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ABSTRACT

This paper is a preliminary assessment of on-lorepgonents added to the first undergraduate coarse i
Financial Accounting. The teaching methods usedewatended to achieve related objectives: 1)
enhance the mastery of accounting, 2) increasestutcountability and 3) develop students’ abtiity
become successful learners. The focus on thesetdgs is linked to the number of students natlpna
and at the author’'s university who perform poony dccounting. The paper compares the student
evaluations and overall grades achieved for thoeses taught sequentially. Each course addethen-|
components to those of the prior; the final, thadrse was the hybrid.

Introduction

Over the past few years the author has become gwttavith the number of students in the first ceurs

of Financial Accounting who: 1) come to class uppred, 2) never practice accounting (homework),
and/or 3) do not purchase - or use - the textbodlarmingly, many students seem not to include ¢hes
critical components in their personal “frame oferehce” for the learning of accounting, or at lefmt

the achievement of a passing grade in accountiffte author believes a trend exists that encompasses
even those with a reputation of being “good” stugerStudents seem to act upon the belief (recegdniz

or not) that presence during class periods and suaying right before a test is all that is neaegs
This trend exists notwithstanding professors’ catithg discussions of what is necessary for
understanding and mastering accounting.

Unfortunately, when “good” students become “notgead” students of accounting, they evidence both
frustration and unawareness of how their meagertress obtained. It seems to the author that the
number of students making unproductive decisioganding their learning responsibilities has inceehs
dramatically in the last two to three years. Théhar believes these decisions by students - dgiien
nature of accounting - directly relates to the faet as many as one-fourth or one-third of stuslanthe
first course of Financial Accounting drop out withdinishing the course or stay and achieve poor
results.

This difficulty in and attainment of poor resultsthe first course of Financial Accounting is astbiic
problem. Yet, the author believes that an incréadkis problem is dramatic and will continue t@wy
unless new methods for effective teaching and legrean be discovered. These methods must address
the increase in poor achievement that seems tdt restuso much from lack of awareness but to latk o
belief that preparation and practice are essefttfamastery of accounting. Related to this probiem
what also seems to the author to be a growing thersludents: a failure to recognize or believe tha
acceptance of responsibility for one’s own learnémgl conduct founded on maturity and independence
are essential attainments. Students may not eeeaware that they are not demonstrating these



behaviors. Sadly, an increasing number of studgrasluate from secondary schools and arrive at
universities without having achieved an understagdif the need for or how to be accountable foir the
learning.

There is, however, a positive trend which offensoéential solution. Increasingly students coméht®
university with advanced technological skills. Tinend is for students to be increasingly comfdgab
with and able to use technology to participatengirtown education. Technology offers potentialtfee
design of methods to develop student’'s achievermihoth accountability and learning. This potentia
has certainly been illustrated over the past debatlenot, perhaps, to the extent that is possitietfe
discipline of accounting.

BACKGROUND

This paper considers the difference in studenteaement and evaluation of learning when methods
focused on an on-line environment were added tditbie undergraduate course in financial accountin
The majority of the students in this course werphsmores; this is relevant because the academic
experience is designed to foster growth in acceptanf responsibility for and dedication to learnisy
students progress. The courses used the samanixéll included class “face time.” The coursesewer
offered sequentially (Fall 2007, Spring 2008, anunger 2008). With each new sequence, additional
on-line components were added to methods usedeirptavious sequence. The final course in the
sequence was a “hybrid” which, at the author’siuisbn means that at least fifth-one percent ef ¢tlass
must be online. Thus the hybrid course had half‘thce time” of the previous two courses. Alsneo
hundred percent of the grading in the hybrid wamaplished in on-line components.

