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The blended, adjunct, or hybrid teaching model is a mixture of classroom and online instruction
that has an abundance of academics proclaiming its benefits. Hybrid courses blend face-to-face
interaction with online learning and customarily involve the delivery of curricular materials, ac-
cess to resources, submission of assignments, project based learning, activities that support higher
order thinking, and online discussions that may be asynchronous or synchronous in nature. In or-
der for a class to be considered hybrid some actual student learning and learning assessment must
occur online and a percentage of in-class time is forfeited to make up for the weight put on the
online learning activities.

Proponents of hybrid learning proclaim it to be an effective and efficient way of expanding
course content that supports in-depth delivery and analysis of knowledge (Young, 2002) and in-
creases students satisfaction (Campos & Harasim, 1999; Dziuban & Moskal, 2001; Rivera,
McAlister, & Rice, 2002; Wu & Hiltz, 2004). In the years to come, hybrid learning is poised to
cause a paradigm shift in higher education (Allen & Seaman, 2003; Lorenzetti, 2005; Young,
2002).

Graham B. Spanier, president of Pennsylvania State University, was quoted in Young (2002) as
saying that hybrid learning presents “the single-greatest unrecognized trend in higher education
today.” This benefits of online and hybrid learning have been recognized by the State of Mary-
land. In a move to stimulate the use of alternative delivery methods, the regents of the University
System of Maryland instituted a policy in 2005 that all students take on average 12 of their credits
through out-of-classroom experiences and other nontraditional means. Included in the regents'
definition of out-of-classroom experiences are e-learning, internships, student teaching, and a host
of other activities. Diana G. Oblinger, vice president of Educause, was cited in Lorenzetti (2005)
as saying that the Maryland system is recognizing that some online learning is an enhancement to
students’ higher-education learning experiences even when those students are full-time on-
campus residents. She asserted that the Maryland initiative indicates, and will result in, tangible
growth in the hybrid learning model.

The higher-education classroom has undergone radical reformations in the last decade as a result
of technological development, causing academicians across the globe to recognize the importance
of technology in higher learning. Technology has illustrated that the classroom does not need to
be the nucleus of learning, as networked multimedia are able to extend the teaching and learning
experience (McClintock, 1999).
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Course websites have proved to be an effective means of delivering learning materials, with stu-
dents responding positively to the quality resources they make available. Wernet, Olliges, and
Delicath (2000), who surveyed students who used WebCT in a social work course, found that all
of the respondents considered the online course materials beneficial to their overall learning ex-
periences.

The movement from the traditional classroom to web-enabled learning has been explained as a
move from a behaviorist methodology to a constructivist one (Lewis, MacEntee, DeLaCruz, Eng-
lander, Jeffrey, Takach, Wilson, & Woodall, 2005). Koohang and Harman (2005) assert that e-
learning by its very nature is rooted in constructivist ideology, where knowledge acquisition is a
self-directed activity that is facilitated by an instructor. They draw correlations between elements
inherent in both constructivism and e-learning including: collaboration, social discourse, problem
solving, exploration, anchored instruction, critical thinking, the revisiting of information in multi-
ple perspectives and representations, intellectual discourse, knowledge construction, and scaffold-
ing.

Much of the instructional-technology-based research that has been conducted in the past decade
focused on the examination of fully online learning experiences. Significantly less attention has
been paid to the blended, or hybrid, learning format. Although the hybrid format has received
significantly less attention then its fully online cousin, Allen and Seaman (2003) found that the
rate of growth of hybrid courses is exceeding that of fully online courses. They also forecasted
that hybrid learning will make a sizable impact on the future of higher education.

Hybrid learning environments have been shown to address the frustrations and limitations result-
ing from the separation of tutor and tutee commonly found with fully online education (Hodges,
2004). John R. Bourne, a professor of electrical and computer engineering at Franklin W. Olin
College of Engineering and editor of the Journal of Asynchronous Learning Networks, was
quoted in Young (2002) as having said, “Within five years, you'll see a significant number of
classes that are available in a hybrid fashion.... I would guess that somewhere in the 80- to 90-
percent range of classes could sometime become hybrid.”

