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Background Information

A. Semester 1

	In the fall semester of the 2012–2013 academic year, the hybrid teaching model was piloted with one of the sections of Spanish 101.  A second section was employed as a face-to-face, traditional instruction control group.  Two different professors, both native speakers originally from Spain, taught the sections.  The control section met three times each week for 50 minutes each class.  The hybrid section met for two regular 50 minute meetings and did weekly online assignments in place of their third class meeting.  Both sections used the second edition of Basic Spanish (2011) by Jarvis, Lebredo and Mena-Ayllón.  Students in the hybrid section purchased codes for access to the online text materials.   
	Each section consisted of 25 undergraduate students representing freshmen through senior years. At the end of the semester, the STAMP test, a computer mediated proficiency exam, was administered to all students in both sections.  The hybrid students received weekly online assignments on the MyCourses course management system that were due on the day of the first class of the following week.   These assignments were composed and managed by an adjunct instructor assisting with the course in dialogue with the course professor. 

B. Semester 2

	In the spring semester of the 2012–2013 academic year, the hybrid teaching model was continued with one of the sections of Spanish 102 (second semester beginning level).  A second section was employed as a face-to-face, traditional instruction control group.  The hybrid section was taught by the same native speaker who taught the hybrid course the previous semester.  A near-native professor from the United States taught the control group.  The hybrid section met for one regular 75 minute meetings and for a 45 minute meeting, and did weekly online assignments in place of their “third” class meeting.  The control group met in a traditional format classroom 150 minutes per week.  Both sections used the second edition of Basic Spanish (2011) by Jarvis, Lebredo and Mena-Ayllón.  Students in the hybrid section purchased codes for access to the online text materials.   
	Each section consisted of 25 undergraduate students representing freshmen through senior years. At the end of the semester, the STAMP test, a computer mediated proficiency exam, was administered to all students in both sections.  The hybrid students received weekly online assignments on the MyCourses course management system that were due on the day of the first class of the following week.   These assignments were composed and managed by the professor, and their completion monitored by a teaching assistance under the supervision of the course professor. 

C. Semester 3

	In the fall semester of the 2013–2014 academic year, the hybrid teaching model was continued with one of the sections of Spanish 201 (first semester intermediate level).  A second section was employed as a face-to-face, traditional instruction control group.  Both sections were taught by the same native speaker who taught the hybrid course the previous semester.  The hybrid section met for one regular 75 minute meetings and for a 45 minute meeting, and did weekly online assignments in place of their “third” class meeting.  The control group met in a traditional format classroom 150 minutes per week.  Both sections used the second edition of Basic Spanish (2011) by Jarvis, Lebredo and Mena-Ayllón.  Students in the hybrid section purchased codes for access to the online text materials.   
	The hybrid section consisted of 25 undergraduate students while the traditional section consisted of 23 undergraduate students; both groups represented freshmen through senior years. At the end of the semester, the STAMP test, a computer mediated proficiency exam, was administered to most students in both sections.  The hybrid students received weekly online assignments on the MyCourses course management system that were due on the day of the first class of the following week.   These assignments were composed and managed and monitored by the professor. 

Challenges and Adaptations
	In any innovation, certain challenges and difficulties can be expected, and this experiment was no exception.  The first difficulty came with registering the students for the online course materials.  This difficulty resulted from breakdowns in communication between the college bookstore and the students about the text that needed to be purchased for the course.  Some students had purchased the texts in advance of the first class meeting based on the information on the college bookstore website.   Some students mistakenly were sold the text version for the non-hybrid section and, thus, didn’t have computer codes necessary for gaining access to online resources.   It took two full weeks before most of the students were able to log into the system and to resolve problems with the college store.   
	The online interface for the textbook also proved to be problematic as well.  Geneseo is a BYOT (Bring Your Own Technology) school.  Students were using a variety of equipment and operating systems.  Some students were more adept than others at making their own personal set-up work with the Cengage website.  The college CIT Help Desk was very helpful in resolving many of these issues, once you could convince students to take advantage of that resource.   The instructor who assisted with the online portion of the hybrid course also noted that the interface was not as “user friendly” in navigating from one activity to another and in navigating the instructor interface to be able to see individual student progress. 
	Each semester, once the course was underway, most problems were able to be resolved with the help of the college CIT Help Desk.  
	Administering the computer-mediated STAMP Test by Avant Assessment proved to be challenging as well.  The unavailability of a computer lab during class hours forced us to rely on a BYOT model for administering the test the first semester.  This created problems in terms of making sure students, particularly those in the non-hybrid section, had headsets and microphones in order to take the test.  These technological issues made the administration time run longer than anticipated. Originally, a four-hour time block was set aside for students to come in and take the test.  Some students had class conflicts during the first testing block that necessitated an additional block of time to be set aside for these students to return to finish the test.  The second and third semesters, computer laboratories were reserved in advanced, which eliminated many of the technological issues.  Although in general, administering this test proved to be a bit daunting, most students ended up with scoreable samples in all four sections of the test.
Findings
	Every semester, instructors of both groups informed students that the STAMP test results would factor into calculation of their final grade.  This motivated students taking the test to give their best effort.  Due to technological issues, some students did not finish all four sections and other students were unable to submit ratable samples in the speaking and writing portions. The STAMP test calibrates student performance on a scale of 1 – 9, which corresponds to the ACTFL Proficiency levels, Novice Low thru Advanced High.  

