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Abstract. Technology, pedagogy, faculty-centered issues, and institutional policies are four factors identified as influencing the adoption of hybrid courses by faculty in higher education.  This study focuses on how pedagogy is affected by the other three factors, and if the influence of the four factors differs between tenured and non-tenured faculty.  Data obtained from 129 faculty at four independent institutions responding to an on-line survey was analyzed by performing an independent t-test, correlation, regression analysis, and path analysis. Results showed no difference in the influence of the four factors based on tenure status. The four factors of technology, pedagogy, faculty-centered issues, and institutional policies were found to be highly correlated; the technology factor was the highest predictor of faculty attitudes toward pedagogy. 
Aims of Research

Tenure as a reward system in higher education has historically emphasized faculty research efforts rather than pedagogy.  Does the pursuit of tenure promote devaluing the importance of skills and innovation in teaching?  The purpose of this study was to examine pedagogy as a factor that influences the adoption of hybrid courses by tenured and non-tenured faculty.  Three research questions were discussed.  First, does the influence of pedagogy, technology, faculty-centered issues, and institutional policies regarding the implementation of hybrid courses differ between tenured and non-tenured faculty?  Second, what is the relationship between pedagogy and the three other factors of technology, faculty-centered issues, and institutional policies?  Third, how do the three factors of technology, faculty-centered issues, and institutional policies predict faculty attitudes toward pedagogy as it influences their decisions to develop and implement hybrid courses?  The results of this study can expand understanding about how pedagogy is impacted by other factors influencing faculty attitudes about teaching hybrid courses, especially in light of increasing contention surrounding the issue of tenure.
Theoretical Framework

At almost every higher education institution non-traditional courses have been increasing (Beggs, 2000). Hybrid education is a non-traditional means of instructional delivery that combines face-to-face teaching with online teaching. According to Gould (2003), the value of hybrid education is that this type of delivery system maximizes educational resources and student learning. Bleed (2001) states, “This model not only will aid us in the design of new campus structures but will also help us to improve learning and to provide the socialization that supports the making of meaning for students in our new era” (p. 18). The blended learning model can become the leading type of instruction in years to come (Garnham, 2002).

According to Greenberg (2004), the institution is responsible for defining policies concerning hybrid courses. Otherwise, faculty members are not sure whether these courses are supported by or fit into the culture of their department or institution and will hesitate to teach these courses (Hitt & Hartman, 2002). Institutional policies can increase technology usage (Meyer, 2002) and implementing such policies can affect online teaching (Yick, 2005). Instructors need technology skills to teach hybrid courses (Arabasz, 2003). Hitt and Hartman (2002) stressed that faculty development is a most important issue in achieving successful outcomes. Garnham and Kalesta (2002) stated that in order for faculty to be more comfortable in the use of hybrid course practices they need to be offered a variety of learning tools. Beggs (2000) has found that barriers to the adoption of technology by faculty include time, immediate availability of support, and difficulty of use and fear of failure. Change challenges the ability of faculty to perform with confidence and success because no one likes to feel incompetent (Boleman & Deal, 1997). The expectation for faculty to use technology needs to be supported by appropriate training and support (Pettenati & Giuli, 2001). In their findings, Ouzts and Palombo (2004) state, “While professors are becoming more self- proficient using technology, they are not yet at the point of enhancing their pedagogy” (p. 24).
Policies such as compensation, workload, intellectual property, and geographic service areas can influence faculty behavior on alternative methods of instruction and increase technology usage (Meyer, 2002). Donohue and Howe-Steiger (2005) found that in order to encourage faculty there needs to be incentives and additional funding for curriculum development. The result of a study done by Fairweather (2005) on trends on the value of teaching at institutions of higher education indicated that teaching remains a negative factor in pay, and spending more time on teaching translates to receiving a lower salary. Faculty members are influenced by institutional policies, which do not recognize and support the value of teaching and the development of new methods of instructional delivery.

Tierney (2001 & 2004) has researched extensively the function of tenure as a reward system in higher education. He explains that historically speaking, tenure has been awarded to individuals based on their research efforts. This was because it was thought that a professor’s goal was to do research, a search for truth, and that they and their research needed to be protected, thus, the concept of tenure. The reward structure that led to tenure emphasized research and left little time to learn skills that were not rewarded. Glover (1993) indicated that non-tenured faculty would allocate their resources to successfully obtain tenure. These findings imply that the faculty members may not highly value teaching and are satisfied with getting tenure as a reward. It was also found that faculty earned more for less classroom hours and greater research efforts. According to Tierney, faculty members recognize what they have to do to attain tenure, they do so accordingly and as a consequence, teaching becomes irrelevant. If these trends are to change, leaders need to support salary increments and tenure criteria that attribute greater weight to teaching (Fairweather, 2005). According to Young (2002), “Many faculty members across the country say the tenure-and-promotion system fails to recognize teaching with technology – even though more and more colleges seem eager for professors to use technology in the classroom or to develop online courses” (p. A25). 

Data Sources

Data utilized was taken from a study conducted by Wittmann (2006) at Dowling College in Oakdale, New York.  The original study was entitled “Faculty Perceptions, Conceptions and Misconceptions, of Factors Contributing to the Adoption of Hybrid Education at Independent Institutions of Higher Education in New York.” 