The first course in the sequence used on-line coemis only to provide information including
assignments and to administer reading quizzes. s&bend course added both on-line homework (fifteen
percent of the grade) and practice tests. As meed above, for the third course, one hundred peafe

the grading components were delivered on-line. sEh@omponents included quizzes, tests, homework,
and several essay assignments delivered througdtasdion thread. All of the on-line componentsever
administered in a way that required students taraegesponsibility for knowing that the componeasw
available and for completion before an expiratiated The dates were chosen to accomplish important
criteria for learning accounting: sequential butd of learning. Table 1 below compares the three
courses which are identified as #1, 2 and 3 raten by date of offering. This is done because the
sequential building of the on-line components igenmelevant than the dates the courses were offered

TABLE 1

Course Comparison

On-line No. of
Components students
Course Percentage of Time completing
# Grade Format Period evaluation On-line Components
Traditional,

class meetings

: 55in2
m?spe?’;;vs?:t sections, On-Ii_ne Cour'se l_\/lanagement_System used
Student Fall 2007 totql students for |nformat|c_Jn |nc|_ud|ng a55|gnment _due
Evaluation of in all of dates, reading quizzes, and discussion
Learning instructor's thread
administered by classes = 69
#1 11.6% university.




52 students

: over 2 s s
Same as #1 Spring sections - Added 1) homework application @hat is time
2008 total of sensitive and graded, 2) practice tests
#2 14.9% classes = 86

Hybrid; 4 week
time period r/t
traditional
semester; in
class time one
half of #1 and
2; at least 51%
of class
required by
university to be
on-line.
Student
evaluation
administered
via Blackboard,
voluntary, 11
students
completed

#3 100.0% survey

11 students, Added all grading on-line; included individual
Summer 1 section, no | chapter tests. Online mid-semester and final

2008 other classes | both administered in computer lab, instructor
taught present

Note: Each successive course had the on-line elements of the previous course plus the identified additions. Same text for all.
Number of students is the number completing the student evaluation of learning.

The number of students taught by the instructordkided in Table 1 because of the author’s bétiaf —
when the instructor is the author — total numbestaflents affects both teaching and student legwrniin
should also be mentioned that in the course idedtias #2 the author was teaching three different
subjects. This information is included becauseathinor believes that - for the author’s studentere

is an effect on learning when more than two subjact taught in one semester; particularly whegethe
are delivered in the four class periods that werelacted.

The hybrid course, #3, was a summer course whidhfendour weeks, rather than the full semester as
the other two courses in the comparison. As dégtldn the table, “face time” was included but af h
the rate of courses #1 and 2 which were taughhduai traditional semester at the author’s insttuti
(August to December and January through April)is Hybrid’s design was intended to complement, not
replace, the traditional versions of the courseegsesented by #1 and #2. An intentional focus was
placed on methods to enhance the learning of steiddm are repeating the course because of previous
poor performance. In fact, eight of the fourtetrdents enrolled in the hybrid were retaking therse.
This population of “repeaters” was considered adgpopulation for the sequential nature of the ae-li
methods added in the courses to which this pagerste It seemed appropriate to strengthen methods
used in the previous courses (#1 and #2) partigullaose designed to foster acceptance of respitinsib

for learning.

DESIGN GOALS AND RESULTS

In all three courses on-line components were irgdrekpressly to inform work habits, foster acceqtan
of responsibility, and enhance understanding of hovapproach learning. The goal was to address
deficits which, as discussed in the Introductidve author believes negatively impact performanés.
just mentioned, this was strengthened in the thiragrse. Accordingly the purpose of design of dejive



of the on-line components was to require acceptariceesponsibility for learning in a manner that
(hopefully!) enhances learning.

For all on-line components, in all three coursespecific open date and a specific expiration éaisted.
No exceptions were granted if a student missedxipiration date. All information regarding datesswa
placed on tabs in Blackboard; no reminders werergat any time. In conjunction with the additidn o
the on-line components of #2 (and then of courdeth® policy was discussed carefully at the beiig

of the semester. This included a reminder of theoirtance for students to develop professionaltdabi
which includes accepting responsibility for meetahepdlines, and for intentionally pursuing theirnow
development in regards to knowledge and learninipoas.

Due to this emphasis on student learning and studsponsibility for learning, a comparison of stot
evaluations seemed to offer value for an initi@easment of the on-line methods used. Table 2 aap
the traditional and hybrid student assessment afnieg, as represented by the student evaluations
administered at course end. As Table 2 notesfuthevaluation instrument and scoring criteria are
located in Figure 1, Appendix.