Baseline Assessment Results
	The results of the STAMP test given at the end of the first semester to the two test groups showed little difference, particularly in regard to productive skills.  In oral proficiency, the control group (N=18) yielded an average score of 2.72 on speaking. The experimental group (N=21) averaged 2.71.  This means most students scored between Novice Mid and Novice High in both groups.  The range in the control group was (2 – 4); the range in the experimental group was (1 – 4).  In written proficiency, the control group (N=19) had an average score of 3.32 with a range of (3-4); while the experimental group (N=21) had an average score of 3.3 with a range of (2 – 4).  This puts the overall writing proficiency of both groups solidly within the Novice High level.
	There was more variation and a much wider range in scoring with both groups on receptive skills tasks.  The experimental group did have slightly higher scores on both skills.  In listening comprehension, the control group (N=21) had an average listening score of 2.62 with a range of (1 – 5); while the experimental group (N=22) had an average listening score of 3.41 with a range of (1 – 7).
	Both groups had their strongest scores in reading comprehension.  The control group (N=22) had an average score of 4.45 with a range of (2 – 7) and the experimental group (N=22) had an average score of 5.32 with a range of (3 – 7).  Additional statistical analysis could determine whether or not there was a statistical difference between these groups. 

Exit Assessment Results
	The results of the STAMP test given at the end of the third semester showed greater difference between the two test groups, particularly in regard to productive skills.  In oral proficiency, the control group (N=7) yielded an average score of 3.57 on speaking. The experimental group (N=11) averaged 3.27.  This means most students scored in both groups scored in the Novice High range.  The range in the control group was (3 – 4); the range in the experimental group was (1 – 4).  In written proficiency, the control group (N=23) had an average score of 4.13 with a range of (3 - 6); while the experimental group (N=23) had an average score of 3.74 with a range of (3 – 5).  This puts the overall writing proficiency of the hybrid group within the Novice High level, and the writing proficiency of the control group in the Intermediate Low level.
	There was less variation although a much wider range in scoring with both groups on receptive skills tasks.  The experimental group did have slightly lower scores on both skills.  In listening comprehension, the control group (N=23) had an average listening score of 3.26 with a range of (1 – 6); while the experimental group (N=23) had an average listening score of 3.08 with a range of (2 – 7).
	Both groups had their strongest scores in reading comprehension.  The control group (N=23) had an average score of 5.65 with a range of (4 – 7) and the experimental group (N=23) had an average score of 5.13 with a range of (3 – 8).  Additional statistical analysis could determine whether or not there was a statistical difference between these groups. 
	
Student Response
	Many of students in the hybrid section the second semester (approximately two-thirds) had completed the first hybrid course; most of these gave as the main reason for enrolling in the hybrid section their desire to remain with the same professor and not because (or despite of) the hybrid format.   Due to scheduling conflicts, only two of the students who participated in the first two hybrid classes were able to enroll in the third course in the hybrid sequence.  
	The results of exit surveys yielded a wide variety of responses, which are still being analyzed.  Among the prevalent, positive responses from students in the hybrid sections was the opinion that they enjoyed the flexibility of the having only the equivalent of two scheduled class meetings through the week and the ability to complete the online work at their convenience.  Students also appreciated the additional time required to practice their speaking skills and the ability to tailor their learning based on their interests and needs.  Students also valued having immediate feedback when completing online exercises and tests.  
	A comparable proportion of students responded negatively to the hybrid environment.  Some students expressed having issues of a technological nature, while others felt dissatisfaction with the type and quality of the feedback received online.   Prevalent among the students who expressed apprehension about the hybrid format of instruction was the discomfort with the reduction in contact hours with both, their instructor and their peers. Interestingly, when students in traditional classrooms were surveyed about considering enrollment in a hybrid course, about half (48%) indicated they were not sure they would choose that option, explaining that “computers can be very distracting”, or that online or hybrid instruction does not fit with their learning style.  Several students commented that they pay for a traditional type course; online instruction is available elsewhere for much less money. 

