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I.

Introduction
Over the last 50 years The American Economist has served as the academic journal of

Omicron Delta Epsilon, The International Honor Society in Economics. Since its inception, the
journal has published research articles from all fields and schools of economic thought. As a
general interest journal read by those educating the next generation of economists, The American
Economist encourages submissions from both young researchers as well as prominent scholars
who have shaped the discipline (Grimes, 2015). While most issues of the journal reflect the
eclectic nature of modern economic thought and inquiry, as a publication produced by an honor
society founded to recognize and honor academic achievement in the classroom, The American
Economist has attracted a significant number of contributions focused on economic education.
Virtually every volume during its publication history has included at least one article with an
education focus.
In a recent study, Asarta et al. (2014) reported that The American Economist ranks third
in the quantity of economic education research published among all economics journals included
in the Social Sciences Citation Index over the past 25 years. During this span, The American
Economist published 70 articles in which researchers employ a combination of qualitative and
quantitative methodologies to support the development of evidence-based practices in the field of
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economic education. Reviewing The Journal of Economic Literature (JEL) code subclassifications for economic education articles published in The American Economist over the
past 25 years reveals that the journal published six general economic education articles, five precollege articles, 54 undergraduate articles, three graduate articles, and two articles that pre-dated
the index coding. The goal of this paper is to summarize this significant body of work that
represents The American Economist’s contribution to the field of economic education over the
past 25 years.
Rather than employing the JEL classifications (which merely reflect the level of
schooling) to organize this review, the 70 articles reviewed are synthesized into four thematic
categories: program design, instructional and assessment methodology, instructional materials,
and student outcomes. Each of these categorizations are further broken down by topical area and
discussed in turn.

II.

Program Design
Articles in The American Economist have explored a wide range of issues concerning the

design of economics programs, primarily at the undergraduate college level. These works have
examined the structure of curriculum, the role of interdisciplinary approaches, specific course
design, prerequisite issues, program requirements, and teacher preparation. Of these, two
examined the overall trend in the popularity of the college economics major. First, Brue (1996)
explored the number of undergraduate students majoring in economics through a synthesis of
literature documenting the evolution of undergraduate economic education between 1970 and
1995. Later, Skoorka and Condon (2002) examined undergraduate economics majors at 20
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colleges and universities in New Jersey between 1979 and 2000. Skoorka and Condon’s analysis
revealed university-specific trends in Bachelor degrees awarded, professional school
enrollments, and that a proxy for business cycle conditions had a positive and significant effect
on the number of undergraduate economics degrees awarded by the 20 institutions. Although
such factors are outside the direct control of economic educators, Brue concluded that the decline
he observed in economics majors may be mitigated by a “systematic reexamination” of
undergraduate economics programs (p. 49). To this end, Brue recommended economic
educators develop methods of interdisciplinary study, redesign existing courses, and reevaluate
course prerequisites and program requirements.
Interdisciplinary Study
Fuess (2001) examined the development of the Department of International Economics at
Senshu University in Tokyo, Japan. The international economics program deviated from
traditional economics programs in Japan and the United States in both course offerings and
program structure. To support the internationalization of economics, Senshu University
developed courses in regional and comparative studies, and required students to complete
additional coursework in foreign and applied language studies. Additionally, to support
interdisciplinary study, Senshu University promoted the inclusion of “perspectives from
environmental studies, sociology, anthropology, history, and political science” (p. 48).
Furthermore, Senshu University required concurrent enrollment in general and major-specific
courses throughout each year of study to consistently support students’ integration of
interdisciplinary perspectives in economics coursework.

