decisions (Watson, Michaelsen, and Sharp, 1991). However, unless
instructors use an activity that prompts members to explicitly think about
group process issues, they are likely to miss an important teaching oppor-
tunity. This is because most students, although pleased about the results,
generally fail to recognize the changes in members’ behavior that have made
the improvements possible.

We have used two approaches for increasing students’ awareness of the
relationship between group processes and group effectiveness. The aim of
both approaches is to have students reflect on how and why members’ inter-
action patterns have changed as their team became more cohesive. One
approach is an assignment that requires students to individually reflect on
how the interactions among team members have changed over time and for-
mulate a list of members’ actions that made a difference, share their lists
with team members, and create a written analysis that summarizes the bar-
riers to their team’s effectiveness and what was done to overcome them. The
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other, and more effective, approach is the same assignment, but students
prepare along the way by keeping an ongoing log of observations about how
their team has functioned (see Hernandez, 2002).

Learning About Themselves: The Critical Role of Peer Evaluations. One
of the most important contributions of TBL is that it creates conditions that
can enable students to learn a great deal about the way they interact with
others. In large measure, this occurs because of the extensive and intensive
interaction within the teams. Over time, members get to know each other’s
strengths and weaknesses. This makes them better at teaching each other
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even the best students to complete through their individual effort. In addi-
tion, virtually every student develops a deep and abiding appreciation of
the value of teams for solving difficult and complex problems. They can
gain profound insights into their strengths and weaknesses as learners and
as team members.

Compared to a traditional curriculum, faculty members in a wide vari-
ety of contexts have observed that introducing TBL enables at-risk students
to successfully complete and stay on track in their course work, probably
because of the increased social support or peer tutoring.

Benefits from an Administrative Perspective. Many of the benefits for
administrators are related to the social impact of the fact that the vast major-
ity of groups develop into effective learning teams. When team-based learn-
ing is well implemented:

• Almost without exception, groups develop into effective self-managed
learning teams. As a result, faculty and other professional staff time used
for training facilitators and involved in team facilitation is minimal.

• TBL is cost-effective since it can be successfully employed in large classes
and across academic programs.

• The kinds of assignments characteristic of TBL reduce the potential for
interpersonal hostilities within teams to develop to a point where admin-
istrators must deal with the personal, political, and possibly even legal
aftermath.

Benefits for Faculty. There is tremendous benefit to faculty who use
TBL. Because of the student apathy that seems to be an increasingly com-
mon response to traditional lecture-based instruction, even the most dedi-
cated faculty tend to burn out. By contrast, TBL prompts most students to
engage in the learning process with a level of energy and enthusiasm that
transforms classrooms into places of excitement that are rewarding for both
them and the instructor. When team-based learning is well implemented:

• Instructors seldom have to worry about students not being in class or fail-
ing to prepare for the work that he or she has planned.

• When students are truly prepared for class, interacting with them is much
more like working with colleagues than with the empty vessels who tend
to show up in lecture–based courses.

• Because instructors spend much more time listening and observing than
making formal presentations, they develop many more personally reward-
ing relationships with their students.

When the instructor adopts the view that the education process is
about learning, not about teaching, instructors and students tend to become
true partners in the education process.
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