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Abstract: Despite the ubiquity of PowerPoint lectures in the college classroom, they have 
been criticized for promoting passive learning. In this brief article, a quick fix to the 
traditional PowerPoint lecture is described to demonstrate how any college faculty can 
efficiently and effectively modify (existing) lecture content into a dynamic, engaging, and 
interactive student-centered learning experience. 
 

Developed as a tool to make presentations more structured (Amare, 2006), PowerPointTM has become 
omnipresent in college lectures across the United States (Herting et al., 2020). Despite its ubiquity, the 
PowerPoint lecture – as traditionally structured and presented - has been criticized for promoting passive 
learning (Clark, 2008; French & Kennedy, 2017). College faculty are well aware of the need to utilize and 
integrate student-centered, active-learning strategies in their classrooms (Flipped Classroom Trends, 
2015; Kim et al., 2019).  Despite this awareness, many faculty continue to rely on traditional PowerPoint 
lectures because they don’t believe they have the time, energy, or resources to significantly change their 
approach to teaching (Flipped Classroom Trends, 2015; Kim et al., 2019; Michael, 2007).  In this article, a 
quick fix to the traditional PowerPoint lecture is described to demonstrate how any college faculty can 
efficiently and effectively transform (existing) lecture content into a dynamic, engaging, and interactive 
student-centered learning experience using a feature that is already widely available within Microsoft 
PowerPoint. 
 
The Traditional Lecture Approach 
 The traditional approach to structuring and delivering a PowerPoint lecture stereotypically 
involves educators presenting content to their students in a highly structured and linear order. That is, 
faculty who utilize the traditional approach to lecturing with PowerPoint present content to students by 
progressing through a series of meticulously prepared PowerPoint slides in a predetermined, sequential 
order. There is no doubt that this approach to structuring and delivering lecture content is efficient and 
can be effective in promoting learning, especially when the delivery of content is scaffolded properly 
(Taber, 2018) and punctuated by various interactive, active-learning activities (see Bernstein, 2018; 
Snyder, 2003). However, as an approach that has been criticized for being overly teacher-centered (O’Neill 
& McMahon, 2005; Phillips, 2005), the traditional PowerPoint lecture has been found to promote a wide-
range of passive learning behaviors that hinder student learning (Chi & Wylie, 2014; Phipps et al., 2001; 
Michel et al., 2009; Moust et al., 2005). Research finds that – compared to more student-centered 
approaches (e.g., the flipped-classroom approach) that are focused on promoting active, interactive, and 
constructive learning within the classroom (Chi, 2009; Chi & Wylie, 2014) – traditional lectures tend to be 
less effective at promoting student participation (McClanahan & McClanahan, 2002), fostering critical 
thinking (Nelson & Crow, 2014), and facilitating the achievement of major learning outcomes 
(Christianson & Fisher, 1999; Day, 2018; Hake, 1998; Lo et al., 2017; O'Sullivan & Copper, 2003; Tutal, 
2021; Van Alten et al., 2019).   
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An extensive body of research (e.g., Bowen, 2000; Crouch & Mazur, 2001; Deslauriers et al., 2011; 
Freeman et al., 2007, 2014; Haak et al., 2011; Lambert & McCombs, 1998; Michael, 2006; Prince, 2004; 
Querol et al., 2015; Sisk, 2011; Wieman, 2017) suggests that the traditional teacher-centered approach to 
lecturing should be updated or otherwise modified to involve more student-centered, active, interactive, 
and constructive learning opportunities in which students can actively engage in and take ownership of 
the learning process, meaningfully interact with one another, and form new mental representations of 
course content based on their existing knowledge (see Chi, 2009). Hearing this siren call for change, many 
lecturers - who are hesitant to completely change the way in which they approach teaching and learning 
– have strategically integrated various active, interactive, and constructive learning “activities” (e.g., think-
pair and share, concept-mapping, one-minute papers, in-class quizzes, and debates) into their existing 
lectures. Although empirical evidence suggests that including various active learning activities within 
lecture-intensive courses is a step in the right direction (Haak et al., 2011), the degree to which this 
patchwork approach to “fixing” the traditional lecture is comparatively more effective is currently unclear 
(see Bernstein, 2018). 

