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Abstract 

When we teach business courses for liberal arts students, our challenges will be how we can 
effectively teach students who have different majors, years, interests, and backgrounds in the 
same class. For example, if we focus on business major students, we may lose other students 
from different majors. This problem will appear in two critical educational components for 
liberal arts students, which are teaching and mentoring. This means that we will need two 
things.  One is teaching effectiveness in a whole class and the other is mentoring 
effectiveness for individual students in the class. Therefore, we must consider class 
management and individual-level treatments of students carefully in order to improve 
teaching effectiveness for liberal arts students.   

In this paper, our goal is to propose such a comprehensive education model particularly for 
instructors who teach business courses for liberal arts students.  We propose our own 
comprehensive model based on various literature reviews and empirical studies.  Then, we 
research on effectiveness of our model empirically. Particularly, we try to test if our model 
could satisfy both teaching and mentoring effectiveness in order to validate our theoretical 
arguments and this initial educational model for liberal arts students. This study will give us a 
clearer picture of the comprehensive business education model to make teaching more 
effective for liberal arts students.   
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1. Introduction 

Teaching business and business related courses for liberal arts students may be challenging 
due to differences in experiences, interests, learning skills, and knowledge among students. 
Especially, since many students may have to take business courses to imply fulfill credits 
towards their graduations, student motivations and seriousness may be lower than those who 
are majoring in business. At the same time, general educational approach will be different 
from business schools where usually the instructors earned their degrees (Akerlind, 2007). 

When we teach business courses for liberal arts students, our challenges will be how we can 
effectively teach students who have different majors, years, interests, and backgrounds in the 
same class. For example, if we focus on business major students, we may lose other students 
from different majors. This problem will appear in two critical educational components for 
liberal arts students, which are teaching and mentoring. 

This means that we will need two things. One is teaching effectiveness in a whole class and 
the other is mentoring effectiveness for individual students in the class. Therefore, we must 
consider class management and individual-level treatments of students carefully in order to 
improve teaching effectiveness for liberal arts students. 

In this paper, our goal is to propose such a comprehensive education model particularly for 
instructors who teach business courses for liberal arts students. We propose our own 
comprehensive model based on various literature reviews and empirical studies. Then, we 
research on effectiveness of our model empirically. Particularly, we try to test if our model 
could satisfy both teaching and mentoring effectiveness in order to validate our theoretical 
arguments and this initial educational model for liberal arts students. This study will give us a 
clearer picture of the comprehensive business education model to make teaching more 
effective for liberal arts students. 

2. Teaching Component: Blending Education  

Various studies have discussed that liberal arts students are more ideal to learn conceptual 
skills and analytical skills for business management because sufficient liberal arts education 
tend to develop students’ abilities of managerial flexibilities in the current dynamic business 
environments (Gillmor, 1999; Vinten, 2000; Chew and Mclnnis-Bowers, 2004). Especially, 
this is because general education for liberal arts students usually focuses on finding 
meaningful and comprehensive connection between various knowledge and realities. 
Therefore, business instructors should also focus on letting their students connect business 
and other knowledge to various business environments. 

Blending education has been used in classroom in order to enhance students’ capability to 
connect various information and knowledge from other subjects to business studies (Chew & 
Mclnnis-Bowers, 2004). The blending education is expected to let students acquire 
managerial skills such as observation, assessment, flexible adaptations, learning, leadership, 
and communications through (1) class lectures of solid basic concepts, (2) controversy 
arguments, (3) group homework and group study, (4) group presentation, and (5) group 
projects (Light, 2004).  The Carnegie Foundation and the Ford Foundation have also pointed 
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out the similar educational benefits and supported the blending education.  Interestingly, 
these commissions pointed out that liberal arts students who acquire general knowledge in 
various fields are more appropriate to be good managers than students who focus exclusively 
on highly technical knowledge and skills in marketing and business management (Chew & 
Mclnnis-Bowers, 2004).   

