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Abstract. This study identifies factors that influence the adoption of hybrid courses by 128 faculty in Private colleges and universities in New York. Four factors were included: technology, pedagogy, institutional policies, and faculty-centered issues.  We found all have a degree of influence on faculty members’ decisions to develop and implement hybrid courses.  The major items of influence were technology (reliability of technology, technical support, hardware/software availability, and connectivity issues were higher than 70% influential), pedagogy (nature of course content and course objectives were higher than 65%), faculty-centered issues (control of curriculum were higher than 60%), and finally, Institutional policy, were “my institution provides technical support for computer equipment used in hybrid course” ranged higher than 60% of influence. The Less influential were the faculty-centered issues, with a lowest in promotion and tenure item (only 23% of level of influence).
Purpose
Technology enhancements and student expectations are demanding change in the way education is being delivered. This is creating a new paradigm for teaching and learning at the higher education level, a new imperative. Martin (2003) affirmed that the hybrid (combined face-to-face and online class) model is an excellent fit for colleges and universities that want to enter the online arena while still ensuring quality education.  There have been several studies that show hybrid education has been effective (Arabasz, Parani, and Fawcett, 2003; Gould, 2003; Martyn, 2003; Osguthorpe and Graham, 2003; and Rifee, 2003).  In fact researchers  have shown that students that have taken hybrid courses achieve better scores on tests and improve their communication and writing skills (Gould, 2003; Osguthorpe and Graham, 2003; Taradi, Taradi, Radie, and Pokrajac, 2004).  For instance, a research study conducted by EDUCAUSE Center for Applied Research, Arabasz et al. (2003) quotes Jonathan Anderson, Professor of Public Administration, University of Alaska Southeast, as saying in reference to hybrid courses, “The result is not a reduction of class time, but a more effective use of class time” (p.38).  Osguthorpe and Graham (2003) contend that the strengths and weaknesses of both traditional face-to-face instruction and online instruction can complement each other with the use of hybrid learning.  

Hybrid learning will allow colleges and universities the opportunity to maximize facility use while meeting the needs of students (Gould, 2003).  Administrators at colleges and universities need to be aware of the importance of new learning paradigms.  One particular study (Arabasz, et al., 2003) showed result of a study of 274 institutions of hybrid education and found that 80% said they offer some form of distance education.  By examining previous literature, administration can prepare for the changes occurring in education today.  

The purpose of this study is to identify factors that influence the adoption of hybrid courses by faculty in Private colleges and universities in New York. Factors included technology, pedagogy, institutional policies and faculty-centered issues.  

Methods Techniques
Faculty of four independent institutions of higher education in New York State institutions were surveyed online. Those institutions possessed 4,191 faculty members. 637 faculty members were contacted via email. The response rate was 20%, 128 faculty responded which corresponded to a confidence level of 95% and 8.5% of confidence interval. The survey prepared by Wittmann (2006) was applied online from August to November 2005. It had three parts, part I asked demographic information, part II of the survey asked faculty to rate whether they were very influenced by “Technology”, “Pedagogy”, “Faculty-Centered Issues”, and “Institutional Policy” for decisions regarding whether or not to teach hybrid courses.  For each category, respondents were asked to indicate the level of influence of various factors in the decision to implement hybrid courses.  Likert scale responses ranged from No Influence (1) to Very Influential (5).  The third section is surveyed faculty conceptions on hybrid learning. In addition, two open questions were asked regarding “for what courses or under what circumstances would you use /not use hybrid learning to deliver instruction?” In this paper, the researchers will focus the discussion on factors that influence the adoption of hybrid courses (section II of the questionnaire). The questionnaire was previously juried for content validity and was factor analyzed for construct validity. Reliabilities ranged form 86.58% to 89.12% (Tables 1 to 4 showed the items in each dimension analyzed).

