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ABSTRACT

This article reports an investigation into separating marketing majors from non-marketing majors in Principles of Marketing by offering the course in multiple formats simultaneously. Guided by similarity-attraction theory and the student-approaches-to-learning literature, two sections of the course, a Web class intended to attract on-campus non-marketing majors, and a lecture class for marketing majors, were offered simultaneously for two years. Several research questions were investigated, and unexpected results obtained.

There is a difference of opinion over the value of technology in education (see Peterson, Albaum, Munuera and Cunningham 2002, and Hunt, Eagle and Kitchen 2004 for summaries). The demonstrated value of the internet or world-wide-web (the Web) in marketing education pedagogy, besides enabling distance education, also has been discussed (e.g., Granitz and Greene 2003; Jones and Kelly 2003; Malhotra 2002; Malhotra, Dixit and Uslay 2002). Because applications of the Web in marketing education pedagogy beyond distance education may be still in their "take-off" period (Peterson, Albaum, Munuera and Cunningham 2002), the primary applications of the Web in marketing education pedagogy, beyond distance education, have been what could be termed Web-augmentation of traditional lecture classes (see Jones and Kelly 2003; Close, Dixit and Malhotra 2005 for summaries). There is also an emergent literature on partially- to completely-Web-based classes in Marketing, classes with a reduced compliment of lecture room meetings, and comparisons between these classes and the traditional lecture class with a full compliment of lecture room meetings (see Close, Dixit and Malhotra 2005; and Priluck 2004 for a summary). For example, Priluck (2004) compared a traditional lecture section of Principles of Marketing to a partially Web-based section, and, overall, students rated the web-based section lower even though there was no difference in test scores. As Priluck seems to suggest, these results are consonant with previous studies in this venue in that study results appear to vary depending on research design or context. 

With this background of mixed results and thus the attractiveness of web-based classes, and perhaps to avoid the Web becoming another instructional technology "solution looking for a problem" in marketing education pedagogy (Hunt, Eagle and Kitchen 2004), authors have called for more attention to the benefits of the Web to marketing education pedagogy, such as meeting student needs and presumably their wants (see for example Close, Dixit and Malhotra 2005; Taylor, Humphreys, Singley and Hunter 2004; Malhotra, Dixit, Uslay 2002). This paper reports on a Web approach to meeting both student wants and their needs: Using it to address an old issue in marketing education pedagogy, maintaining or improving rigor in Principles of Marketing classes composed primarily of non-marketing majors who may not all value this objective.

IMPROVED RIGOR

The introductory undergraduate marketing course, typically titled "Principles of Marketing," presents a pedagogical challenge at some business schools. This course is usually an essential part of the "core" in most marketing programs. However, it is also typically required of all business majors. This can produce sections of the course that are composed of both marketing majors and others who are interested in the course, and non-marketing majors who are typically less interested in the course. Because marketing majors usually are outnumbered in these classes, pedagogy may be compromised, as one colleague put it, "in favor of entertainment and student evaluations," depending on the instructor. Stated differently, the introductory marketing course can be insufficiently rigorous enough to prepare marketing majors adequately for subsequent marketing courses. This in turn can place an unnecessarily heavy teaching and learning burden on subsequent core and elective marketing courses and on marketing majors.

We began considering a Principles of Marketing class for marketing majors in Spring 2003. The obvious approach would be to create two sections, one with restricted registration for marketing majors only, and one for non-marketing majors. However, this was ruled out for a variety of reasons, including that it was mechanically difficult, and it was uncertain that terminally qualified faculty could consistently assigned to the non-marketing-majors sections. Among other difficulties, this in turn might have increased reliance on adjuncts. 

Focus groups with non-marketing majors had consistently suggested some students wanted a Principles of Marketing class with few or no lectures. These students wanted to spend their in-class time reading the text book. This result is predicted by similarity-attraction theory: Students who do not share the instructor's attitude toward the course material should not be attracted to the instructor and thus to the (lecture) class (see Byrne 1969, 1971; Heider 1958; Thibaut and Kelly 1959). It also appeared to be corroborated by various student behaviors, including students reading the text in class during lectures, and students sitting outside the class reading the text while the class was in progress. As a result, we concluded there was an unknown but, based on the focus groups, not inconsequential number of non-marketing majors who should be attracted to a Principles of Marketing course with few or no lectures.

