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Student Suggestions
The survey included written comments or suggestions from
students. Consensus appeared among all groups [84% +ve
comments] except for LG 2 [13% +ve comments].

PURPOSE

To facilitate first year biology students’ conceptual understanding, we
conducted a pilot study to investigate the effects of learning groups (LGs) in
Biology 112, an introductory majors biology course.

Biology Attitudinal Survey End-of-Term Student LG Survey
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2. End-of-Term Student LG Survey
Students reported that their experience with LGs were positive
(see Table 1). Results indicated:

* Each LG facilitated by a teaching assistant or departmental lecturer.

% of Respondants

LG Students

* 43% of BIOL 112 students volunteered of which 30% were randomly
chosen for a LG.

Increase each LG session time
* LG students suggested to permit more time for group
discussions. This is an issue due to scheduling - classes at
UBC are usually 50 minutes.

« Very high agreement across LG sessions, students valued group work
[see Figure 3a].

« Student population in any one LG was independent of lecture section.
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