While the blending education has been used widely at higher educational institutions, 
Birmingham-Southern College’s blending education has been studied well and proven that 
students have learned six business skills such as (1) oral and written communication skills, (2) 
wider scope of business perspectives, (3) sense of business ethics, (4) critical thinking and 
assessment, (5) self-assessment and (6) global business perspectives (Chew & 
Mclnnis-Bowers, 2004; Edwards, 2007; Myers B & Myers M, 2007). 

3. Comprehensive Education Model  

In order to build our education model for instructors who teach business for liberal arts 
students, we had to consider preconditions to let instructors teach and mentor effectively. We 
designed our model to be able to synchronize teaching and mentoring as Texas State Board 
for Educator Certification has recommended (Texas Board for Educator Certification, 2003).    

Main goals of the education component in our model are to support individual learning of 
basic marketing concepts and in-the-class cross-disciplinary group learning activities to 
master the basic concepts and gain some managerial skills. The individual learning can be 
done by letting students read the textbook before and after sessions and take notes. 
Sometimes, the individual learning can be even advanced by letting students grade their pre- 
and post-chapter exams because they can discover their own learning levels under less 
stressful conditions. While pre- and post-chapter exams are supposed to be very effective 
teaching tools, our model has one comprehensive exam at the end of term due to time 
constraints and variations of educational tools to be tested in our model (Myers B & Myers M, 
2007).  This is obviously restriction of educational effectiveness of our model.   

Our model emphasizes that instructors must make sure overview, learning goals, and key 
words of the chapter with their students at a beginning of each chapter. Such key words will 
be repeated during the entire session of each chapter so that we expect that students can 
connect key words to various issues and concepts discussed in the sessions.  We will also 
use various media to let students visualize concepts of business in real situations.  For 
example, our model will use textbook cases, news articles, VCR cases, real stores, daily 
shopping, and lecturers’ marketing experiences. During our sessions, we will try to be 
facilitators instead of being teachers in order to let our students learn actively.       

We expect that the cross-disciplinary team activities can expand widths of business 
knowledge of member students by exchanging various ideas and viewpoints from other 
students with different disciplines, experiences, and interests. Additionally, they will be able 
to learn basic managerial skills through various group activities that include selecting cases 
for class discussions, doing a final project, conducting several group studies, preparing for 
group presentations, preparing for class facilitations, and performing various other class 
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activities (Smart, Kelley, & Conant, 1999; Hernandez, 2002; Laverie, 2006; Bicen & Laverie, 
2009).   

Particularly, our in-the-class cross-disciplinary team learning will let students (1) fully 
understand theoretical concepts and cases with feeling of reality and (2) acquire various 
business approaches to make firms more effective in ever changing business environments. 
Since team members are required to quickly create team environments and be able to 
exchange various opinions and work collectively, we will design a few ice-breaking class 
activities in order to help students with such team environments at the beginning of the 
course. We also designed out-of-the-class cross-disciplinary team learning projects which 
students can discuss and learn better in less stressful environments.   

While our model will continue in-the-class cross-disciplinary team learning until the end of a 
course, we have more controlled in-the-class activities by the half of the term. Then, we will 
gradually shift the activities to less controlled activities such as group presentations, work out 
activities, and class facilitations. At the end of the first half of the course, all teams must 
submit group activities evaluation reports to their instructor. The instructor should use the 
performance reports to directly give suggestions, encouragement, and recognitions to each 
team.   

In addition to the performance reports, cross-disciplinary teams will be asked to invite the 
lecturer to their group studies at least 4 times per course, which will be 2 times for the first 
half of the course and another 2 times for the rest of the course. We are expected to (1) 
participate in the group studies as a member and (2) offer direct suggestions and recognitions 
to the groups. This will give us constant chances for mentoring groups.   

Our model included one ice breaking activity, two research projects, four in-class workshops, 
two out-of-class workshops, and a final comprehensive exam. The ice breaking activity was 
the first group activity, using cross-disciplinary teams, and theoretically helped create a 
comfortable environment in support of good rapport between participants and instructors.  