While it presented obstacles, such an approach was interesting. Based on student-approaches-to-learning, marketing majors should have a "deep" studying motive for the Principles course and they should be intrinsically interested in the subject (see Curry 1983; Hunt, Eagle and Kitchen 2004 for summaries). Thus, a class without lectures should be unattractive to them, and the desired separation of marketing- and non-marketing majors might obtain.

However, courses with few class meetings were rare in the College and the University, except for distance learning, which offered an avenue for further investigation. The University encouraged such offerings to, among other things, increase utilization of their WebCT (www.webct.com) installation and their extensive campus PC network. 

RELEVANT LITERATURE

In search of an intelligent course design, we reviewed several literatures pertaining to the use of the Web in higher education. As suggested by Close, Dixit and Malhotra's (2005) summary of the Web and marketing education, it is challenging to summarize the extant literature on this topic. In the present case, in addition to the relevancy of articles to our purpose, there were issues of article quality, such as "scholarly" articles versus articles that are less- to un-scholarly (see Close, Dixit and Malhotra 2005). Within scholarly articles there were issues involving a lack of theoretical grounding in many articles. There were also matters of research designs, such as the use of anecdotes, and convenience samples and surveys, versus "proper" experiments and longitudinal studies (see Hunt, Eagle and Kitchen 2004; Malhotra 2002). In summary, other than providing a backdrop for this research, the articles we reviewed were reluctantly judged to provide unfortunately little guidance for our objective of separating marketing majors from non-majors using a Web-based class.

This paper reports the results of an investigation into an approach to improving rigor for marketing majors in Principles of Marketing by offering the class in multiple formats simultaneously to on-campus undergraduates, including what we will term an "online-" or "Web" class. The design of the resulting classes is provided, and our experiences and results from Spring 2003 to Fall 2005 offerings are discussed. Along the way unexpected results were observed, and overall the paper is intended as a small step in continuous improvement in marketing education. 

A DUAL-FORMAT PRINCIPLES OF MARKETING CLASS

To explore the possibility of providing an opportunity for improved rigor by offering an online Principles of Marketing course to attract non-marketing majors who were on campus for other courses, the course was offered jointly in two formats beginning in the Fall of 2003 (see Appendix A for details). In addition to being a medium-sized AACSB-accredited business school at a predominantly non-traditional and non-selective state university, with WebCT and excellent personal computer availability and training for students, the university was on a term or quarter system with ten-week sessions. Section 01 of the dual-format Principles of Marketing course was a traditional ten-week lecture section expressly intended for marketing majors. Section 90 was expressly intended for on-campus non-marketing majors, and this ten-week internet-based class was conducted on the Web even though the target student was on campus for other courses. Specifically, Section 90 was intended to have no classroom meetings. Students were to apply the time that would have been spent in class and commuting to reading the text, completing and submitting homework and preparing for tests and examinations.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Our primary research question was, 

RQ1: Could marketing majors be separated from non-marketing majors in the Principles of Marketing classes using a Web-based offering? 

Because the student-approaches-to-learning literature (see Curry 1983; Hunt, Eagle and Kitchen 2004 for summaries) suggested that some non-marketing majors might not chose a web class over a simultaneously available lecture class (e.g., those with "deep," and possibly "achieving," motivations), we suspected that any separation of students would be incomplete. Thus a related research question was, 

RQ1a: Would a class composed primarily of marketing majors result from this approach? 

Other research questions included, 

RQ2: Could rigor be improved in the class composed primarily of marketing majors? 

RQ3: Would the requisite credit hours of student involvement in a class that did not meet obtain? 

RQ4: Would the class that did meet produce lower student grades?

RQ5: How would affected students react to what amounted to canceling the lectures?

and 

RQ6: What would faculty reactions be to a no-lecture class for on-campus students? 

(See Inoue 2000, Morss 1999, Oliver and Omari 2001, Ryan 2000, Shuell and Farber 2001, Stith 2000 and Terry 2000, and the citations in Priluck 2004.) 

While (some) previous research on web-based classes suggested that few marketing majors might prefer an online class, given the generally mixed findings in that research (e.g., Priluck 2004 versus Clarke, Flaherty and Mottner 2001; Truell 2001), we speculated that an online section might contain a mixture of marketing majors and non-majors. Similarly, based on the growth of distance learning (Lincoln 2001, also see for example Priluck 2004), we speculated that faculty attitudes toward an online course would be favorable. However, faculty attitudes toward technology in general and web classes in particular have been generally negative (see for example the cites in Granitz and Greene 2003).