Subjects in this study were 129 faculty at four independent institutions of higher education in New York responding to an on-line survey. Schools were chosen based on their use or non-use of on-line distance education.

Only information related to the focus areas of this study, tenured and non-tenured faculty and the four factors of technology, pedagogy, faculty-centered issues, and institutional policies, were considered.  Pedagogy was defined as “The art or profession of teaching; preparatory training or instruction” (“Pedagogy,” n.d.).  The four items comprising the pedagogy factor were course content, course objectives, methods of evaluation and assessment, and depersonalization of instruction.  Their influence on faculty decisions to implement hybrid courses was determined by respondent ratings on a scale of 1 to 5 ranging from “No Influence” to “Very Influential.”  

Methods
  An on-line survey was created by Wittmann (2006), faculty responded on-line, and content validity and reliability were established.  Statistical analyses were performed utilizing survey response data.  For the purposes of this study, three research questions were developed and pedagogy was made a dependent variable.  An independent t-test was performed to determine the difference between means of tenured and non-tenured faculty responses to the influence of the four factors.  A correlation was performed to determine the relationship between the four factors, and regression analysis was done to identify how faculty attitudes toward pedagogy may be predicted by the other three factors. Finally, a path analysis was done to extend the model of regression. 
An independent-samples t test was conducted to evaluate the hypothesis that the technological, pedagogical, institutional and faculty-centered factors differ between tenure and non-tenured faculty. The test as shown in Table 1 was not significant, t(101) = 0.87, p=0.38. Tenured faculty (Mt=30.61, SDt=6.03) does not differ significantly from non-tenured faculty (Mnt=29.33, SDnt=8.56). The 95% confidence interval for the difference in means was small, ranging from -1.61 to 4.17.

Table 1
Independent samples t-Test: Tenure and Non-Tenure status

	
	Mt
	SDt

	Mnt
	SDnt
	t
	df
	p


	95% CI

Lower    Upper

	Technological Factors
	30.61
	6.03
	29.33
	8.56
	.87
	101
	.38
	-1.61       4.17

	Pedagogical Factors
	15.19
	4.01
	14.82
	4.65
	.46
	115
	.64
	-1.21       1.96

	Institutional Policies
	10.85
	3.44
	10.32
	3.26
	.86
	117
	.39
	-.69         1.75

	Faculty-Centered Issues
	15.01
	5.48
	15.25
	5.33
	-.23
	116
	.81
	-2.21       1.74


Correlation coefficients were computed among the four factors influencing the adoption of hybrid education. All of the correlations between factors are statistically significant as shown in Table 2. Technological factors highly correlate to institutional policies factors (r = 0.68), Institutional policy factors contributes with variance of 46% on technological factors. Technological factors also highly correlates to faculty-Centered issues (r = 0.59), faculty-centered issues contributes with variance of 35% on technological factors.

A multiple linear regression procedure was utilized to evaluate how the three factors of technology, institutional policies and faculty-related issues predict pedagogy in the implementation of hybrid courses. The multiple regression model produced R Square =.18, F (1, 89) = 19.06, p < .001. An additional significance test revealed that the variables accounted for more than 33% of the criterion variable variance.

Technological factors had a significant positive regression weight; this factor can more strongly predict pedagogy in faculty participants.

A path analysis was done to extend the regression model. Figure 1 displays the following influences: Technology factors with value .32, is the highest predictor of pedagogy. Institutional policies with value .66 and faculty-[image: image1.emf].19
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centered issues with value .58 are highly related to technological factors. The three factors combined account for more than 19% of the dependent variable pedagogy.

Figure 1

Results and Conclusions 


The results of the study show that the condition of tenure and non-tenured faculty does not differ regarding the influence of the four factors when implementing hybrid courses. Findings of the tenure factor of this study are consistent with prior studies. It is speculated that faculty who do not have tenure, and who want to attain tenure, would expend more of their resources, and thus, be willing to develop and teach courses in hybrid education. However, the structure that leads to tenure emphasizes and rewards research and devalues teaching in the evaluation process (Tierney 2001 & 2004). Candidates for tenure understand this system and act accordingly. The way to motivate faculty to partake in teaching courses that involve non- traditional methods of instruction is to change the reward system for attaining tenure and place greater emphasis on technology and teaching, (Fairweather, 2005).

The statistical analysis shows that technology, institutional policies, faculty-related issues and pedagogy factors are highly related to each other. The pedagogy used by faculty can be predicted by the technology factor. This finding means that the course content, course objectives, methods of evaluation and assessment and depersonalization of instruction are going to be highly determined by the faculty confidence and competency in technology.

Furthermore, the technology factor is highly related to faculty related issues and institutional policies. This finding corroborates Greenberg (2004) and Meyer (2002) when they suggest that the institution is responsible for the development of policies for the implementation of technology.  Additionally, this finding suggests that when implementing pedagogy in hybrid courses, the level of confidence in technological factors is crucial and can be increased by stronger administrative support, improved faculty development, and a different institutional reward system. Further research is necessary in exploring how institutional policies and faculty related issues affect technology when implementing hybrid learning in higher education institutions.
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