 
As an educator that values student-centered teaching, I have continually challenged myself to 

explore new pedagogical practices and techniques that will promote more active, interactive, and 
constructive learning among my students and in my classrooms. In these efforts, I have explored how the 
use of a new feature within Microsoft PowerPoint could more meaningfully and systematically change the 
way that I, and my students, interact and engage with course content. Inspired by research on just-in-
time-teaching practices (Novak, 2011; Wanner, 2015) and the extensive literature linking heightened 
perceived control with increases in student engagement and academic achievement (Findley & Cooper, 
1983; Wigfield et al., 2006), I redesigned the way I present and discuss lecture content to be more student-
centered. Rather than delivering PowerPoint lectures in the traditional way, by progressing linearly 
through lecture content, I utilize a feature within the software called “summary zoom” so I can – at any 
moment - swiftly, and non-linearly, present blocks of content based on students’ interests and/or needs, 
thereby providing students with a heightened degree of control over their learning. More specifically, this 
approach to structuring and delivering a PowerPoint lecture – which I call the non-linear, “choose-your-
own-adventure” approach – relies on students, rather than the lecturer, to choose the direction and pace 
of the lecture, making the approach less teacher-centered and much more student-centered.  

 
Overview of the Approach  

During a “non-linear lecture,” the lecturer presents a list of topics or major student learning 
objectives (SLOs) to students - asking them to identify the topic or SLO that they would like to cover first 
during the lecture. Using the “summary zoom” feature, the lecturer can then swiftly advance the 
presentation directly to a series of content slides covering the chosen topic or SLO. After covering the 
prepared content for the first chosen topic or SLO and addressing student questions, the lecturer can then 
ask students to choose the next topic or SLO to discuss – continuing this process until all topics or SLOs 
that students would like to discuss are covered.  

 
 Hopefully, as you can infer from the brief description of the process provided above, this 
alternative approach to structuring and delivering a PowerPoint lecture is more dynamic and engaging 
than traditional approaches and much more student-centered.  PowerPoint lectures are no longer linearly 
presented to students by faculty, but the PowerPoint lectures can be experienced dynamically and non-
linearly by students and faculty, promoting the students’ and faculty’s reciprocal dialogue about the 
content. More directly, through the use of this approach, students and the faculty member are charged 
with engaging in a real-time reciprocal discussion of the content wherein the students – after having had 
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read the content for the day - can share their interests in and struggles with specific assigned content, and 
the faculty member can respond by presenting additional content and information that is directly relevant 
to their interests and struggles, immediately in the moment.  Compared to the traditional approach, this 
new approach allows students to exert more control over their own learning by directing the discussion 
of lecture content, with a faculty ready to respond with existing content and activities at the click of a 
button.  
 
Creating Your Own Non-Linear Lecture Using the Summary Zoom Feature 

It only takes a few steps to transform a traditional, linear PowerPoint lecture into a non-linear 
PowerPoint lecture using the summary zoom feature within the software. For those unfamiliar with the 
feature, which was added to PowerPoint in 2016, “summary zoom” allows a lecturer to dynamically 
present content in a non-linear manner using an interactive table of contents page that is automatically 
generated by the software. The summary zoom feature can be found on the display ribbon on Microsoft 
PowerPoint (using Office 365) under the “insert” tab on the main navigational menu at the top of the page 
(see Figure 1 below). 

 
Figure 1 
 
Screen shot depicting where the “summary zoom” feature can be found in Microsoft PowerPoint.  
 