A SURVEY

Because some of the results of unsuccessfully offering Sections 01 and 90 together were unsettling, Principles of Marketing was offered Spring term of 2003 in the Section 90 format only. Students were not told of the format change beforehand, and the class was the usual mixture of marketing and non-marketing majors. At that time students had little experience with such a class and did not know what to expect. The class enrollment was 42 students. Three students subsequently dropped the course, which is within our usual 10% drop rate for a traditional lecture-format marketing course. One student failed to complete the course, which is also approximately within our usual 1% incompletion rate for lecture classes.

In order to gauge the students' self-reported learning and their attitude toward the online format, the class was surveyed using the questionnaire shown in Table A. The measures were judged to be sufficiently valid and reliable for these exploratory purposes (see Appendix B for details). The tabulated results of this survey are also shown in Table A. In summary, nearly 60% of the students appeared to like the Web class (see the response distribution for the variable LIKE in Table A), and slightly more than 60% believed they learned a lot in the Web course (see LRN in Table A) (see Table A and Appendix B for additional details and results). 

Summarizing the Appendix B results, student learning was "driven" in the regression sense primarily by the course content being perceived as new and useful. Liking the online course was driven by learning, easy-to-find computers, tests that did not involve thinking and reasoning, and an easy text. 

In addition, self-reported student attitude toward the online course (LIKE in Table A) was not associated with their grades, and their attitude toward the online course was not associated with the students self-reported learning in the course (LRN in Table A). 

Most of the Appendix B results were different from previous research using Principles of Marketing (e.g., Priluck 2004 and the cites therein, however see Hunt, Eagle and Kitchen 2004). For example, it is well known that grades should be positively associated with attitude toward the course, and liking the course should be positively associated with learning. However, this was not true in any sample. Similarly, easy tests, instructor availability, fair tests, and fair grades were placed on the questionnaire because they are widely believed to affect attitude toward the course, and a motivating text should influence student learning. However these variables had no effect on course attitude in any sample. In fact their zero-order correlations were small (see for example Table B). While collinearity with other significant Table A variables might attenuate observed regression results, the small zero-order correlations suggest otherwise (see Table B). Other explanations such as differences in contexts between the present study and previous one are also plausible, nevertheless, it is possible that students in the samples perceived the online course differently from traditional lecture courses where these "well-known" associations are observed.

Heeding our discipline's canon that almost everything is segmented by benefits, a cluster analysis suggested there were three clusters of students in the Spring 2003 class. Based on the maximum and minimum means across clusters for each variable (see Table C), Cluster 2 (22 students, 61%) could be described as liking the online format and not preferring a lecture class (see Table C). Cluster 1 (10 students, 28%) could be characterized as disliking the online format and preferring a lecture class, despite an average self-reported learning that was statistically equal to the cluster that preferred an online class, Cluster 2. Cluster 3 (4 students, 11%) could be characterized as liking the online format but believing they learned little in the course. (See Appendix B for details.)

The cluster analysis results suggested about three quarters of the Principles of Marketing students might register for an online section if it were offered. Attempts at finer analyses based on marketing- and non-marketing majors were judged unreliable because of student concerns over their anonymity. 

FALL 2003 TO SPRING 2004 RESULTS

Because the Spring 2003 survey results suggested there might be an on-campus "market" for a Web version of Principles of Marketing, we scheduled the first offerings of both Section 01 and Section 90 beginning Fall term 2003, and continued to Spring 2004 (see Appendix A for Section 01 and 90 design details). Combined enrollments varied from Fall 2003's 168 students, to Winter 2004's 220 and Spring 2004's 166. Appendix C provides additional details of the 2003-2004 dual-format class offering.

There was considerable migration from Section 01 to Section 90 after students learned about Section 90. Typically the Section 01 class stared at 50, its cap, then half or more of these students drop-added to Section 90. There was little migration from Section 90 to Section 01; typically 1 or 2 students out of 100. The resulting Section 90 class contained non-marketing majors and a few marketing majors (typically 1 or 2 out of 100). The resulting Section 01 class was a mixture of marketing majors or minors, and non-marketing majors (typically 7-10 out of 25). Because the majority of Section 01 was marketing majors or minors, and in focus groups about half of the non-marketing majors in Section 01 voiced "interest" in Marketing, "improved rigor" was judged to be appropriate for the Section 01 class. 