TABLE 2
Comparison of Student Evaluations
#1 #2 #3
n=55 n=52 n=11
The instructor presented the material in a clear and organized way
1 (1=Hardly ever...5=Almost Always) 3.836 3.327 5.000
2 The instructor's interest in the course motivated students to learn 3.982 3.462 4.909
3 The instructor clearly presented the importance of the subject matter 4.400 3.862 5.000
The instructor clearly communicated expectations for student
4 achievement 4.240 3.942 4.909
The instructor provided constructive feedback on students' work that
helped students improve 3.818 3.308 4.818
The instructor was available to assist students 4.400 4.019 4.818
7 The instructor gave assignments appropriate to the class 4.545 4.096 4.900
8 The instructor graded students on what they were expected to learn 4.509 4.135 5.000
The instructor encouraged students to ask questions and express their
9 knowledge 4.800 4.058 4.800
The instructor expected students to learn challenging or difficult
10 | material 4.145 4.040 4.818
11 | How much did you learn in this class? 3.564 3.500 4.636
On average, how many hours per week did you spend outside of class
12 | preparing for this course? (1=none...5=more than 9) 2.745 2.846 4.182
13 | What is your current grade in this course? (1=F....5=A)) 3.400 3.627 3.727
Note: Figure 1, Appendix presents the evaluation instrument and
scoring criteria




Rather than abstract selected questions on therdtegtaluation of learning instrument, the residtsall
thirteen questions are presented. This is becafudee perceived “halo effect.” Students who aegeyv
positive about their experience in a course tenévaluate all aspects highly. This occurred, i@ th
author’s opinion, in the students’ evaluation o ttnird, hybrid, course. For example, the score fo
guestion six is higher for the hybrid. Yet, thetmctor was not “more” available than for the othe
courses. In fact, from the instructor’s perspeagtihere was less availability. For instance, tyierid in
class sessions met half of time of courses #1 &hd i addition, office hours were fewer and the
instructor was on campus significantly less timentlduring the regular semesters in which #1 and #2
were taught.

A comparison of student achievement — as repreddmytelass grade average - also seemed to add value
This value is constrained by this initial assesdneérthe success of the progression in on-line outh
used. Of course, there are many reasons othemathartrease in learning that may influence aneiase
grades. This paper, however, is a preliminary iclamation of the success of the on-line methodslera

3 presents student achievement in the three coassepresented by average of grades obtained.

TABLE 3

Grade Average

# Students in ACCT 240 Total # Students Average
#1 | 55 students, 2 sections 69, 3 classes 71.6%
#2 | 52 students, 2 sections 86 students, 4 classes 78.2%
#3 | 14 students 14 students, 1 class 81.3%

As mentioned previously, the author believes thattumber of students, both within a specific ¢lassl

in total number taught over all classes in one steneaffects student learning. Therefore, this
information was included in the table. If the aurth belief is correct, the low number of studeintshe
hybrid class acted to raise the evaluations. Mhtimeh, the low number of students undoubtedlyedis
grades. The modifier “undoubtedly” is used becdhseauthor had more, substantive interaction wih t
fourteen students (#3) than with the students rses #1 and #2. In fact, the author was able to
intervene with two of the fourteen students whogdidtering points in the course, began to perform
poorly. One of these students admitted after these was over that but for the intervention theyld
have dropped out.

There is existing research indicating that lardasses (and thus more students) may be more &Hecti
for learning. However, some research indicates ¢tess size on either end of the spectrum is more
effective (less than about thirty, more than onadned). In addition, the results reported here inay
affected by the demographics of both the authan@/arsity and students. For example, the classsoom
in the author’'s College of Business and Econom@ommmodate either twenty students or forty; one
holds forty five and there is one large seatingsslaom. These sizes were intended to fulfill the
university's promise of small classes and facultylent interaction. There are other possible @rfes

on both student evaluations and grades achievéathdeyond the scope of this paper.