The two research projects were designed to let students understand a complete process of 
business development and management. The first project was called as community business 
consulting in which each team had to go to downtown for their own market research about 
business environments, market environments, marketing activities of local businesses, 
location, and consumer behaviors. This is highly connected to the second research project 
since this is a starting ground to complete the second project called as business development 
planning.  

The second project was a subsequent project to the first one and designed to let students 
sdiscover business opportunities and develop a new business in the downtown area based on 
their own market research. While they must always rely on the facts on their market research 
in order to develop a new business, they could be very creative in the design of their new 
venture as long as their plans satisfy market desirability, business feasibility, and 
leader/manager accountability.   

Before each project, students must participate two in-class workshops to discuss and review 
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basic learning processes of each project. The instructor was asked to discuss both technical 
knowledge and the basic process of market research and business development. These 
workshops were closely supervised and facilitated by the instructor so that the instructor will 
be comfortably invited to students’ discussions. We believe that the instructor could make 
better relationship with students for mentoring quickly through these workshops.   

In addition to the in-class workshops, we designed two out-of-class workshops prior to each 
team heading downtown for the field study and in developing the business plan. We expected 
the instructor could participate in these workshops as an equal team member who could also 
pose questions, concerns, ideas, and suggestions in less formal environments than classrooms.  
This is an important point to created opportunities for students to collaborate and interact 
with their instructor as a partner and participant (Hernandez, 2002; Taras, 2002; Scribner, 
Baker & Howe, 2003; Laverie, 2006).      

4. Methodology  

There are three categories of education goals of our model so that we can estimate 
performance of our model by testing these three goals. First category is called as education 
performance meaning how much students should learn basic knowledge, technical skills, 
basic application expertise, and a complete process of business and marketing (Day & 
Cordon, 1993; Stephani, 1998; Trotter, 2006; and Jeltova, et al., 2007). Second category is 
called as mentoring performance meaning how much instructors should develop and maintain 
relationships with students. Ideally, we are looking for establishing and maintaining “personal 
level communications” with the instructors (Light, 2004; and Cox & Orehovec, 2007).  Last 
category is called as student satisfaction meaning how much students should be satisfied with 
learning, team projects, interactions with team mates and instructors, or any other activities of 
the blending education of our model (J.D. Day & Cordon, 1993; Jeltova & et al., 2007).     

Once we received official human subject permission, we simply chose a basic business 
course which many students tend to take to satisfy their credit requirements no matter what 
majors they are in at a liberal arts institution. As we mentioned, these courses have students 
from various disciplines, more than 50% of the students in a class are not majoring business.  
The course has two sections and there were forty four students in the first section and forty 
eight students in the second section. 

We used questionnaires with fifteen Likert scale questions as a main formative tool. The 
Likert scale has 5 different answers and each student would select one of the following 
responses: 5 (Strongly agree), 4 (Agree), 3 (Neutral), 2 (Disagree), and 1 (Strongly disagree).   
Additionally, we used the final exam as summative data (Yorke, 2003; Bloxham & West, 
2004). When students completed the first project in class, we distributed and collected the 
questionnaires.  When they completed the second project, we distributed and collected 
identical questionnaires in order to see continuous performances of our model.  

We used a pooled-variance t-test to examine the difference between two mean values from 
the two sections. The pooled-variance t-test allowed us to determine the existence of any 
significant difference between the means of the two sections (Berenson, Levine, & Krehbiel, 
2006; Wagner, 1992). Since the t-test simply measures the compared mean values of first 



 International Journal of Education 
ISSN 1948-5476 

2011, Vol. 3, No. 1: E8 

www.macrothink.org/ije 6

section and second section, we used a two-tailed non-directional analysis at 0.05 and 0.01 
levels of significance.  In addition to the t-test, we checked the observed significance level 
of our mean values by p-value. Our critical p-value was 0.05 given sufficient evidence 
existed to conclude that the mean value of the first section is not equal to the mean value of 
the second section, especially if the p-value is smaller than 0.05 (Berenson, Levine, & 
Krehbiel, 2006; Wagner, 1992). 