This additional rigor in Section 01 was problematical, however. For example, several non-marketing majors questioned the need for marketing plans, especially when they learned the online class had no such requirements. Nevertheless, the Section 01 "improved rigor" syllabus (see Appendix A) was not changed during the study because there was an alternative class that did not have these requirements. 

The percentage of students that remained in the Section 01 class (about 15% of the Sections 01 and 90 enrollments) was different from the percentage that stated a preference for a lecture class in the Spring 2003 survey (28%). However, Section 90 was actively "promoted" to students in the first meeting of Section 01, and Section 01 required more work compared to Section 90. As a result, there may have been students who drop-added to Section 90 but later discovered they did not like the online class. 

This appeared to be supported by subsequent cluster analyses of Section 90. Specifically, the Table A questionnaire was administered to Section 90 at the end of the course and there was a cluster of students in the Section 90 classes that would have preferred a lecture class. Their profile was similar to the Spring 2003 Cluster 1, and they reported that the course material was new, and they were not adept with the web or e-mail. 

Further, the focus groups and other results in Section 01 hinted the non-marketing majors in that section may have had two subsegments. While some Section 01 non-marketers voiced an interest in marketing, other non-marketers were silent, and some non-marketing majors objected to the additional work in Section 01 compared to Section 90. This hints there may have been three segments in Section 01: marketing majors who wanted a lecture class (about two thirds of Section 01), non-majors who also wanted a lecture class because they were interested in marketing, and non-marketing majors who may not have been interested in marketing but wanted a lecture class for other reasons. 

However, we were unable to sort this out further. When interviewed singly, "silent" or "complaining" non-majors in Section 01 stated they preferred Section 01 because they were interested in marketing. Additional surveys in Section 01 suffered from respondent fears of identification if they responded they were non-marketing majors. Nevertheless, we speculate that this subsegment of non-marketing majors who may not have been interested in marketing but wanted a lecture anyway could have been half or more of the non-marketers in Section 01. We also speculate that this subsegment was composed of students who were not attracted to the online class because they were not confident with computers and e-mail. Specifically, the Appendix B results suggested that student grades and their attitude toward the online course were variously "driven" by their familiarity with computers and e-mail.

Thus, there may have been four segments in the Principles of Marketing classes at the beginning of the term. Specifically, there may have been two segments in Section 01 predicted by similarity-attraction theory: marketing majors who wanted a lecture class (Segment 1), and non-majors who were interested in marketing and wanted a lecture class because of that interest (Segment 2). There may also have been a third segment in Section 01 composed of non-marketing majors who were not interested in marketing but chose the lecture class over the online class. In addition, cluster analysis suggested there were two more segments by the end of the Section 90 class, those who liked the online class (Segment 4) and those who did not (Segment 5). 

COMPARISONS

There were differences that we judged unavoidable between Section 90 and Section 01 that could distort test grade comparisons between them. For example, although the Section 01 lectures did not "teach to the test"--the students were advised that the multiple choice test questions were randomly selected from the text's test bank--the sections did use different texts with different test banks. The sections also had different study guides and different cases. In addition, there were differences in sample sizes between the two sections, generally 150 or more in Section 90 versus 25 in Section 01, which can reduce statistical significance, and Section 01 had a term paper. While the numbers were not high (typically 10 out of 100), students in Section 90 came not only from the business college, but from several other colleges, and students in Section 01 may have been comparatively more highly motivated to learn the course material. Nevertheless, we compared test scores between Section 01 and those in Section 90 (see Washenberger 2001), and found no statistically significant differences in test scores for six quarters. 

Although these results have been previously observed (e.g., Priluck 2004, however see Malhotra, Dixit and Uslay 2002), they still seemed surprising. We expected Section 01 to produce the higher test scores because of the absence of lectures in Section 90, and we judged the text and student motivation to be superior in Section 01. (The homework and the study guides were equivalent between the sections, and the sample size differences could be statistically adjusted.) To remove any effect of differences in test questions, we "salted" both sections' tests with the same questions. However, there were still no significant differences between the two sections. 