 
 

 Before using the summary zoom feature, it is recommended that the faculty member organize 
the content of the lecture around major topics or SLOs. After ensuring the content is organized, it is often 
helpful to insert “section headers” to clearly indicate where slides addressing a specific topic or SLO can 
be found. For instance, if I am giving a first-day presentation of the course syllabus, I may organize the 
slides within my presentation around the major headings of the syllabus – such as “instructor 
information,” “course description,” “student learning objectives,” “Grading Criteria,” and so forth. After 
ensuring the presentation of content is organized around these major topics, I would then insert “section 
header” slides to demarcate these major topic areas. To insert a section header in PowerPoint, click on 
the “new slide” button on the display ribbon under the home tab, and select the “section header” option 
(see Figure 2 below).  
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Figure 2 
 
Screen shot illustrating how to insert a new “section header” slide within Microsoft PowerPoint.  
 

 
 

Once the content has been organized, and section headers inserted to clearly demarcate topics 
or SLOs, the summary zoom feature within PowerPoint can now be used to modify the functionality of 
the software, enabling the instructor to present topics or content areas in a non-linear order. To use the 
“summary zoom” feature, simply click on the “zoom” option on the display ribbon under the “insert” tab 
and select “summary zoom” option from the dropdown that appears (see Figure 3).  
 
Figure 3  
 
Screen shot illustrating where the summary zoom feature can be selected within Microsoft PowerPoint. 
 

 

Once the summary zoom option is selected, a dialogue box, like the one depicted in Figure 4 
below, will emerge. Instructions provided on this dialogue box tells the user to select the slide 
demarcating sections within the presentation. Slides that are selected within this dialogue box will be 
automatically populated in a new “table of contents” slide that will emerge in the presentation.  This table 
of contents slide is interactive, enabling the user to quickly move between sections during a presentation. 
Using the running example provided, I would select the section headers that I want to be included on the 
table of contents slide such as  “instructor information,” “course description,” and “course objectives.”  
Doing so would  enable me to quickly move between each of these major sections of content during 
lecture.  
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Figure 4 
 
Screen shot of the dialogue box that will open (with slides and section headers from the running example). 
 

 
 
After identifying the relevant section headers, select the “insert” button at the bottom of the 

dialogue box (again, see Figure 4 for an illustration). Once the button is selected, the process is complete. 
The software will insert a table of contents slide at the beginning of the presentation that includes all the 
section headers you created and selected in the previous steps. As depicted in Figure 5, the table of 
contents slide now allows faculty to swiftly navigate topics or content areas within their lecture at a click 
of a button. It is important to note that the software will automatically revert back to the table of contents 
slide once the faculty has progressed through all the slides within a chosen topic or content area. This 
function is important, because it allows the faculty to quickly transition back to the table of contents slide 
so the class can move on to another content area.  
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Figure 5 
 
Visual representation of the non-linear presentation of content afforded by the summary zoom feature in 
PowerPoint.  
 

 
 
An Alternative Approach: Creating a Non-Linear Lecture using Hyperlinks 

Although the summary zoom feature integrated in PowerPoint is easy to use, there are other 
methods one can use to transform a traditional linear PowerPoint lecture into a non-linear PowerPoint 
lecture. For instance, one could use hyperlinks within PowerPoint to the same end. As seen in Figure 6, 
the functionality is really no different from the summary zoom approach. Besides aesthetics, the major 
difference between the two approaches simply comes down to the amount of work required. More 
specifically, instead of letting PowerPoint create an interactive table of contents slide, a faculty member 
using the hyperlink approach must create their own interactive table of contents slide by creating the 
table of contents slide and then manually inserting hyperlinks to associated content within the 
presentation. In addition, throughout the PowerPoint, or at specific points, the faculty member must 
include some form of hyperlinked text (such as a “back” button) that will take them back to the table of 
contents slide. The major steps for transforming a traditional linear PowerPoint lecture into a non-linear 
lecture using the hyperlink approach is provided in Table 1.  
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Figure 6 
 
Visual representation of the non-linear presentation of content afforded by using the hyperlink function 
within PowerPoint.  
 

 
 

Table 1 
 
Four steps to transform a traditional “linear” PowerPoint lecture into a non-linear, “choose your 
adventure” PowerPoint lecture using the Hyperlink approach. 
 