3

Course Design
Grimes and Nelson (1998) examined the effectiveness of two models of introductory
economics instruction: a traditional introductory economics sequence and a course predicated on
Social Issues pedagogy. The authors employed probit and two-stage least squares models to
evaluate the effect of student-level characteristics, attitudes as measured by the Attitude Toward
Economics (ATE) instrument (Soper & Walstad, 1983), and economic content knowledge as
measured by the third edition of the Test of Understanding College Economics (Saunders, 1991)
on learning outcomes and course completion. The authors found the Social Issues pedagogy did
not have a significantly different effect on student learning outcomes when compared to
traditional introductory macroeconomics pedagogy. On the other hand, the Social Issues
pedagogy had a negative and significant effect when compared to traditional introductory
microeconomics pedagogy. However, the authors also found that the Social Issues format had a
positive and significant effect on students’ probability of course completion when compared to
traditional introductory macroeconomics and microeconomics. The authors concluded that a
Social Issues approach to introductory economics may be a close substitute to traditional
introductory macroeconomics but lacks the depth of analysis to adequately develop introductory
microeconomic tools. Furthermore, incorporating the Social Issues pedagogy in traditional
introductory economics courses may positively affect course completion and address declining
undergraduate enrollment in economics courses.
Zweig and Dawes (2000) presented an alternative to the traditional introductory
economics sequence via a synthesis of traditional introductory microeconomics,
macroeconomics, and trade pedagogies into two new courses: Introduction to Economic
Reasoning and Introduction to Economic Analysis. The former course focuses on the social
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content of economics whereas the latter focuses on quantitative analysis. The authors contended
that this redesigned introductory course sequence provides students an opportunity to select an
initial introductory course based on personal interests in economics while allowing students who
need to complete mathematics prerequisites to postpone coursework in quantitative analysis.
Course Prerequisites
Benedict and Hoag (2002) examined the effect of student-level characteristics,
questionnaire data, and enrollment in introductory microeconomics or macroeconomics on
students’ course-related apprehension. The authors found students’ mathematical proficiency as
measured by ACT Math score had a negative and significant effect on the probability of student
apprehension. Furthermore, enrollment in introductory macroeconomics, as opposed to
microeconomics, did not significantly influence the probability of student apprehension. The
authors concluded that providing students supplementary instruction or requiring prerequisite
mathematics courses may decrease their apprehension towards introductory economics
coursework.
Schuhmann et al. (2005) evaluated the effect of student-level characteristics, including
mathematical proficiency, on economic content knowledge as measured by a subset of questions
from the Test of Understanding College Economics. The authors found the correlation between
mathematical proficiency and students’ economic content knowledge to be positive and
significant both prior to and following instruction. Specifically, students’ ability to solve a
system of equations, compute a percentage, and read increases and decreases on a graph had a
positive and significant effect on economic content knowledge following instruction. Thus, the
authors claimed introductory economics students may benefit most from mathematics instruction
focused on algebraic and graphing skills.
5