 Descriptive statistics, item analysis is presented. Likert scale responses ranged from No Influence (1) to Very Influential (5). The data was sorted into two groups, extreme high and extreme low.; For the extreme low, we sumed the results of (1) No Influence and (2) Little influence in one column to show the items less influential in implemented hybrid courses. Similarly, for the extreme high, we sumed (4) Influential and Very Influential (5). Means and Standard deviations are presented, as well as total weighted mean (weighted by the number of items in each factor). 
Data Sources
The respondents of this study are one hundred twenty-eight faculty members at four independent institutions of higher education in New York State.  Two of the institutions offer online distance learning degree programs, while the other two institutions do not offer online distance learning programs.  Faculty members were contacted via email and requested to fill out an online survey.  When the surveys were completed they were collected into a digital database and imported into SPSS for analysis 

Results

The results for the four factors are presented below.
1. Technology factors
As shown in Table 1, the highest mean response indicating major influence in their decision to teach hybrid courses (M = 4.19) were “Reliability of technology,” and “Technical support” (M = 4.06).  Faculty members also perceived ‘Hardware/software availability” (M = 4.01) and “Connectivity issues/problems” (M = 4.01) as influential.  The lowest mean response (M = 3.14) was computed for “Privacy Rights.”  The descriptive statistics indicate that faculty perceptions of technology are important.  Of the eight items within technology, five rated as having 50% or more influence on faculty members’ decisions in whether or not to develop and implement a hybrid course.
Table 1: Technology (Cronbach’s alpha= 89.12%)
	
	
	No Influence,  Little Influence
	Influential, Very Influential
	M
	SD

	1
	Reliability of Technology
	7%
	78%
	4.19
	1.08

	2
	Technical Support
	11%
	71%
	4.06
	1.14

	3
	Hardware/Software Availability
	8%
	72%
	4.01
	1.23

	4
	Connectivity Issues/Problems
	12%
	71%
	4.01
	1.19

	5
	Course Development
	17%
	53%
	3.50
	1.27

	6
	Network Security
	36%
	49%
	3.36
	1.32

	7
	Pace of Technological Change
	22%
	45%
	3.23
	1.22

	8
	Privacy Rights
	28%
	41%
	3.14
	1.32

	
	Technology Total
	
	
	3.74
	.92


2. Pedagogy
Within the category of pedagogical factors, Table 2, “Nature of course content was ranked at the highest level (M=3.91).  “Depersonalization of instruction” (M=3.50) was ranked lowest.  All the items under pedagogy were found to be influential in faculty members’ decisions about development and implementation of hybrid courses.  
Table 2: Pedagogy Factors (Cronbach’s alpha= 86.07%)
	 
	 
	No Influence  

Little Influence
	Influential Very Influential
	M
	SD

	1
	Nature of Course Content 
	16%
	71%
	3.91
	1.28

	2
	Course Objectives 
	16%
	66%
	3.80
	1.32

	3
	Methods of Evaluation and Assessment 
	16%
	58%
	3.67
	1.19

	4
	Depersonalization of Instruction 
	24%
	62%
	3.50
	1.37

	
	Pedagogy Total
	
	
	3.76
	1.08


3. Faculty-Centered Issues Factors
 Responses to the questions about faculty-centered issues which influence the implementation of hybrid courses revealed the highest level of influence to be for “control of curriculum” (M=3.61).  The lowest ranking factor was “Promotion and tenure” (M=2.56).  Although all the factors shared a relatively high-level degree of variability, the highest degree of variability occurred in “Level of administrative support” (SD=1.36).

Table 3

Faculty-Centered Issues Factors (Cronbach’s alpha= 87.03%)
	 
	 
	No Influence  Little Influence
	Influential Very Influential
	M
	SD

	1
	Control of Curriculum
	21%
	60%
	3.61
	1.33

	2
	Level of Administrative Support
	23%
	56%
	3.46
	1.36

	3
	Institution Reward System
	42%
	30%
	2.70
	1.35

	4
	Annual Performance Review
	42%
	29%
	2.69
	1.32

	5
	Promotion and Tenure
	46%
	23%
	2.56
	1.30

	
	Faculty-Centered Total
	
	
	3.03
	1.08


4. Institutional Policy Factors
Within the category of institutional policy “My institution provides technical support for computer equipment used in a hybrid course” was ranked highest (M=3.72).  “Information about hybrid learning technology” ranked lowest with (M=3.43). 

