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Teaching Cases:
A “Signature” Pedagogy

"Professional education is not education for 
understanding alone; it is preparation for 
accomplished and responsible practice in the 
service of others. It is preparation for 'good work.' 

Professionals must learn abundant amounts of 
theory and vast bodies of knowledge. They must 
come to understand in order to act, and they 
must act in order to serve.”

(Shulman 2005: 53)
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Field Test #1:  Research 
Approach

How does learning through the use of a e‐
case compare to that of traditional written 
cases in public affairs classrooms?  

Quasi‐experimental Design:

• Survey (closed‐ and open‐ended), 
administered after exposure to e‐Case and 
tradition case

• n=183  undergraduate (4 course sections) & 
graduate (4 sections)

Learning Outcomes

Foundational 
Knowledge: 

Understanding and 
remembering ideas 
and information

Application: 

Using skills, critical 
thinking, creative & 
practical problem 

solving 

Human 
Dimension: 

Learning about 
oneself & others

Interests: 
Developing new 

opinions, 
interests, Values

Learning to Learn:

Inquiring about a 
subject, self‐

directed learner

Modification of Fink (2003)
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Intervention:  e‐Case 
Study

• Small nonprofit working on concrete benefit to 
low‐income families

• Leadership in Cross‐Sector Environment

• Management in Developing new Innovation
– Three year pilot program 

• Learning objectives:  

– Content (policy, nonprofit roles)

– Define and analyze complex problem

– Analyze their own decision making in these settings.
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Table 1. Summary Statistics: Demographic 
Characteristics, (Fall 2009)

PA 4101~ PA 5011

Sex (Female = 1)
0.68
(0.47)

0.61
(0.49)

Age (Years)
23.15
(5.10)

26.69
(3.03)

Ethnicity
(White = 1)

0.86
(0.35)

0.80
(0.40)

Experience
1.96
(1.31)

2.21
(0.90)

Familiarity
3.03
(0.96)

2.87
(0.82)

N 78 105

NOTE: Cell entries are means with standard deviations in parentheses.
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Table 2. Categorical Distribution of Tests of 
Pooled Survey Items by Theoretical 

Dimensions (Fall 2009)

Paper > Digital No Difference Digital > Paper

Foundational Knowledge 0.0% 25.0% 75.0%

Application and Integration 50.0% 50.0% 0.0%

Human Dimensions 33.3% 33.3% 33.3%

Increased Interest 40.0% 20.0% 40.0%

Learning How to Learn 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%

TOTAL 26.1% 39.1% 34.8%

The purpose of the Hubert Project is to 
connect public affairs educators through the 
creation and exchange of engaging teaching 

materials that enhance learning.

http://www.hubertproject.org
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Relevant Lessons:  Scholarship 
Teaching & Learning

Comparison of traditional, blended, and online 
course outcomes. 

Design‐based research

• Learning materials
– Relevant knowledge through 

realistic accounts 

– Structure

– Media

– Content Design & Scaffolding 

• Interactions
– Social

– Incentives

– Time
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Field Test #2: Research 
Approach

How does learning through the use of a e‐case 
compare to that of traditional written cases in public 
affairs classrooms?  
Quasi‐experimental Design with nonequivalent control group:
• Survey (closed‐ and open‐ended)
• Graduate students in three classes, each with distinct 

‘treatments’  n= 60
1. Traditional paper case 
2. Blended:  Traditional (module 1) and E‐Case
3. E‐Case 

• Established faculty with facilitative styles, constant 
incentives & time
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Learning Outcomes

Foundational 
Knowledge: 

Understanding and 
remembering ideas 
and information

Application: 

Using skills, critical 
thinking, creative & 
practical problem 

solving 

Human 
Dimension: 

Learning about 
oneself & others

Interests: 
Developing new 

opinions, 
interests, Values

Learning to Learn:

Inquiring about a 
subject, self‐

directed learner

Modification of Fink (2003)

Table 3. Summary Statistics: Demographic 
Characteristics, (Fall 2011)

Paper Blended E‐Case

Sex (Female = 1)
0.47
(0.51)

0.77
(0.43)

0.37
(0.50)

Age (Years)
27.63
(4.67)

26.43
(4.43)

28.26
(3.56)

Ethnicity
(White = 1)

0.74
(0.45)

0.73
(0.46)

0.58
(0.51)

Experience
2.47
(1.12)

2.36
(0.90)

2.95
(1.08)

Familiarity
2.11
(0.81)

2.41
(0.85)

2.32
(0.95)

N 19 22 19

NOTE: Cell entries are means with standard deviations in parentheses.
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Table 4. Categorical Distribution of Tests of 
Pooled Survey Items by Theoretical 

Dimensions (Fall 2011)

Paper > Digital Paper = Digital Paper < Digital

Foundational Knowledge 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%

Application and Integration 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%

Human Dimensions 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%

Increased Interest 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%

Learning How to Learn 0.0% 75.0% 25.0%

TOTAL 0.0% 97.2% 2.8%

Figure 1. Agreement that "The case was 
enhanced through discussion and other learning 

in the classroom,” by Treatment 

3.13

3.13

3.13

3.71

3.71

3.33

3.33

3.50

1 2 3 4

Digital versus Paper**

Blended versus E‐Case*

Paper versus E‐Case

Paper versus Blended***

Digital E‐Case Blended Paper

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001

Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree
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Alternative Models & 
Outcomes