Bosshardt and Manage (2011) employed regression analysis as well as matching and
propensity estimation to evaluate the effect of completing calculus prior to introductory
economics on economics learning outcomes. The authors found prior completion of a calculus
course had a positive and significant effect on the course grade earned by students in both
introductory microeconomics and macroeconomics. Additionally, the authors found “the largest
gains seemed to be for the groups who were 20% to 60% likely to take calculus” (p. 35). To this
end, the authors conclude enrollment in calculus as a prerequisite to introductory economics may
support otherwise disinclined students’ economic content knowledge acquisition.
Program Requirements
Reyes (2010) and DeLoach et al. (2012) supported the inclusion of an undergraduate
research program within the economics major. Reyes proposed a one-semester seminar course
designed to scaffold students’ development of foundational research skills. She presents a
narrative to describe her course structure, assignments, and learning outcomes within the context
of a liberal arts economics program. Alternately, DeLoach et al. proposed six guidelines for the
development of a comprehensive undergraduate research program. The authors argued that
economic educators should integrate Hansen’s proficiencies in lower division courses, develop a
research methods course, require a research experience within the context of existing capstone
experiences, develop research teams, and seek both institutional and external support. To ensure
research methodology aligns with government mandates, Lopus et al. (2007) suggested
economics departments familiarize economic educators with the Federal Policy for the
Protection of Human Subjects as well as local Institutional Review Board policies and
procedures.
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Grimes et al. (2013) proposed economics departments should reevaluate university
articulation agreements or consider implementing placement exams to ensure transfer students
are adequately prepared for upper division coursework. The authors employed maximum
likelihood estimation and regression analysis to evaluate the effect of student-level
characteristics, including transfer provenance, on students’ grade point average (GPA) at
Mississippi State University (MSU). With respect to introductory microeconomics, the authors
found earning a B as opposed to C letter grade at MSU had a positive and significant effect on
students’ overall GPA while transferring a B as opposed to C letter grade in introductory
microeconomics did not have a significant effect on students’ overall GPA. Identical
relationships held with respect to introductory macroeconomics. The authors concluded that
grades earned by transfer students in introductory economics courses were inflated by as much as
a full letter compared to MSU and suggested an institutional reevaluation of articulation
agreements may be necessary to ensure all economics students are adequately prepared for upper
division coursework.
Teacher Preparation
Butters et al. (2011) used the third edition of the Test of Economic Literacy (Walstad &
Rebeck, 2001) to examine the effect of student-, instructor-, and school-level characteristics on
high school students’ economic content knowledge. The authors found that high school
teachers’ economic content knowledge and postgraduate training in economics had a positive
and significant effect on their students’ economic knowledge acquisition. To this end, the
authors “support requirements for rigorous college-level instruction in economics for any teacher
who will be teaching economic content” (p. 55).
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At the college level, Finegan and Siegfried (1998) argued that increased graduate-level
economics instruction among undergraduate economic educators may not improve their students’
economic content knowledge acquisition. The authors evaluated the effect of instruction from an
educator with a doctoral as opposed to master’s degree in economics on the economic knowledge
acquisition of undergraduate students. The authors found that instruction from an educator with
a doctoral degree did not have a significant effect on students’ economic content knowledge
acquisition in introductory macroeconomics but had a negative and significant effect on students
enrolled in introductory microeconomics. The authors argued a future shortage of graduates with
a doctoral degree in economics would not be detrimental to undergraduate introductory
economics education. However, Finegan (2014) recognized evaluating such trends may be
difficult due to persistent inaccuracies found in the estimation of doctoral degrees in economics
granted by universities in the United States. The author determined the Survey of Earned
Doctorates overestimates degree counts due to misclassification, the Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System underestimates degree counts due to undercounting and
misclassification, and the list of doctoral dissertations published by The Journal of Economic
Literature underestimates degree counts due to underreporting by economics departments.
Marvasti (2007) as well as Milkman and McCoy (2014) furthered existing research on
undergraduate economics instruction by evaluating graduate teaching assistants. Marvasti
utilized an ordered probit model to evaluate the effect of foreign-born teaching assistants on
students’ economic content knowledge acquisition. The author found that instruction by a
foreign-born teaching assistant had a negative and significant effect on both foreign and
domestic students’ probability of receiving a higher grade when compared to instruction by a
teaching assistant born in the United States. Furthermore, Marvasti indicated students’
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perception of foreign-born teaching assistants’ English proficiency did not have a significant
effect on students’ probability of receiving a higher grade. This finding is consistent with
Finegan and Siegfried’s (2000) evaluation of student ratings of non-native English speakers’
teaching effectiveness in introductory economics courses. The authors used regression analysis
to determine that an incremental improvement in students’ perception of non-native English
speakers’ language proficiency did not have a significant effect on students’ perception of
teaching effectiveness.
Milkman and McCoy (2014) examined graduate student teacher training programs
offered by nine universities “regarded within the academic community for having exemplary
programs in preparing graduate students to teach economics” (p. 20). The authors found the
programs did not adhere to a common training structure but incorporated common instructional
content. At least seven of the nine universities provided graduate students instruction in six
areas: university policies, development of learning objectives, microeconomics teaching
practices, alternate teaching strategies, and lecture and assessment techniques. Additionally,
eight of the nine universities directly supervised graduate students’ teaching. Furthermore, the
authors suggested universities may improve graduate student teacher training programs through
instruction related to learning modalities and student-centered pedagogy.

III.

Instructional and Assessment Methodology
The economics professoriate has a long tradition of experimenting with classroom

