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2003 pp. 11–15. Näıve approaches to problem-solving and algorithm
design lead to learners having misplaced confidence in the correctness
of the greedy algorithm that they had proposed.

Ginat, D. (2003b), ‘The novice programmer’s syndrome of design-by-
keyword’, ITiCSE 2003 .

Ginat, D. (2004), ‘Do senior CS students capitalize on recursion?’, ITiCSE
2004 pp. 82–86.

Gold, J. R., Jenkins, A., Lee, R., Monk, J., Riley, J., Shepherd, I. & Unwin,
D. (1991), Teaching geography in higher education: A manual of good
practice, Blackwell, chapter 8: Assessing students.

Goldweber, M. e. a. (1997), ‘Historical perspectives on the computing cur-
riculum’, ITiCSE ’97 Working Groups and Supplemental Proceedings
pp. 94–111. ITiCSE Working Group on Historical Perspectives in Com-
puting Education. Urges caution in following trends in computing cur-
ricula, as many do not stand the test of time. Discusses pedagogical

7



approaches informed by the diverse intellectual background that com-
puting brings together: mathematical, engineering/design, art, science.
Sound basis in education theory.
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