Table 4: Institutional Policy Factors (Cronbach’s alpha= 86.58%)
	 
	 
	No Influence  Little Influence
	Influential Very Influential
	M
	SD

	1
	My institution provides technical support for computer equipment used in a hybrid course.
	16%
	61%
	3.72
	1.26

	2
	My institution provides adequate training to faculty.
	22%
	52%
	3.45
	1.30

	3
	Information about hybrid learning technology.
	17%
	47%
	3.43
	1.24

	
	Institutional Policies Total
	
	
	3.55
	1.80


The open ended questions asked “what are the primary reasons some faculty decide to teach or not teach hybrid courses? Faculty responses as to under what circumstances they would/will teach hybrid courses followed an abnormal bimodal distribution where the extremes were “only introductory courses” and “only advances courses,.” In the same way, they wouldn’t/won’t teach hybrid courses followed the same abnormal distributions with the same extremes. It was also found that many professors already use course management systems. The majority of faculty admitted that they know too little about hybrid education to comment or decide whether or not to teach a hybrid course. Faculty seemed to be confused as to what classes were appropriate for hybrid education, but all seemed open to learning more about it.
Educational importance of the study
The results of this study indicate that Technology, Pedagogy, Faculty-Centered Issues, and Institutional Policy all have a degree of influence on faculty members’ decisions to develop and implement hybrid courses.  

The findings of the study did suggest that faculty perceptions of Technology in developing a hybrid course were important. “Pedagogy” had the most influence of the four factors,. For instance, the variable “nature of course content” was rated 71% for influence in their decision. The second most important factor was “Technology.”, For example, 78% of the faculty reported that they felt that reliability of the technology and need of technology support (71%) as very influential in their decisions. Institutional Policy was the third factor rated on influence, Earlier research (Martin, 2003; and Beggs, 2000) found that faculty are concerned with proper training, adequate support and need for more technical knowledge in reference to online distance education. The least influential factor was “Faculty-Centered” for example only 23% of the faculty considered it influential to teach hybrid courses for tenure purposes.
 Faculty perceptions of technology are a pivotal point for which administrators can make a difference.  Faculty needs the support and training necessary in order to develop and implement hybrid courses.   Technological innovations are changing the way education is being delivered.  In order for institutions of higher education to stay competitive, they must accommodate the changing needs of students.  Hybrid education is one alternative for administrators, faculty and staff desiring to be technologically innovative.  Proper training must be a priority if administrators want faculty to develop and implement hybrid courses at institutions of higher education.  At this time, administrators have the opportunity to dispel misconceptions of hybrid education, while ensuring success of this new learning paradigm.  Technological changes are occurring daily, and if institutions of higher education do not change with them, they will no longer be in existence. The open ended question shows the need for training and the faculty openness to learn and also the need for the faculty become comfortable with technology before delivering a course in a hybrid format.
References
Arabasz, P., Parani, J., & Fawcett, D. (2003).  Supporting e-learning in higher education.  ECAR, 3, 1-91.  

Beggs, T.A. (2000).  Influences and Barriers to the Adoption of Instructional Technology.  Retrieved June 14, 2005, from http://www.mtsu.edu/~itconf/proceed00/beggs/beggs.htm

Gould, T. (2003).  Hybrid classes: Maximizing institutional resources and student learning.  Proceedings of the 2003 ASCUE Conference, 54-59.  Retrieved February 18, 2005, from http://fits.depauw.edu/ascue/Proceedings/2003/p54.pdf

Graham, C.R., Allen, S., & Ure, D. (2005).  Benefits and challenges of blended learning environments. In M. Khosrow – Pour (Ed.),  Encyclopedia of Information Science and Technology: Vol. 1. (pp. 253-259)  Hershey PA: Idea Group Reference.

Martin, M. (2003).  Factors influencing faculty adoption of web-based courses in teacher education programs within the State University of New York.  (UMI No. 3089087).  Dissertation Abstracts International, 64(04A), 1223.

Martyn, M. (2003).  The hybrid online model: good practice a hybrid approach to online learning offers important lessons for institutions entering the online arena.  EDUCAUSE Quarterly 1, 18-23.  Retrieved February 14, 2005, from http://www.educause.edu/LibraryDetailPage/666?ID=EQM0313

Osguthorpe, R., & Graham, C. (2003).  Blended learning environments: Definitions and directions.  The Quaterly Review of Distance Education 4(3), 227-233.  Retrieved March 1, 2005, from Academic Search Elite.

Taradi, S., Taradi, M., Radie, K., & Pokrajac (2005).  Blended problem-based learning with web technology positively impacts student learning outcomes in acid-based physiology.  Advances in Physiology Education, 29, 35-39.  Retrieved February 25, 2005, from http://www.distance-educator.com/dnews/Article12984.phtml
Wittmann, H. (2006). Faculty Perceptions, Conceptions and Misconceptions, of Factors Contributing to the Adoption of Hybrid Education at Independent Institutions of Higher Education in New York. (Dissertation, Dowling College) (UMI No 3215283)