1. Add a Table of Contents slide that lists the major topics to be covered in the lecture.  
2. Organize the content around the topic areas provided on the Table of Contents slide (inserting 

“section header” slides to demarcate content). 
3. Insert hyperlinks that link each topic listed on the Table of Contents slide to its associated section 

header. 
4. Insert a “Back” textbox or button on all content slides that, using the hyperlink feature, re-directs 

back to the Table of Contents slide. 

 
Benefits of the Non-Linear Lectures 

Through using this new, non-linear, approach to lecturing – using functions already provided 
within Microsoft PowerPoint - students in my classes have demonstrated heightened engagement during 
lectures and discussions. For instance, consistent with research demonstrating that the use of more 
student-centered teaching practices tends to be associated with increases in student participation 
(McClanahan & McClanahan, 2002) and achievement (O'Sullivan & Copper, 2003; Christianson & Fisher, 
1999; Hake, 1998), I have observed an 18% increase in student attendance as well as an almost 11% 
increase on exam scores since integrating this approach into my classes. Although a systematic empirical 
investigation is clearly warranted, I suspect that part of the success of this new strategy reflects how I 
have used the interactivity of the summary zoom feature to directly reinforce student preparation, 
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attendance, and engagement. That is, because the summary zoom feature within PowerPoint allows me 
to dynamically and non-linearly present content, I have now been able to make the process of discussing 
and engaging in course content a shared endeavor where the students and I form a partnership in which 
we cooperatively and judiciously decide upon the trajectory and content of discussion. By giving students 
the volition to direct where the lecture will focus, and incentivizing their tendency to do so via the 
assignment of “participation points,” students quickly come to realize that reading the assigned content 
before coming to class is a requirement of the course, and one that is consistently rewarded. Although 
students can still come to class unprepared or choose to be disengaged in the discussion, the overall 
dynamic that is created within the classroom with this approach more formally normalizes student 
preparation and engagement by changing their experiences with and expectations concerning “lectures.”  
Students become motivated to prepare and engage in discussion. As one student stated on a mid-
semester course survey, “I really like how the lectures don’t feel like lectures. I look forward to coming to 
class and asking questions about the content.” 

 
It is important to note that there are a wide range of evidenced-backed methods faculty can rely 

on to engage students in the process of directing discussion of content using this non-linear lecture 
approach and further reward or incentivize preparation and participation. For instance, consistent with 
just-in-time teaching practices (Novak, 2011; Wanner, 2015), faculty could assess gaps in students 
understanding of course content prior to class, and then adapt the discussion of content in class based on 
student performance. Alternatively, and consistent with research on self-regulated learning (Boekaerts, 
1999), a faculty could ask students to metacognitively reflect upon and identify the content from a reading 
that they have the most trouble understanding – and then prioritize discussion of content in class based 
on students’ responses. Although not an exhaustive list of suggestions on how faculty can help students 
direct the discussion of content, it should be clear from the examples provided that a non-linear approach 
to lecturing can be integrated with – and in fact many times helps a faculty easily adopt –  any number of 
evidence-based practices within the scholarship of teaching and learning literature that have been found 
to benefit students.   

  
Finally, it is worthy of noting that the non-linear, choose your own adventure, approach is 

beneficial for everybody in the classroom, not just the students. In my own personal experiences as a 
faculty member using the approach, I have found that class time is spent more effectively, lecturing is 
experienced as more enjoyable and engaging, and strong interpersonal student-teacher relationships are 
established – all of which promote the personal and professional success of students (Baxton, 2006; 
Cuseo, 2018; Harril et la., 2015; Stupinksy et al., 2019). Although systematic empirical research is clearly 
needed on the strategy, I believe it is clear that non-linear lectures are an easy, efficient, and effective 
quick-fix for transforming traditional, teacher-centered, PowerPoint lectures into dynamic, engaging, and 
interactive student-centered learning experiences.  