• New predictors 

– Standardized tests as measures of aptitude

– More complete demographic data

• Alternative Outcomes

– Assignment grades

– Course grades

– Professional competency development (not 
supported by current research design)

Assignments

• Written case 
consistent 
across sections

Memo 1

• Written case 
one section

• E‐case two 
sections

Memo 2
• Written case 
consistent 
across sections

Memo 3
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Table 5. Difference of Means for All 
Contrast Combinations, (Scheffé)

Paper versus 
Blended

Paper versus E‐Case
Blended versus 

E‐Case

Memo 1
10.18***
(2.05)

6.46**
(1.74)

‐3.72
(1.99)

Memo 2
5.46*
(1.79)

5.59**
(1.52)

0.13
(1.74)

Memo 3
2.88
(1.49)

1.42
(1.26)

‐1.46
(1.45)

Final Grade
1.37
(0.97)

2.23*
(0.82)

0.86
(0.94)

NOTE: Cell entries are contrast differences with standard errors in parentheses.
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001

Figure 6. Difference of Means Tests of 
Student Grades, Paper versus Digital

80.77%

85.70%

90.07%

88.54%

91.24%
92.00%

74%

76%

78%

80%

82%

84%

86%

88%

90%

92%

94%

Memo 1*** Memo 2*** Memo 3

Paper Digital

***p < .001
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Structural Equation Model:  
Written Cases

Verbal GRE

Memo 1

Memo 2

Memo 3


1

2

3

.02*

.05

.10

.56***
.02*.02***

35.80

20.45

8.22 *p < .05; ***p < .001

Structural Equation Model: 
Digital Cases

Verbal GRE

Memo 1

Memo 2

Memo 3


1

2

3

.01

.24**

.61***

.26***
.02***‐.003

45.71

11.84

11.23 **p < .01; ***p < .001
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Implications:  Next Steps

• Alternative theoretical 
specification of expected 
learning outcomes
– Connect more recent 

developments in scholarship 
of teaching and learning 

• Continue to develop 
digital learning materials 
– 13 e‐cases completed;   

another 12 under active 
development

• Alternative research 
designs across many 
courses
– National Science 

Foundation pending 
grant proposal

• Instructor Practice rather 
than mechanisms of 
course delivery (Bernard, et al 
2009; Means et al 2009; Tamin et al 
2011)

• Social Dimensions of 
Learning

– Faculty

– Students

• Outcomes:  Learning 
Analytics

– Professional 
competencies

Relevant Lessons:  Scholarship 
Teaching & Learning
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New Research 
Questions

• How do instructors use multimedia learning 
materials in their classrooms? What 
mediates this use and how does their 
teaching practice change over time?

• How does exposure to these learning 
materials and teaching processes influence 
students’ development of necessary 
professional competencies?

Teaching  Practice

Course 
Design

BeliefsPerception

Personal 
Learning 
Networks

Communities 
of Practice
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Methodological 
Approach

• Instructors who register as Hubert project 
users, Year 1 (November 2012‐ October 
2013)

– Random sample n=50

– Focal course, n=1000 each trial

• Repeated semi‐structured interviews and 
surveys

• Observations over three phases. 

Methodological 
Approach

• Instructor Assessment
– Motivation, curiosity and course plans

– Validated survey of attitudes, skills, values & 
behavior regarding cyberlearning

– Reflection on practice

• Student Surveys:  Professional Competencies
– Iterative development of instrumentation

– One focal course

– Framework aligned with accreditation standards
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DISCUSSION

SUPPLEMENTAL DATA TABLES
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Figure 2. Difference of Means of All 
Significant Contrast Combinations, by 

Treatment/Sex (Scheffé)

88.87%

91.93%

80.33%

84.28% 84.28%

91.48%

74%

76%

78%

80%

82%

84%

86%

88%

90%

92%

94%

Memo 1* Memo 2* Memo 2*

Digital/Men Paper/Men Digital/Women

*p < .05

Figure 3. Difference of Means of All 
Significant Contrast Combinations, by 

Treatment/Ethnicity (Scheffé) 

87.90%

89.45%89.39%

93.65%

78.00% 78.00%

82.87% 82.87%

74%

76%

78%

80%

82%

84%

86%

88%

90%

92%

94%

Memo 1*** Memo 1*** Memo 2** Memo 2***

Digital/Non‐White Digital/White Paper/Non‐White

**p < .01; ***p < .001
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Figure 4. Difference of Means of All 
Significant Contrast Combinations, by 
Treatment/Student Origin (Scheffé)

88.95%

92.05%

81.04%

85.19%

74%

76%

78%

80%

82%

84%

86%

88%

90%

92%

94%

Memo 1*** Memo 2***

Digital/Domestic Paper/Domestic

***p < .001

Figure 6. Difference of Means Tests of 
Student Grades, Paper versus Digital

80.77%

85.70%

90.07%

88.54%

91.24%
92.00%

74%

76%

78%

80%

82%

84%

86%

88%

90%

92%

94%

Memo 1*** Memo 2*** Memo 3

Paper Digital

***p < .001