5. Discussions  

Our students in both sections seemed to learn very well through the two projects.  In 
addition to this self-reported learning performance, they seemed to be more confidence in 
what they learned and experienced in their market research. While student confidence gained 
from the second project was very high, the result did not achieve levels of statistical 
significance.  Please see four tables in our appendix section. 

It seemed like our students realized connections between real businesses and outcomes and 
experiences from the two projects. They seemed to gain reasonable confidence with further 
applications of learned knowledge, experiences, approaches, and technical knowledge in the 
two projects. Indeed, we may say such confidence could be emerged from their recognition of 
the practical usefulness of the class-related experiences to their future career(s).  In fact, 
multiple student comments advised the instructor to keep these projects into the next 
semester. 

While our model seemed to perform reasonably well, there are several concerns about 
performances of learning through cross-disciplinary team activities. While students seemed to 
be satisfied well with two workshops for each project, they showed weaker satisfactions with 
the out-of-class workshops. This presented a concern given the out-of-class workshops were 
specifically designed as “accelerators” in establishing appropriate relationships with students, 
transforming the relationships to a more personal level via mentoring, offer a personalized 
level of attention, and elicit suggestions to and from each team member. Consistently, the 
students expressed preferences to convert the out-of-class workshops to in-class workshops. 
While this preference was not statistically significant, the students scored the 
out-of-classroom workshops as neutral to agree, when responding to the question, “all 
out-of-class workshops should be done during the class.”   

We noticed student preference for the in-class workshops when we received numerous 
student e-mails and visits expressing concerns about the out-of-class workshops. Almost all 
of the concerns surrounded a preference to perform all workshops during the class or if the 
instructor could change the out-of-class workshops to the in-class workshops. According to 
the s-mails and conversations with students, we found that this dissatisfaction came from a 
technical problem with difficulty to arrange time for the out-of-class workshops due to 
various timetables of curriculums in various disciplines.   

Learning through cross-disciplinary team activities is considered one of the student-focused 
advantages with business education for liberal arts students. While our data sis not satisfy 
statistical significance, our students seemed to enjoy their cross-disciplinary teams and 
activities. This is important since they enjoyed the cross-disciplinary team activities even if 
they had serious problems to arrange time for meetings. This means that we could assume 
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that students would be highly satisfied from the cross-disciplinary activities once we come up 
with ideas to solve t he arrangement problems.   

As figure 1 shows, our summative data showed that the experimental sample of students 
reflects somehow increased knowledge acquisition, when compared to students in the past 
semesters. The average score of the two sections in term one was 81.51, in term two was 
86.77, in term three was 85.44, and in term four was 91.08. We said student learning was 
somehow increasing because average score of the first section was respectively 80.01 in term 
one, 89.14 in term two, 84.21 in term three, and 89 in term four. In this situation, we could 
not observe constant improvement of student learning in the section one. We consider the 
summative data might not capture overall and practical learning and satisfaction of students 
through our model. This could be because of types of questions or fundamental differences in 
nature of exams from other elements of the blending education.  

6. Conclusion  

Two education components, teaching and mentoring, are indeed very important especially to 
teach liberal arts students. Our model seemed to work reasonably well as a valid effective 
educational model for the students; however, we could not confirm our model’s effectiveness 
by our summative performance evaluation tool. In addition, there were practical difficulties 
with out-of-class workshops and cross-disciplinary team activities. Our suggestion is that 
instructors should develop their own style in ensuring personal level communications with 
students in and out of class.  We also suggest that cross -disciplinary team activities must be 
carefully introduced under careful supervisions and arrangement by instructors.  
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Table 1. Results of the pooled-variance t-test for the first project 

 

Table 2. Descriptive statistics for the first project 
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Table 3. Results of the pooled-variance t-test for the second project 

 

Table 4. Descriptive statistics for the second project 
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Figure 1. Summative performance 
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