 
A final Note – and Clarification 

Despite its ease of use, and potential to be integrated into any course that uses a traditional 
PowerPoint lecture approach, some may argue against using a non-linear lecture approach in their class 
because they believe that learning or their subject area, specifically, requires faculty to present content 
linearly. In fact, a reviewer of this paper mentioned such concerns during the review process, stating that 
“some subjects must be taught in a linear way… For example, students couldn’t ‘pick their own adventure’ 
with accounting and jump right to financial statements before learning the accounting equation.”  The 
reviewer then recommended that I mention in a revision that this non-linear lecture approach only applies 
to subject areas or content that can be delivered in a non-linear way. I appreciate this feedback and 
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acknowledge the fact that learning is optimized when information is properly scaffolded (Larkin, 2002).  
That being said, the reviewer’s suggestion is misinformed for two reasons that I would like to clarify now.  

 
First, inherent in the reviewers’ suggestion is the assumption that a non-linear, “choose-your-

own-adventure’ approach to lecturing requires a faculty member to relinquish control of the order in 
which ALL content is presented and discussed in class. While the non-linear lecture approach gives 
students the autonomy to choose the order in which the class discusses major sections within a lecture 
presentation, it does not necessarily allow students to choose the order in which ALL content is presented 
and discussed. More specifically, the summary zoom feature (and alternative hyperlink approach) 
described in this paper only allows faculty to present blocks of content demarcated by “section headers” 
within PowerPoint, in a non-linear order. Blocks of content within each section are still presented in a 
traditional, linear format (i.e., unless the faculty member decides to do otherwise). For instance, although 
students who are presented a first-day presentation of the course syllabus could choose the order in 
which they discuss the major sections of the presentation titled “instructor information,” “course 
description,” “course objectives,” and “grading criteria,” they do not get to choose the order in which 
slides are presented within their chosen section. Content slides within each section is presented in a linear 
order. As I hope this example clarifies, although the non-linear lecture approach allows faculty to present 
blocks of content in a non-linear order, it does not force faculty to present ALL content in a non-linear 
manner.  

 
Second, implicit in the reviewer’s critique is the faulty assumption that students would come to 

class not having had completed some preparatory work – such as reading assigned chapters or watching 
assigned videos. Consistent with other pedagogical strategies or approaches to teaching and learning that 
are meant to foster active, constructive, and interactive learning in the classroom (e.g., the flipped-
classroom approach; see Hussey et al., 2015), faculty who choose to try a non-linear, “choose-you-own” 
adventure approach to lecturing should design their course in such a way that students are first exposed 
to content outside of the classroom in preparation for the learning that will occur inside the classroom, 
during “lecture.”  In doing so, faculty can ensure students are first exposed to content in a traditional, 
linear manner, especially content that “must be taught linearly.”   

 
In sum, if used appropriately, the non-linear “choose-your-own adventure” approach to lecturing 

proposed in this reading does not inhibit students from learning content linearly. Consistent with best 
practices in teaching and learning within higher education (Atkins & Brown, 2002; Hativa, 2001; Ramsden, 
2003), the non-linear lecture approach simply allows faculty to use class time more effectively than the 
more traditional, linear approach to lecturing. Instead of spending time in class presenting content to 
students, faculty using a non-linear lecture approach can use the time to actively engage students in a 
discussion about the content. As such, the approach is the perfect “quick fix” for any faculty attempting 
to promote more active, interactive, and constructive learning among their students.  
 
 

References 
 

Amare, N. (2006). To slideware or not to slideware: Students' experiences with PowerPoint vs. lecture. 
Journal of technical writing and communication, 36(3), 297-308. https://doi.org/10.2190/03GX-
F1HW-VW5M-7DAR  

Atkins, M., & Brown, G. (2002). Effective teaching in higher education. Routledge. 

http://journals.uc.edu/
https://doi.org/10.2190/03GX-F1HW-VW5M-7DAR
https://doi.org/10.2190/03GX-F1HW-VW5M-7DAR


Journal for Research and Practice in College Teaching 
http://journals.uc.edu  

 2023, Issue 8, Number 1 

 

101 
 

Bernstein, D. A. (2018). Does active learning work? A good question, but not the right one. Scholarship 
of Teaching and Learning in Psychology, 4(4), 290-370. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/stl0000124 

Boekaerts, M. (1999). Self-regulated learning: Where we are today. International journal of educational 
research, 31(6), 445-457. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-0355(99)00014-2  

