Don’t Reinvent the Wheel: It’s OK to Use One Another’s Videos!
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Introduction:

Flipping a class takes lots of time and effort if you do all the work
of making instructional materials yourself. As flipped classes
replace traditional lectures, teachers often use short, lecture-style
videos that students view before coming to class. Conventional
wisdom in making these videos says that it is better for the video
to be of the actual course instructor rather than a video of
someone else thus requiring many faculty at many institutions to

Methodology:

NCSU faculty member Anna Howard paired with Matt Jensen at Florida Institute of
Technology to test the hypothesis that familiarity with the presenter in the video is
optimal for student learning.

Youl @D a
mﬂ/ﬁ#\ od of S;c;'.c ns

£ an ol)jed‘ is in egui LD rom i cvery
P0f+ of Hat ol:')ec‘é' is in eq vilibriom

ol ( 1s of Hrosses)
AN
* e, {Aokn

Anna Howard had eight semesters of experience teaching Statics as a flipped
class at NCSU. Matt Jensen had taught Statics once as a lecture class but was
interested in flipping his Statics course at FIT. After discussing which learning
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But is it really necessary to
reinvent the wheel? Especially for

content as closely as possible.
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video lectures for large service FIT students were split into two groups Table 1. Student Demographics Short Concept Videos
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their exam, homework, or qU|.z SCOF?SIGX‘CGpt for one quiz. Given Whal.percentage of the videos would you say F’_Iease indicate how often you used the YouTube
the rest of the results, we believe this is likely a random event you viewed at least once? videos.
f : : Fill-in-the-blank average 70%]never used 2 (1%) .
rather than a true difference in only one item. i T [ 1 tw| Conclusions:
median 80%]Jused occasionally 42 (23%)| G TH PO : . . .
. - . ; . enerally finding no significant difference in a study is a bad thing.
Student preferences also did not show a significant bias for one _ _ used many imes 1373(75%) y 9 9 . - y thing
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10 being the highest quality” et effective for first-time faculty who want to flip their classes.
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Exams If given a choice for your next engineering course JIf you had to choose a section for Statics again, Y
CH#2 e s 0:367) (say Dynamics or Strength of Materials), would  Jwhich section do you think would be best for you? excellent additional StUdy'
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