Instructor’s Feedback
	The instructor of the hybrid courses reported great chagrin at the modifications that were necessary as a result of having only approximately two-thirds of the time traditionally dedicated to classroom instruction for face-to-face instruction.  She wanted to make sure that students would have sufficient information to be able to work independently on what would constitute a third day’s work.  She continually reported feeling rushed and that she was cutting important activities out of her instruction.  This was particularly frustrating when working with beginning students with Novice proficiency level, who are far more dependent on instructor support to be able to complete communicative tasks.  As the project progressed, students with greater proficiency, in the 201 level class for example, could be paired or grouped to work on assignments using various modules within myCourses (Geneseo’s course-management platform), and could function with sufficient target language to complete tasks.  With novices, the instructor felt, it devolved into an issue of the “blind leading the blind.”  Interestingly, the results of the STAMP test for the novice group generated comparable results for both, the experimental and the control groups.
 
Conclusions and their Effects
		Results of the of the STAMP proficiency exam generated comparable scores in receptive skills and in productive skills for both, the traditional face-to-face format of instruction and the hybrid format throughout the project.  However, it must be noted that student scores in the STAMP test were not a direct reflection of their grades in the course.  For example, a student who received a score of 7 in the STAMP’s reading component (Advanced Low in ACTFL’s proficiency level) in the hybrid version of the first intermediate level course earned a 60 (a grade of D) in the course.  On the other hand, a student in the same course whose grade average was 90.01 (an A-) received scores of 3, 3, 3 and 2 in the reading, writing, listening and speaking components of the STAMP test:  Novice-Mid and Novice High proficiencies according to ACTFL.  While these two examples are the extremes in the spectrum of letter grade to STAMP scores correlations, there were no correlation patterns between students’ grades and STAMP scores.  Several explanations can be offered for this incongruence: 
· The STAMP test does not test the course’s content;
· Some students prefer traditional, write-in exams than online tests;
· Course grades factor homework and class participation, which can inflate a student’s grade in relation to actual proficiency.  This would be the case whether an independently assessed proficiency exam (such as STAMP) were administered at the end of the semester or not.  
When asked about this irregularity, the instructor of the hybrid courses volunteered her own assessment:  regardless of the format of instruction employed in a course, there always will be students who will make every effort to excel in the fulfillment of the course’s requirements, as well as students who will not apply themselves, neither to the learning of the content nor to satisfying the course’s requirements.  The letter grade earned in a class reflects a student’s overall performance throughout the semester, but not necessarily the student’s proficiency.  
	Despite the fact that proficiency levels could not be directly correlated to the hybrid method of instruction, what this project did resolve, as informed by the students’ survey commentaries, is that a significant majority (73%) of students valued that the hybrid format provided them the ability to tailor some of their own learning according to their professional interests and learning needs.  In other words, while the STAMP results informed that a hybrid method of instruction would generate proficiency results comparable to those obtained with the traditional method, survey results informed that students find that a hybrid method of instruction gives them greater exposure to authentic material available online as well as the individualization of some of the course’s components, allowing all involved the flexibility to customize some of the content in accordance with a student’s personal interests and career goals.  
[bookmark: _GoBack]	Because a hybrid course will provide to students increased opportunities to experience and develop all four language skills (listening, speaking, reading, and writing), the Department recently began requiring that new syllabi for the courses that satisfy the college’s FL GEN ED requirement be guided by learning outcomes that are based on proficiency guidelines that measure all four skills as prescribed by the American Council for the Teaching of Foreign Languages so that students’ actual proficiency be a factor of the student’s grade in the course.  The Department has also proposed to the Administration and to the college’s Policy Committee, as a new policy, that effective fall 2015, instead of requiring that SUNY Geneseo’s students fulfill the FL GEN ED requirement with the three 3-credit courses currently offered (FL 101, 102 and 201), the FL GEN ED requirement be satisfied with two 4-credit “blended learning” courses (or their equivalent):  a beginning-level course (FL 100, or, in the case of French and Spanish, its alternative FL 104) and an intermediate-level course (FL 200).  If approved, this policy—and the new courses entailed to implement it—technically would affect all SUNY Geneseo departments and programs in that Geneseo students will need one credit less to satisfy the FL GEN ED requirement; for a significant number of students, this policy will also translate to having to take one course less to fulfill the college’s GEN ED requirements.