However, informal depth interviews subsequently revealed a difference that may have explained things: The difference in the relative weighting of the tests between the sections because of the Section 90 term paper. It is plausible that without a term paper Section 01 may have outscored Section 90 because the tests would have had the same weight in both sections.

To investigate the assumption that homework was associated with higher test scores (see Glasure 2002 for similar strategies), we compared test scores between students who submitted homework and those who did not in both sections. While this comparison suggested that homework had a weak correlation with higher test scores in Section 90 only, this correlation may have been spurious. For example, in other literatures motivation is well known to be positively associated with effort and outcomes (e.g., Vroom 1964--see Walker, Churchill and Ford 1977). In different words, higher student motivation may have produced both increased homework submission and higher test scores, which creates a spurious correlation between homework and test scores.

FALL 2005

Because of conflicting instructor obligations, beginning Fall 2005 Section 90 was not offered--others in the Department were insufficiently interested in conducting the Web class. While there are other plausible explanations, including faculty confidence levels or technical expertise (e.g., Close, Dixit and Malhotra 2005), informal interviews suggested that because many faculty enjoyed lecture classes (see for example Jones and Kelly 2003), the absence of lectures in Section 90 may have explained a comparatively low level of interest in conducting the Web class. 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS REVISITED

Our primary research questions were, could marketing majors be separated from non-marketing majors in the Principles of Marketing classes using an online-class-for-on-campus-students approach? And, if so, could rigor be improved in the resulting lecture section? Other research questions included, could the requisite credit hours of student involvement in a class with no lectures be approximated, would a no-lecture class be accompanied by lower student grades, and how would students and faculty react to the absence of lectures?
The observed separation of marketing majors from non-marketing majors using Section 90 answered our research questions involving the separation of marketing majors from non-marketing majors. As the previous discussion of segments suggested, a percentage of the non-marketing majors preferred a lecture class, and a few marketing majors remained in the online class. Thus, while the cohorts could be separated using a Web class, the observed separation was incomplete. However, the resulting lecture class captured nearly all the marketing majors, and they were a large majority in that class. 

The mix of marketing- and non-marketing majors in Section 01 provided an opportunity to answer another research question, could rigor be improved in a class for marketing majors resulting from the dual formats? The lecture class, Section 01, changed considerably with nearly all the non-marketing majors now in the online Section 90. Specifically, an "improved rigor" syllabus was used in the lecture class because Section 90 was available as an alternative, and Section 01 was taught as though it was a typical class of marketing majors.

However, complaints from non-marketing majors about marketing plans in Section 01 suggested improved rigor might be attended by lower student evaluations from these students. While comparisons of evaluations with previous (unseparated) Principles of Marketing classes suggested that Section 01 student evaluations were now higher, we were unable to untangle the effects of improved rigor and the makeup of the class. Surveys in Section 01 aimed at separating marketing majors' evaluations from those of non-majors were inconclusive because of student concerns over anonymity. 

Nevertheless, if as the non-marketing majors' complaints suggested, non-marketing majors on average evaluated Section 01 the same or lower than in the past, in order for student evaluations of Section 01 to have been higher, marketing majors would have had to evaluated the class higher. However, if marketing majors evaluated the class lower and non-marketing majors evaluated Section 01 higher than in the past, for overall evaluations to be higher, the reduced fraction of non-marketing majors would have had to have somehow evaluated the class considerably higher than in the past.

The migrations from Section 01 to Section 90 during the study period, and the Spring 2003 survey results suggested an answer to how students might react to a no-lecture class. The Spring 2003 cluster analysis results suggested that three quarters of the respondents liked the Web class (see Table C). The results of the migrations from Section 01 to Section 90 suggested that about 80% students preferred an online course initially. However, by the end of the course some Section 90 students may have preferred the lecture course, and the three-to-one split suggested by the Spring 2003 survey may have been closer to their actual preference by the end of the Section 90 class. 

An answer to the question, would a no-lecture format be accompanied by lower student grades, was not clear from the investigation. While there were no differences in student test grades between the two sections, it is plausible that the higher weight assigned to tests in Section 90 may have affected test score comparisons. 

Graded weekly homework was assigned in both sections. It was intended to maintain the weekly student "time on task" in Section 90 at approximately the level of the course credit hours, and secondarily to positively influence test scores. However, while on average it produced the desired "credit hours" of student involvement in Section 90, its effect on test scores was not clear. Specifically, while there appeared to be a weak correlation between homework and test grades, motivated students could have both scored well on tests and turned in homework, which would have created the appearance of a homework effect. 