pedagogy and alternative means of delivering economic education based on their target
audiences and how their students learn. Additionally, academic economists began to
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systematically evaluate their work in this area long before the current wave of formalizing
educational assessment practices began. These facts are revealed in large number of articles
published by The American Economist over the past 25 years. The focus of these articles can be
divided into four primary themes; active learning strategies, learning preferences, conceptualgraphical-mathematical instruction, and assessment methodology.
Active Learning Strategies
Weisman (2012) proposed 12 teaching principles to enhance teaching effectiveness via
teacher disposition, educational philosophy, and instructional methodology. With respect to
instructional methodology, Weisman delineated three pedagogical techniques designed to
improve student learning outcomes. First, Weisman argued that economic educators should
engage students as active participants in the construction of economic content knowledge.
Second, Weisman suggested economic educators should design lessons predicated on a
heterogeneous combination of learning preferences. Finally, Weisman put forth that economic
educators should synthesize conceptual, graphical, and mathematical methods of presentation.
Six articles published in The American Economist proposed best practices related to
incorporating active learning exercises and projects in economic education. Christoffersen
(2002) described an active learning exercise designed to introduce undergraduate introductory
and international economics students to the concept of allocation on the first day of the semester.
Hadsell (2005) presented three active learning exercises designed to engage introductory
microeconomics students in an analysis of fairness and equity via the free rider problem, freemarket capitalism, and externalities. Wagner and Newman (2013) depicted an active learning
exercise designed to engage students in a critical analysis of Malthusian and Ricardian scarcity.
Additionally, Mago (2014) presented an active learning exercise designed to demonstrate the
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effectiveness of fiscal stimuli as a method of government intervention to increase aggregate
output.
McGoldrick et al. (2000) described an active learning project designed to engage
undergraduate managerial economics students in service-learning via student-based instruction.
The authors argued that students may reinforce, extend, and develop real world applications for
economic content knowledge by providing instruction at afterschool programs, seminars, or
presentations. McGoldrick (2003) presented an active learning project in which undergraduate
students developed a presentation based on the long term, cumulative effect of women’s personal
decisions on their professional careers. The author concluded that the collaborative project
engaged students in a semi-autonomous critical analysis of course content while allowing the
educator to facilitate students’ economic content knowledge acquisition.
Learning Preferences
Boatman et al. (2008) examined the effect of learning preferences on student learning
outcomes in introductory economics courses. The authors found both visual and reading/writing
learning preferences had a positive and significant effect on learning outcomes as measured by
final course grade. Furthermore, visual learning preference had a positive and significant effect
on learning outcomes as measured by the third and fourth editions of the Test of Understanding
College Economics (Walstad, Watts, & Rebeck, 2007). Given students with visual learning
preferences consistently outperformed students with non-visual learning preferences, the authors
suggested that economic educators may improve students’ access to instruction by realigning
existing teaching practices with varied learning preferences.
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Three articles provided evidence of best practices related to engaging students of varied
learning preferences through technological and media integration. First, Gillette (1994)
described two methods of computer aided instruction designed to support economic educators’
integration of computer applications throughout periods of direct instruction as well as activate
students’ knowledge of alternate content areas via interdisciplinary connections. Gregorowicz
and Hegji (2000) presented two methods of integrating computer spreadsheet applications to
scaffold instruction in undergraduate international economics and finance courses. Lastly,
Gillette (2001) described the role of e-mail, electronic conferencing, and the internet in
simultaneously extending the boundaries of the traditional learning environment as well as
providing resources to support and advance students’ development of economic content
knowledge.
Three articles indicated written and visual media integration may support economic
educators’ access to students’ prior knowledge, interests, and varied learning preferences. Miller
and Felton (2002) described the use of eight Greek myths to teach game theory to undergraduate
economics students without the need for formal mathematical modeling. Gills & Hall (2010)
described the use of nine episodes of The Simpsons to separate normative from positive
economics when teaching public policy to introductory economics students. In a similar vein,
Luccasen et al. (2011) described the use of episodes from four animated television series
(including The Simpsons) to support introductory macroeconomic teachers’ presentation of
velocity of money, inflation, unemployment, interest rates, and gross domestic product.
Conceptual, Graphical, and Mathematical Instruction