The benefits of hybrid learning are increasingly being realized as an escalating number of courses
demonstrate the blended format to be a viable, even exemplary, mode of instruction. Enrollment
in hybrid courses remains high, and the reported rates of student satisfaction indicate that learners
by and large view such courses favorably. Campos and Harasim (1999) found that the majority of
students surveyed preferred mixed-mode learning experiences. Research by Dziuban and Moskal
(2001) indicated that hybrid courses yielded success rates equal to and, in many cases, greater
than their fully online or face-to-face counterparts. Wu and Hiltz (2004) found that hybrid courses
that utilized asynchronous means of communications improved students’ perception of learning.
According to Bhatti, Tubaisahat, and El-Quawasmeh (2005) who examined the perceptions of
female students in regards to hybrid learning, student satisfaction increased with mixed-mode
learning while the students’ dependency on the instructor for assistance decreased. They ex-
plained that online materials provided students with the resources to seek out answers independ-
ent of the instructor. Rivera, McAlister, and Rice (2002), who surveyed student satisfaction
among the three modes of learning (face to face, fully online, and hybrid), found that student sat-
isfaction was the highest with the hybrid learning model and that test scores were the same for all
three methods of delivery. The hybrid teaching method may eventually become the norm in
higher education. Young (2002), who examined hybrid and fully online teaching at several uni-
versities, concluded that among the three modes of instruction (face to face, fully online, and hy-
brid) the hybrid model posed the most substantive benefits for teaching and learning.

Are hybrid courses evaluated differently then traditional and fully online learning experiences?
Carnevale (2000) found that regardless of the learning format, students took into consideration
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knowledgeable instructors, interaction with instructors, and additional features that create a sense
of community when evaluating courses for merit. The importance of technological preparedness,
willingness, and the overall mindsets of students has also been acknowledged by educators as
playing a crucial role in both the hybrid and online learning equations. Sanders and Morrison-
Shetlar (2002) cited the importance of student attitudes toward technology as a significant deter-
mining factor in the educational benefits of online learning resources and experiences.

References

Allen, I. & Seaman, J. (2003). Sizing the opportunity: The quality and extent of online education in the
United States, 2002-2003. Needham, MA: Sloan.

Berube, D., Murray, C., & Schultz, K. (1999). Cadaver and computer use in the teaching of gross anatomy
in physical therapy education. Journal of Physical Therapy Education, 13(2), 41-46.

Bhatti, A., Tubaisahat, A., & EI-Qawasmeh, E. (2005). Using technology-mediated learning environment to
overcome social and cultural limitations in higher education. Issues in Informing Science and Informa-
tion Technology, 2, 67-76. Available at http://2005papers.iisit.org/106f77Bhat.pdf

Campos, M. & Harasim, L. (1999). Virtual-U: Results and challenges of unique field trials. Retrieved May
2005, from the Technology Source Web Site: http://ts.mivu.org/default.asp?show=article&id=1034

Carnevale, D. (2000). Study assesses what participants look for in high-quality online courses. Chronicle of
Higher Education, 47(9), A46.

Carswell, L., Thomas, P., Petre, M., Price, B., & Richards, M. (2000). Distance education via the internet:
the student experience. British Journal of Educational Technology, 31(1, 29-46.

Dziuban, C. & Moskal, P. (2001). Evaluating distributed learning at metropolitan universities. Educause
Quarterly, 24(4), 60-61.

Hodges, C. (2004) Designing to motivate: Motivational techniques to incorporate in e-learning experience.
Journal of Interactive Online Learning. 2(3), 1-7.

Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education. (2003). Internet access in U.S. public
schools and classrooms: 1994-2002. Retrieved June 29, 2005 from the National Center for Education
Statistics Web Site: http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2004/2004022.pdf

Jackson, L., Ervin, K., Gardner, P., & Schmitt, N. (2001). The racial digital divide: Motivational, affective,
and cognitive correlates of Internet use. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 31(10), 2019-2046.

Koohang, A. & Harmon, K. (2005). Open source: A metaphor for e-learning. Informing Science Journal, 8,
76-86. Available at http://inform.nu/Articles/Vol8/v8p075-086Kooh.pdf

Lesh, S., Guffey, J., & Rampp, L. (2000). Changes in student attitudes regarding a web-based health pro-
fession course (Reports — Research HE032863). U.S.; Arkansas: Higher Education.

Lewis, B., MacEntee, V., DeLaCruz, S., Englander, C., Jeffrey, T., Takach, E., Wilson, S., & Woodall, J.
(2005). Learning management systems comparison. Proceedings of the 2005 Informing Science and IT
Education Joint Conference. Available at
http://proceedings.informingscience.org/InSITE2005/P03f55L ewis.pdf

Liu, M., Reed, W., & Phillips, P. (1992) Teacher education students and computers: Gender, major, prior
computer experience, occurrence, and anxiety. Journal of Research on Computing in Education, 24(4),
457-467.

Lorenzetti, J. (2005). Lessons learned about student issues in online learning. Distance Education Report,
9(6), 1-4.

Martinex, M., & Mead, N. (1988). Computer competence: The first national assessment (Report No. ETS-
17-CC-01). Princeton, NJ: National Assessment of Educational Progress. (ERIC No. ED 341 375)

155



Incorporating the Hybrid Learning Model

McClintock, R. (1999). Educators manifesto: Renewing the progressive bond with posterity through the
social construction of digital learning communities. Published Paper. New York, NY: Teachers Col-
lege, Columbia University, Institute for Learning Technologies.

Moon, S. (1994). The relationships among gender, computer experience, and attitudes toward computers.
Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Mid-South Educational Research Association, Nashville,
TN. (ERIC No. ED 381 142)

Morgan, J. & VanLengen, C. (2005) The digital divide and K-12 student computer usage. Issues in Inform-
ing Science and Information Technology, 2, 705-724. Available at
http://2005papers.iisit.org/156f86 Morg.pdf

National Telecommunications and Information Administration. (2004). A nation online: Entering the
broadband age. Retrieved June 29, 2005 from
http://www.ntia.doc/gov/reports/anol/nationonlinebroadband04.htm

Price, R. & Winiecki, D. (1995). Attitudes and skill levels of college students entering a typical introduc-
tory college computing course. Journal of Computing in Teacher Education, 12(1), 20-25.

Rivera, J., McAlister, K., & Rice, M. (2002). A comparison of student outcomes & satisfaction between
traditional & web based course offerings. Online Journal of Distance Learning Administration, 5(3),
151-179.

Sanders, D. & Morrison-Shetlar, A. (2002). Student attitudes toward web-enhanced instruction in an intro-
ductory biology course. Journal of Research on Computing in Education, 33(3), 251-262.

Smith, B. & Necessary, J. (1996). The computer ability scale: Replication and extension involving college
computer literacy students. AERA Business Education and Information Sysems Research Special In-
terest Group proceedings. Washington, DC: American Educational Research Association. (ERIC No.
ED 395 218)

Wernet, S., Olliges, R., & Delicath, T. (2000). Postcourse evaluations of WebCT (Web Course Tools)
classes by social work students. Research on Social Work Practice, 10(4), 487-504.

Wu, D. & Hiltz, R. (2004). Predicting learning from asynchronous online discussions. Journal of Asyn-
chronous Learning Networks, 8(2), 139-152.

Young, J. (2002). "Hybrid" teaching seeks to end the divide between traditional and online instruction.
Chronicle of Higher Education, 48(28), A33.

156