Bowen, C. W. (2000). A quantitative literature review of cooperative learning effects on high school and 
college chemistry achievement. Journal of Chemical Education, 77, 116–119. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/ed077p116 

 Braxton, J. M. (2006, June). Faculty professional choices in teaching that foster student success. 
Retrieved from https://nces.ed.gov/npec/pdf/Braxton_Report.pdf   

Chi, M. T. (2009). Active‐constructive‐interactive: A conceptual framework for differentiating learning 
activities. Topics in cognitive science, 1(1), 73-105. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-
8765.2008.01005.x  

Chi, M. T., & Wylie, R. (2014). The ICAP framework: Linking cognitive engagement to active learning 
outcomes. Educational psychologist, 49(4), 219-243. https://doi-
org.uc.idm.oclc.org/10.1080/00461520.2014.965823  

Christianson, R. & Fisher, K. (1999). Comparison of student learning about diffusion and osmosis in 
constructivist and traditional classrooms. International Journal of Science Education, 27, 687-
698. https://doi.org/10.1080/095006999290516  

Clark, J. (2008). PowerPoint and Pedagogy: Maintaining Student Interest in University Lectures. College 
Teaching, 56(1), 39–44. https://doi-org.uc.idm.oclc.org/10.3200/CTCH.56.1.39-46  

Crouch, C. H., & Mazur, E. (2001). Peer instruction: Ten years of experience and results. American 
Journal of Physics, 69, 970–977. http://dx.doi.org/10.1119/1.1374249  

Cuseo, J. (2018). Student–faculty engagement. New Directions for Teaching and Learning, 2018 (154), 
87-97. https://doi.org/10.1002/tl.20294  

Day, L. J. (2018). A gross anatomy flipped classroom effects performance, retention, and higher‐level 
thinking in lower performing students. Anatomical sciences education, 11(6), 565-574. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/ase.1772  

Deslauriers, L., Schelew, E., & Wieman, C. (2011). Improved learning in a large-enrollment physics class. 
Science, 332, 862–864. http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1201783  

Findley, M. J., & Cooper, H. M. (1983). Locus of control and academic achievement: A literature review. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 44, 419–427. https://doi-
org.uc.idm.oclc.org/10.1037/0022-3514.44.2.419  

Flipped Classroom Trends: A survey of college faculty. (August 19, 2015). Faculty Focus. Retrieved March 
1, 2021, from https://www.facultyfocus.com/free-reports/flipped-classroom-trends-a-survey-of-
college-faculty/    

Freeman, S., O’Connor, E., Parks, J. W., Cunningham, M., Hurley, D., Haak, D., . . . Wenderoth, M. P. 
(2007). Prescribed active learning increases performance in introductory biology. CBE Life 
Sciences Education, 6, 132–139. http://dx.doi.org/10.1187/cbe.06-09-0194  

French, S., & Kennedy, G. (2017). Reassessing the value of university lectures. Teaching in Higher 
Education, 22(6), 639-654. https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2016.1273213  

Haak, D. C., HilleRisLambers, J., Pitre, E., & Freeman, S. (2011). Increased structure and active learning 
reduce the achievement gap in introductory biology. Science, 332, 1213–1216. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1204820  

Hake, R. (1998). Interactive-engagement vs. traditional methods: A six-thousand-student survey of 
mechanics test data for introductory physics courses. American Journal of Physics, 66, 64–74. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1119/1.18809  

http://journals.uc.edu/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/stl0000124
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-0355(99)00014-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/ed077p116
https://nces.ed.gov/npec/pdf/Braxton_Report.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-8765.2008.01005.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-8765.2008.01005.x
https://doi-org.uc.idm.oclc.org/10.1080/00461520.2014.965823
https://doi-org.uc.idm.oclc.org/10.1080/00461520.2014.965823
https://doi.org/10.1080/095006999290516
https://doi-org.uc.idm.oclc.org/10.3200/CTCH.56.1.39-46
http://dx.doi.org/10.1119/1.1374249
https://doi.org/10.1002/tl.20294
https://doi.org/10.1002/ase.1772
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1201783
https://doi-org.uc.idm.oclc.org/10.1037/0022-3514.44.2.419
https://doi-org.uc.idm.oclc.org/10.1037/0022-3514.44.2.419
https://www.facultyfocus.com/free-reports/flipped-classroom-trends-a-survey-of-college-faculty/
https://www.facultyfocus.com/free-reports/flipped-classroom-trends-a-survey-of-college-faculty/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1187/cbe.06-09-0194
https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2016.1273213
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1204820
http://dx.doi.org/10.1119/1.18809