CONSIDERATIONS

Reliability of these results is compromised and sthmot appropriate for statistical purposes.
Unfortunately the evaluation instruments were rarimistered similarly. For courses #1 and #2, the
student evaluations were administered by the usityeadministration in the traditional manner: the
instructor never touches the instruments nor isgweduring administration, the instrument is agpap
document completed during a class period. Redgitahe university does not administer student
evaluations for summer school classes. A spegfijciest for this policy to be changed with evahrai

for the hybrid class administered in the equivaler@nner was not granted. Therefore, an on-line
(Blackboard) survey with the same questions asuttieersity instrument was created and administered.
The university’'s paper instrument includes the igbito add instructor specific short-answer type
guestions. These were not added for #1 or #2 bte wdded to the on-line survey.

Thus this difference in the administration of thaleations for the hybrid class compromises réliigbi
Not only was the method of administration differémt #3 than for #1 and #2, the administration was
unlike anything with which the students are familia addition, students who had taken summer etass
previously expected no evaluations to be admirgdterin the hybrid, #3, the population consistifigio
significant majority of “repeaters” could suggdsattmany of the students have previously taken sermm
classes at the institution. Although it is beydhd scope of this paper to discuss the correlation
students who perform poorly in the first coursd-imfancial Accounting to doing poorly in other caess

it deserves a cursory mention here. (In fact, tisems to be a consistent menu of courses in vthéch
poor performance occurs.)

Although, the hybrid class was conducted at theafrile semester as were the evaluations in #¥and
the location of the survey offers another problemdomparability of results. Unfortunately, the\sy

was located within the class Blackboard. This widedly compromised students’ ability to trust in
confidentiality despite specific assurance thaaalwers would be anonymous. This is relevantuseca

a trend has been perceived over recent years;ishe® increase in students’ reluctance to trust the
instructor. Thus the necessity for students tg ogl the instructor’'s promise of anonymity may have
impacted the results in Table 2. Although notslldents in a course complete a student evaluation
instrument — for many reasons - the manner of adimition of the hybrid surveys adds an additional
reason not to comply. Perhaps the three studertist class (#3) who did not complete the survagen
their decision based concerns regarding priva@nsfvers.

Yet the survey responses are beneficial in regardesign and use of on-line methods. An examate c
be found in a student response to a short answestign added, as discussed previously, to the dhybri
survey of student learning. Future planning otliag methods will include reflection on the answer
whether participating in the hybrid was “a goodidien for you and your learning style? Would you
would recommend that just anyone take the classa aBybrid...or is it just good in certain
circumstances?” Following is an interesting, alidffo quite informal, contribution.

Yes, this was a great decision for me to makeok it in the classroom the first time and
got a D and there wasn'$i€) a lot of things online to help....When we were lass we
learned and took notes on the important thingh@endhapter. | think the less time in
class (in the hybrid) was better because it watoupe to read and do my work instead
of relying on 'O. | heard it in class so | willmember how to do it’, which isn’t true! |
needed to figure things out myself and not relytanfact that we did it in class.

The student’s identification of the course in tlegular semester as taken “in class,” is interesting
Particularly since the hybrid class included “iasd” sessions as well. Although the hybrid classisns



occurred at half the rate of the “regular” clasdbg, same material was covered in all. Perhaps the
statement is revealing of the student’s estimatibmwhere learning occurred. This relates, the @uth
believes, to the above mentioned methods to fastelent acceptance of responsibility for learniag.
particular success were the deadlines that wemfullyr set to enable each component to build on the
previous component. Students met the deadlinesessfully. The extent of this success had not been
anticipated and was satisfying as it fostered Hikityato learn in the manner necessary in theiglste of
accounting.