Cohn et al. (2004) used regression and probit analyses to evaluate the relationship
between introductory economics students’ content knowledge and attitude regarding graphs. The
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authors found self-reported graphing difficulties had an inconsistent effect on students’
performance on course exams. Such difficulties did not have a significant effect on student
performance for one of three instructors but had a negative and significant effect for the
remaining two instructors. This finding is consistent with Hill and Stegner’s (2003) evaluation
of the effect of student-level characteristics on graphing ability. The authors found student
characteristics typically associated with success in economics, such as gender and socioeconomic
status, did not significantly affect students’ probability of successfully graphing. Furthermore,
Cohn et al. found students’ belief that graphs were helpful during instruction did not have a
significant effect on performance. The authors suggested economic educators may improve their
students’ content knowledge acquisition by revising existing methods of graphical instruction as
well as synthesizing graphical representations with conceptual and mathematical instruction.
Four articles proposed best practices related to synthesizing graphical instruction with
conceptual and mathematical methods of presentation. Ahsan (1991) described a synthesis of
graphical and mathematical instruction to facilitate intermediate microeconomics students’
analysis of optimal allocation. Poast (2001) presented a synthesis of graphical and conceptual
instruction to support introductory macroeconomics students’ connection between aggregate
demand/aggregate supply models and the Phillips curve. Furthermore, Kyer and Maggs (2005)
described a synthesis of graphical and conceptual instruction to support undergraduate
macroeconomics students’ decomposition of cyclical government budget changes into revenue
and expenditure effects. Finally, Zetland et al. (2010) presented a method of transitioning
between homogeneous and heterogeneous combinations of graphical and mathematical
representations to support introductory economics students’ comprehension of direct and inverse
demand.
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Assessment Methodology
Quddus and Bussing-Burks (1997) presented 10 discipline-specific learning techniques to
support introductory economics students’ content knowledge acquisition and assessment
performance. Loviscek and Cloutier (1997) furthered existing research on the effect of study and
test-taking skills on student learning outcomes through an analysis of the Supplemental
Instruction program at the University of Wisconsin-Parkside. After controlling for self-selection
bias, the authors found introductory microeconomics students’ participation in study and testtaking skills oriented review sessions had a positive and significant effect on final course grade.
Thus, the authors suggested introductory economics students would benefit from review sessions
that extend beyond recitation of course content to include study and test-taking skills.
O’Neill (2001) argued that the validity of post-course standardized assessments of
students’ economic content knowledge may be dependent on instructors’ assessment
methodology. Based on regression and probit analyses, O’Neill found introductory
macroeconomics instructors’ use of constructed response, as opposed to multiple choice,
assessments did not have a significant effect on students’ average course exam score. However,
instructors’ use of constructed response assessments had a negative and significant effect on
students’ content knowledge acquisition as measured by changes in standardized test scores.
Therefore, O’Neill suggested economic educators should be cognizant of varied methods of
measuring student learning outcomes and align all forms of assessment methodology.
In contrast to O’Neill (2001), Lopus and Hoff (2009) argued that high school economic
educators’ assessment methodology has a significant effect on course-specific measures of
students’ economic knowledge. The authors evaluated the effect of student- and instructor-level
variables on student learning outcomes as measured by three program-specific assessment
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methods: multiple choice questions, constructed response questions, and a creative poster
activity. The authors found that male gender had a positive and significant correlation with
multiple choice scores. On the other hand, students of black or Hispanic ethnicity had a negative
and significant correlation with multiple choice scores. Additionally, male gender had a negative
and significant correlation with creative poster activity scores, while students of Asian ethnicity
had a positive and significant correlation with such scores. The authors suggested economic
educators should consider implementing varied assessment methodologies to ensure all students
have an equitable opportunity to demonstrate economic knowledge acquisition.
Burrus et al. (2013) contributed to existing research on assessment methodology by
evaluating the effect of student-level characteristics and perceptions on students’ propensity to
cheat. The authors found that students’ perception of peer-based vigilance in reporting academic
dishonesty had a negative and significant effect on the probability and frequency of cheating.
Alternately, students’ perception of faculty-based detection of academic dishonesty did not have
a significant effect on the probability or frequency of cheating. The authors concluded that
educators may create a culture of academic integrity and reduce the incidence of academic
dishonesty through the encouragement of peer-based reporting of cheating.