Journal for Research and Practice in College Teaching 
http://journals.uc.edu  

 2023, Issue 8, Number 1 

 

102 
 

Harrill, M., Lawton, J. A., & Fablanke, J. C. (2015). Faculty and staff engagement: A core component of 
student success. Peer Review, 17(4), 11-15. 

Hativa, N. (2001). Teaching for effective learning in higher education. Springer Science & Business Media. 
Herting, D. C., Pros, R. C., & Tarrida, A. C. (2020). Patterns of PowerPoint use in higher education: A 

comparison between the natural, medical, and social sciences. Innovative Higher Education, 
45(1), 65-80. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10755-019-09488-4  

Hussey, H. D., Richmond, A. S., & Fleck, B. (2015). A primer for creating a flipped psychology 
course. Psychology Learning & Teaching, 14(2), 169-185. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1475725715592830 

Kim, A. M., Speed, C. J., & Macaulay, J. O. (2019). Barriers and strategies: implementing active learning in 
biomedical science lectures. Biochemistry and Molecular Biology Education, 47(1), 29-40. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/bmb.21190  

Lambert, B. L., & McCombs, N. M. (Eds.). (1998). How students learn: Reforming schools through learner-
centered education. American Psychological Association. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/10258-000  

Larkin, M. (2002). Using Scaffolded Instruction To Optimize Learning. ERIC Digest. 
Lo, C. K., Hew, K. F., & Chen, G. (2017). Toward a set of design principles for mathematics flipped 

classrooms: A synthesis of research in mathematics education. Educational Research Review, 22, 
50-73. https://doi-org.uc.idm.oclc.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2017.08.002  

McClanahan, E. & McClanahan, L. (2002). Active learning in a non-majors biology class. College Teaching, 
50, 92-96. https://doi-org.uc.idm.oclc.org/10.1080/87567550209595884  

Michael, J. (2006). Where’s the evidence that active learning works? Advances in Physiology Education, 
30, 159–167. http://dx.doi.org/10.1152/advan.00053.2006  

Michael, J. (2007). Faculty perceptions about barriers to active learning. College teaching, 55(2), 42-47. 
https://doi.org/10.3200/CTCH.55.2.42-47  

Michel, N., Cater, J. J., III, & Varela, O. (2009). Active versus passive teaching styles: A empirical study of 
student learning outcomes. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 20, 397– 418. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.20025 

Moust, J. H. C, Van Berkel, H. J. M., & Schmidt, H. G. (2005). Signs of erosion: Reflections on three 
decades of problem-based learning at Maastricht University. Higher Education, 50, 665-683. 
https://doi-org.uc.idm.oclc.org/10.1007/s10734-004-6371-z  

Nelson, L. P., & Crow, M. L. (2014). Do Active-Learning Strategies Improve Students' Critical 
Thinking?. Higher Education Studies, 4(2), 77-90. 

Novak, G. M. (2011). Just‐in‐time teaching. New directions for teaching and learning, 2011(128), 63-73. 
https://doi-org.uc.idm.oclc.org/10.1002/tl.469  

O’Neill, G., & McMahon, T. (2005). Student-centred learning: What does it mean for students and 
lecturers. In G. O’Nel, S. Morre, & B. McMullen (Eds). Emerging Issues in the Practice of 
University Learning and Teaching (pp. 27-36). AISHE Publications. 

O'Sullivan, D. & Copper, C. (2003). Evaluating active learning: A new initiative for a general chemistry 
curriculum. Journal of College Science Teaching, 32, 448-452. 