These sequences of courses highlighted, for tHeauhe value of on-line methods for the discipliof
accounting. This hybrid course was the first o lithybrid or fully on-line) course offered at the
author’s institution in the discipline of accourgtin For many reasons, the accounting faculty have
consistently declined to offer on-line accountirmyises; this relates to the characteristics of atting

as well as technology support. The success of hkiwid leads the author to questions personal
perceptions and assumptions regarding teachindeanding. When faculty get together, it is not sumai
hear lamentations that: students today do not wawknot accept responsibility, and do not reatipw
what hard work “looks like;” hard work is beyondethexperience or understanding. The author ikygui
of that same lamentation. However, the resulterted in this paper and the experience with theillyb
students causes the author to wonder if perhapbdeaerception and style have a greater influemce
this problem than realized. Perhaps students todank differently, in a way that is outside the
instructor’s experience or understanding.

CONCLUSION

The goal of this project was to address deficitamiastering accounting, related deficits in student
accountability, and develop students’ ability to saeccessful learners. Although the results are not
reliable for statistical purposes, the progressibon-line methods appeared to be successful iardsgo
student learning. Of course, consideration shdgdgiven to the many possible influences on the
increases — as on-line components were added #edpo Tables 2 and 3. These tables represent an
initial assessment; other methods are necessaryhid preliminary study, a critical component whas
intentional focus on student acceptance of respiitgifor learning. This aspect certainly ledaanuch
more pleasant experience for the instructor whithi@ same time requiring students to adopt prafeas
work habits.

The author’s experience with the hybrid class amdomponents was significantly more satisfactbant
had been anticipated. The level of satisfactios wach that for all classes, all subjects taudtit t
progression in on-line components will be continueit this time, and for reasons mostly beyond the
scope of this paper, on-line methods developed failll within the constraints of class “face time”
occurring at some amount. The teaching/learningusfent students, or perhaps the students/faculty
attracted by the author’s university, seem to bef@fm that classroom personal interaction. Mesi
interesting to consider whether the smaller amafirdlass meetings in the hybrid added value for the
students (see the quote above).

Consideration of the trend in student and facudghhology aptitude indicates that the benefit at&f
time” will probably decrease over time. And, ofucge, a semblance of “face time” (in this paper
identified as class time) can be achieved withentrtechnology applications; Wimba is an example.
Yet, while other reasons for including “face timae not discussed in this paper, it is worthwhil@edte
that a change in the level of technology availgyiind support would be necessary (at the author’s
institution) for a fully on-line course in accoumito be contemplated.



The most successful class, from the author’s petisjge was the hybrid. As mentioned earlier, thés a
surprise. The results displayed in Tables 2 anthe8author’'s experience with the class, and sitlgle
informal remarks led to a conclusion that valuesexfor all of the author’s courses. While the figb
course was designed for students repeating the doarse of Financial Accounting, the methods
employed are applicable to all students. The esiphan students accepting responsibility for leggni
and developing skills to learn successfully isicait for academic success whether or not combirigd w
on-line methods. However, the trend in studentietogy aptitude indicate that combining this
emphasis with technology offers value for teacting learning.



APPENDIX

FIGURE 1

STUDENT ASSESSMENT OF INSTRUCTION WITH SCORING CRITERIA

Almost
Hardly ever | Occasion-ally Often Usually Always
Scoring Criteria 1 2 3 4 5
The instructor presented material in a
1 | clear and organized manner.
The instructor's interest in the course
2 | motivated students to learn
The instructor clearly presented the
3 | importance of the subject matter
The instructor clearly communicated
4 | expectations for student achievement
The instructor provided constructive
feedback on students' work that
5 | helped students improve
The instructor was available to assist
6 | students
The instructor gave assignments
7 | appropriate to the class
The instructor graded students on
8 | what they were expected to learn
The instructor encouraged students to
ask questions and express their
9 | knowledge
The instructor expected students to
10 | learn challenging or difficult material
Much less More than Much more
than most Less than About most than most
classes most classes Average classes classes
Scoring Criteria 1 2 3 4 5
11 | How much did you learn in this class?
None 1to3 4t06 7t09 More than 9
Scoring Criteria 1 2 3 4 5
On average, how many hours per
week did you spend outside of class
12 | preparing for this course?
F D C A
Scoring Criteria 2 3 4 5
What is your current grade in this
13 | course?

Note: Several short-answer questions were added for the hybrid evaluation administered on Blackboard