IV.

Instructional Materials
As noted by Gunther (2013), The American Economist consistently included aspects of

economic education between 1963 and 1982 via publication of prominent university professors’
reading lists. Gunther argued that the reading lists garnered popularity among students studying
for qualifying exams and professors seeking insight into the instructional materials used by their
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colleagues. While The American Economist discontinued publishing professor-specific reading
lists in 1982, Venkateswarlu (1997; 1999; 2002) synthesized data from American and Canadian
universities’ economics departments into topic-specific reading lists for a variety of fields
including law and economics, regulatory economics, and economic development. Venkateswarlu
categorized readings into a list of core texts and emergent key concepts in addition to briefly
noting emergent trends in course structure, objectives, assessments, grading, and prerequisites.
Aligned with Gunther’s analysis of professor-specific reading lists, Venkateswarlu argued that
topic-specific reading lists serve as an informative resource for instructors’ course development
and provide students, publishers, and librarians a consolidated resource to support research.
Critical reviews and analyses of textbooks are also prevalent throughout The American
Economist’s history. For example, Lombardi (1990) provided an informal review of a
managerial economics textbook while embracing a promotional tone and professional admiration
for its author. Alternately, Nelson (1995) presented a critical analysis of the inclusion of
fundamental principles of economics in Webster’s (1857) Blue-Backed Speller. Nelson found
only 30 of approximately 1400 sentences included aspects of economic education despite claims
that the Blue-Backed Speller taught the fundamental principles of economics. Although narrow
in scope of analysis, both Lombardi and Nelson incorporated recurring themes of subsequent
critical textbook analyses: content analysis and concept applications.
Content Analysis
Northrop (2000) evaluated the inclusion of ethical judgments and value-based
propositions in 19 introductory economics textbooks. The author found evidence of normative
statements within the textbooks’ presentation of scarcity and economic growth, insatiable wants,
market transactions and efficiency, ethics, and individualism. Additionally, Perkins (2010)
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evaluated the presentation of the economic method in seven introductory economics textbooks.
Perkins found textbooks provide a cursory overview of the economic method and presents a
framework for developing students’ understanding of the relationship between facts, models,
economic policies, and economic goals. Furthermore, Brock and Lopus (2015) evaluate the
inclusion of the fair trade social movement in 20 introductory economics textbooks. The authors
found only one textbook included the fair trade social movement while an additional textbook
included the concept of fair trade outside the scope of the larger social movement.
Four articles examined authors’ use of graphs and models to support their presentation of
economic content in textbooks. Graves and Sexton (2009) evaluated the presentation of cross
price and income elasticities of demand in 17 introductory and intermediate microeconomics
textbooks. The authors found an inconsistent use of demand and quantity demanded, with
textbooks frequently referring to a change in quantity demanded when describing a shift in the
demand curve. Chaudhuri (2002) evaluated the presentation of the Stackelberg model in six
intermediate microeconomics and industrial organization textbooks. The author found that most
of the textbooks include a simplified analysis of firm interaction within the context of the
Stackelberg model, but omit an extension of the model to include firm entry into an industry. To
this end, Chaudhuri presented an algebraic framework to support and evaluate firm entry.
Fan and Fan (2002) evaluated the inclusion of the Mundell-Fleming model in 14
intermediate macroeconomics and international economics textbooks. The authors found six of
the textbooks did not include the Mundell-Fleming model, and none of the textbooks analyzed
the effect of fiscal and monetary policies on small open economies with perfect capital mobility.
Fan and Fan offered an instructional model to support students’ evaluation of the relationship
between marginal propensity to save and the effectiveness of government intervention. Finally,
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Rieber (2010) examined elasticity and slope in the context of dumping in 14 international
economics textbooks. The author determined three of the textbooks misstate the connection
between elasticity and slope while six of the textbooks compare the elasticity of two demand
curves without reference to a constant price.
Concept Applications
Becker (2007) suggested that economic educators should develop methods of extending
and challenging textbook concept applications. Four articles published in The American
Economist provide examples of concept applications which may support educators’ extension of
textbook content. Marchand et al. (2000) presented an application of price discrimination to
prove firms can profit from third degree price discrimination techniques regardless of market
slippage. Scott (2002) provided an application of indifference curves which does not rely on the
properties of monotonicity or transitivity to prove indifference curves cannot intersect.
Additionally, Wang and Yang (2003) demonstrated that applications of 2 x 2 games can be used
to model firms’ strategic business decision making behavior. Finally, Kuperberg (2013)
provided an application of time inconsistency to demonstrate a consistent mathematical analysis
of dynamic inconsistency and inflation across five macroeconomic environments.

V.

Student Outcomes
Although academic economists have focused primarily on student learning as measured