Phillips, R. (2005). Challenging the primacy of lectures: The dissonance between theory and practice in 
university teaching. Journal of University Teaching and Learning Practice, 2(1). Retrieved from 
http://ro.uow.edu.au/jutlp/vol2/iss1/2   

Phipps, M., Phipps, C, Kask, S. & Higgens, S. (2001). University students' perceptions of cooperative 
learning: Implications for administrators and instructors. The Journal of Experiential Education, 
24, 14-21. https://doi-org.uc.idm.oclc.org/10.1177/105382590102400105  

Prince, M. (2004). Does active learning work? Journal of Engineering Education, 93, 223–231. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/j.2168-9830.2004.tb00809.x 

http://journals.uc.edu/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10755-019-09488-4
https://doi.org/10.1002/bmb.21190
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/10258-000
https://doi-org.uc.idm.oclc.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2017.08.002
https://doi-org.uc.idm.oclc.org/10.1080/87567550209595884
http://dx.doi.org/10.1152/advan.00053.2006
https://doi.org/10.3200/CTCH.55.2.42-47
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.20025
https://doi-org.uc.idm.oclc.org/10.1007/s10734-004-6371-z
https://doi-org.uc.idm.oclc.org/10.1002/tl.469
http://ro.uow.edu.au/jutlp/vol2/iss1/2
https://doi-org.uc.idm.oclc.org/10.1177/105382590102400105
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/j.2168-9830.2004.tb00809.x


Journal for Research and Practice in College Teaching 
http://journals.uc.edu  

 2023, Issue 8, Number 1 

 

103 
 

Querol, B. I. D., Rosales, R., & Soldner, J. L. (2015). A comprehensive review of interteaching and its 
impact on student learning and satisfaction. Scholarship of Teaching and Learning in Psychology, 
1, 390–411. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/stl0000048 

Ramsden, P. (2003). Learning to teach in higher education. Routledge. 
Sisk, R. J. (2011). Team-based learning: Systematic research review. The Journal of Nursing Education, 

50, 665– 669. http://dx.doi.org/10.3928/01484834-20111017-01 
Snyder, K. D. (2003). Ropes, poles, and space: Active learning in business education. Active Learning in 

Higher Education, 4, 159–167. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1469787403004002004 
Stupnisky, R. H., Hall, N. C., & Pekrun, R. (2019). The emotions of pretenure faculty: implications for 

teaching and research success. The Review of Higher Education, 42(4), 1489-1526. 
Taber, K. S. (2018). Scaffolding learning: Principles for effective teaching and the design of classroom 

resources. In M. Abend (Ed.), Effective Teaching and Learning: Perspectives, strategies and 
implementation (pp. 1-43). Nova Science Publishers. 

Tutal, Ö. (2021). Flipped classroom improves academic achievement, learning retention and attitude 
towards course: a meta-analysis. Asia Pacific Education Review, 22(4), 655-673. 

Van Alten, D. C., Phielix, C., Janssen, J., & Kester, L. (2019). Effects of flipping the classroom on learning 
outcomes and satisfaction: A meta-analysis. Educational Research Review, 28, 100281. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2019.05.003  

Wanner, T. (2015). Enhancing Student Engagement and Active Learning through Just-in-Time Teaching 
and the Use of PowerPoint. International Journal of Teaching and Learning in Higher 
Education, 27(1), 154–163. 

Wieman, C. (2017). Improving how universities teach science: Lessons from the science education 
initiative. Harvard University Press. http://dx.doi.org/10.4159/9780674978911  

Wigfield, A., Eccles, J. S., Schiefele, U., Roeser, R., & Davis-Kean, P. (2006). Development of achievement 
motivation. In W. Damon & N. Eisenberg (Eds.), Handbook of child psychology (pp. 933–1002). 
Wiley. 

 

 
 

http://journals.uc.edu/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/stl0000048
http://dx.doi.org/10.3928/01484834-20111017-01
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1469787403004002004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2019.05.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.4159/9780674978911