We elected to not study faculty reactions to a no-lecture class offering formally. Nevertheless, informal discussions with College faculty suggested that while they were generally interested in the approach, most had a low interest in offering a similar dual-format course themselves. In addition, most faculty in these discussions appeared not to accept the possibility that under the proper circumstances lectures might safely be omitted in an introductory class such as Principles of Marketing. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The paper reported an investigation into separating marketing majors from non-majors in Principles of Marketing by offering it in two sections simultaneously to on-campus students: One a traditional lecture class for marketing majors so that rigor might be improved, and the other a Web class for non-marketing majors. The results appeared to confirm similarity-attraction predictions that on-campus non-marketing majors should be attracted to the Web class, and student-learning-orientation results that suggest marketing majors should not. However, the results also appeared to support student-approaches-to-learning results that suggest some non-marketing majors would chose the lecture class over the Web alternative. There was a cohort of non-marketing majors that consistently enrolled in the lecture class, usually about a third of that class. 

The results of several student surveys suggested that students in the samples preferred the online section. In addition, students' attitude toward the online class was not correlated with their grade, and their learning was not correlated with their attitude toward the online class. The results also suggested that instead of two segments of Principles of Marketing students, a segment that preferred lectures and a segment that preferred an online class, there were five student segments in the Principles of Marketing classes studied. 

The investigation revealed that Marketing Departmental faculty were not inclined to offer such a dual-format class. There also were suggestions of a conviction among faculty that lectures are required in introductory classes. 

It is always tempting to generalize from an investigation, as is routinely done in marketing subliteratures besides marketing education, and to provide suggestions and recommendations, or "implications," based on its results. However, this is always risky for an single study. Nevertheless, because other student "markets" for no-lecture alternatives aimed at on-campus non-majors might also be predicted based on similarity-attraction theory, there may be additional opportunities for such dual-format introductory courses. Specifically, it seems plausible that a dual-format approach for on-campus students might provide opportunities to improve rigor in other introductory classes that combine subject majors with a larger number of non-majors. It also seems likely that properly chosen and incentivised homework should produce the requisite credit hours of student involvement in a similar Web class for on-campus students. Based on this investigation and the literature, it seems plausible that with an adequate text and study guide in a similar Web class, test grades there might not be drastically reduced by a lack of lectures. However, it also seems clear that a dual-format offering can be materially constrained by low faculty interest in conducting the online section.

It would be interesting to investigate further several matters raised by the present research. These might include the differences between students in Section 01 versus Section 90; and instructor perceptions and attitudes toward a dual-format introductory course aimed at on-campus non-majors, especially the possibility of an attitude that precludes the omission of lectures in an introductory class such as Principles of Marketing.

Regarding the differences between students in Section 01 versus Section 90 suggested by the student-approaches-to-learning literature and the present investigation, there is an emergent literature on adult student "success" in distance learning programs (e.g., Coggins 1988) that suggests motivation, expectancy of success, locus of control, and self-regulation, among other factors, may determine student "success" there. The results of the present investigation suggested that students' self-reported proficiency with PC's, arguably a facet of expectancy of success, may have influenced their choices between the lecture and Web section. The Web section was composed primarily of graduating seniors, while the lecture section was composed primarily of juniors or lower, suggesting there also may have been differences in self-regulation between the lecture and online class students. These "success" factors may operate independently of, or in conjunction with, student-approaches-to-learning to influence non-majors' decisions between the lecture class and the Web class alternative. This adult-student "success" literature also suggests instructor's support positively affects student success, while similarity-attraction and the results of the present investigation seem to suggest that involvement with the instructor is unattractive to non-majors. While instructor support and involvement with the instructor could be argued to be unrelated, they seem to be antithetical in this dual-format course context and it would be interesting to investigate their effects in the present venue versus theoretical predictions.

Although it is not immediately obvious how, it also may be possible to further quantify and profile the individual student segments suggested by this research. It would be interesting, for example to determine the comparative size and profile of Segments 2 and 3 in the lecture sections, non-marketing majors who are interested in Marketing, and students who are not interested in Marketing but prefer a lecture class. It would also be interesting to further profile Sections 4 and 5 of the online class, students who liked it and those who did not. Although student attitude did not appear to influence their learning in the study, and their segment, Segment 5, was comparatively small, the profile of students in the online section who later decided they did not like it might be used in an intervention to help keep them in the lecture class.