by standardized test scores, several articles published by The American Economist have extended
the analysis beyond this perspective. Ray (1992) developed a student-centered model of
economic education based on the structure-conduct-performance paradigm, envisioning the
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classroom as a market in which students combine educational inputs to produce learning
outcomes. The author argued that the student-centered model provides a framework for the
application of experimental methods to study economic learning outcomes. In this capacity,
researchers may evaluate the effect of economic education on students’ beliefs, attitudes,
behavior, as well as academic achievement.
Student Beliefs
Jackstadt et al. (1990) evaluated the effect of undergraduate introductory economics
instruction on students’ response to 26 economic propositions. The authors found introductory
economics students experienced a significant change in point of view on 17 economic
propositions following instruction. Furthermore, introductory economics and world history
students had a significant difference in point of view on 12 economic propositions following
instruction. Thomas and Campbell (2006) evaluated the effect of an economics teacher training
program on the point of view of economic educators in transitioning economies. The authors
found that prior teaching experience and a pro-market point of view prior to instruction had a
positive and significant effect on teachers’ probability of a pro-market point of view following
instruction. On the other hand, they found that teaching in a country experiencing a period of
reform had a negative and significant effect on teachers’ probability of a pro-market point of
view following instruction.
Student Attitudes
Grimes (1995) evaluated the effect of Choices and Changes (National Council on
Economic Education, 1989), “an economic education program designed specifically to help ‘atrisk’…students use economic concepts and reasoning in their decision making processes”
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(Grimes, 1995, p. 71), on elementary and junior high school students’ economic attitudes.
Grimes found that “cognitive performance in economics appears to strongly affect student
attitudes concerning their role in the economy” and “the effect of learning on attitudes is stronger
than the effect of attitudes on learning” (p. 80). Additionally, O’Neill (2001) used the Attitude
Toward Economics index (Soper and Walstad, 1983) to examine the effect of student-level
characteristics and instructors’ assessment methodology on students’ attitude regarding
economics. O’Neill found that students’ attitude about economics prior to instruction, age,
expected course grade, and difference between actual and expected course grade had a positive
and significant effect on their attitude about economics following instruction. On the other hand,
the author found that students’ attitude about economics following instruction was not affected
by the economic educators’ method of assessment.
Student Behavior
Miller et al. (2013) examined the effect of student- and instructor-level characteristics on
the likelihood of students using an electronic textbook. The authors found that students majoring
in business and economics were significantly more likely to use an electronic textbook than
students of alternate majors. Zhou (2013) studied the effect of undergraduate economics
instruction on the probability of exhibiting reduced risk averse and irrational behaviors. The
author found that students who major in economics, as well as non-economics majors who
completed economics coursework, were significantly less likely to exhibit risk averse behavior.
Furthermore, economics majors were significantly more likely to exhibit irrationality as
measured by the lottery effect, and significantly less likely to exhibit irrationality as measured by
the framing and reflection effects. Alternately, non-economics majors who completed
coursework in economics were significantly less likely to exhibit irrationality as measured by the
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certainty effect. Finally, McCannon (2014) used regression analysis to evaluate the prevalence
of pro-social behavior among undergraduate students, finding the number of economics courses
completed had a positive and significant effect on trusting and reciprocating behaviors.
Student Academic Achievement
Lopus and Maxwell (1994) examined the effect of high school economics curriculum on
undergraduate students’ economic knowledge prior to taking introductory economics. The
authors found that enrollment in a microeconomics-focused high school course had a positive
and significant effect on students’ economic knowledge prior to, but not following,
undergraduate introductory microeconomics. On the other hand, enrollment in a
macroeconomics-focused high school course had a positive and significant effect on students’
economic knowledge following, but not prior to, undergraduate introductory macroeconomics.
More recently, Clark et al. (2012) used propensity score matching analyses to evaluate the effect
of Advanced Placement Economics (AP-E) instruction on high school students’ high-stakes, endof-course test performance. After controlling for self-selection bias, the authors found that AP-E
instruction had a positive and significant effect on high school students’ economic knowledge.

VI.

Conclusion
Over the past 25 years, The American Economist published 70 articles which support the

development of evidence-based practices in the field of economic education. This places the
journal near the top of all academic publications contributing to the ongoing evolution of
progress in the field. As evidenced by the review presented here, The American Economist
made significant contributions to the study of program design through research providing insight
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into methods of interdisciplinary instruction, introductory economics course design, course
prerequisites, and program requirements. The journal’s authors also contributed to the on-going
debates in instructional and assessment methodology by investigating methods of engaging
students in active learning, designing lessons to account for varied learning preferences, and
exploring the benefits of conceptual, graphical, and mathematical instruction. Additionally, The
American Economist published several articles concerning instructional materials including
research providing insight into field-specific course reading lists as well as critical analyses of
textbook content and concept applications. Furthermore, the journal’s authors examined a wide
range of student outcomes including the effect of economic education on students’ beliefs,
attitudes, behavior, as well as academic achievement.
With over six-thousand subscribers, most of whom are members of Omicron Delta
Epsilon, The American Economist has one of the largest reader bases in the economics discipline.
Given the academic background of this readership and the journal’s mission to recognize and
honor academic achievement, it is highly likely that economic education will remain one of the
favorite topics of research for the journal’s contributors. Thus, The American Economist will
continue to be a major source for the dissemination of economic education research into the
foreseeable future.
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