It also should be interesting to further probe instructor perceptions and attitudes toward a dual-format introductory course aimed at on-campus non-majors further, and to gauge the effects of various strategies to influence perceptions, attitudes and conations. For example, the potential for low student interaction may have contributed to the comparatively low level of instructor interest in conducting a dual-format course. However, this is an empirical matter that might be investigated further. 

However, a lack of instructor technical expertise, a general belief in the efficacy of lectures, lack of awareness of the benefits of such an approach, and possibly a belief that such Web courses may be a cynical device to help impose online learning (Hunt, Eagle and Kitchen 2004), also may have contributed to the comparatively low level of instructor interest in conducting a dual-format introductory course. These are also empirical matters that might be investigated further. 

For example, to probe the extent of faculty preference for lectures over their absence, surveys, experiments, depth interviews and focus groups could be conducted. However, assuming a likely faculty preference for lectures (the interviews suggested, for example, that lectures fostered long term learning), we suspect there may be important principles at stake with offering no-lecture classes to on-campus students. Our faculty is unionized, and perhaps as a result, they may be very sensitive to technology that appears to increase faculty-student ratios. 

Finally, it would be interesting to investigate the effects of context on the present results. Context and its possible influences were seldom considered in the studies we reviewed. The present research was conducted in the context of a unionized and metropolitan medium-sized AACSB-accredited business school at a predominantly non-traditional, non-selective state university with ten-week classes, WebCT and excellent personal computer availability and training for students. It also included a marketing program that is approximately equal in size to the other programs in the College with instructors of comparatively average "charisma," and the non-major cohort takes Principles of Marketing comparatively late in their program. 

Predicting contextual factors that might matter in the present investigation without theoretical or experiential guidance is difficult, but we speculate that based on the adult student "success" literature mentioned above, along with the similarity-attraction and student-approaches-to-learning literatures, factors such as student access to and proficiency with PC's; ten-week classes; the size of the marketing program and instructor charisma, and thus the comparative prominence of the marketing program in students' awareness; and non-traditional students may have contributed to the study results. The course-design details in Appendices A and C are offered toward that end.

REFERENCES

Byrne, D. (1969), "Attitudes and Attraction," in Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, vol. 4, L. Berkowitz ed., NY: Academic Press.
_____ (1971), The Attraction Paradigm, NY: Academic Press.

Clarke III, Irvine, Theresa B. Flaherty and Sandra Mottner (2001), "Student Perceptions of Educational Technology Tools," Journal of Marketing Education, 23 (Dec), 169-177.

Close, Angeline G., Ashutosh Dixit and Naresh K. Malhotra (2005), "Chalkboards to Cybercourses: The Internet and Marketing Education," Marketing Education Review, 15 No. 2 (Summer), 81-94.

Coggins, C. (1988), "Preferred Learning Styles and their Impact on Completion of External Degree Programs," The American Journal of Distance Education, 2(1), 25-32.

Curry, Lynn 1983, "An Organisation of Learning Style Theory and Constructs," in Leaning Style in Continuing Education, L. Curry, ed., Halifax, Canada: Dalhousie University.

Fornell, Claes and David F. Larker (1981), "Evaluating Structural Equation Models with Unobservable Variables and Measurement Error," Journal of Marketing Research, 18 (February), 39-50.

Glasure, Yong U. (2002), "Does Absenteeism Matter in Course Performance?" Journal of The Academy of Business Education, Fall (3), 32-34.

Granitz, Neil and C. Scott Greene (2003), "Applying E-Marketing Strategies to Online Distance Learning," Journal of Marketing Education, 25 (1), 16-30.

Heider, F. (1958), The Psychology of Interpersonal Relations, NY: Wiley.

Hunt, Lynn, Lynne Eagle and Philip J. Kitchen (2004), "Balancing Marketing Education and Information Technology: Matching Needs or Needing a Better Match?" Journal of Marketing Education, 26 (1), 75-88.

Inoue, Y. (2000), "The University Student's Preference for Learning by Computer Assisted Instruction," Journal of Educational Technology Systems, 28, 277-285.

Jones, Kirby O. and Craig A. Kelley (2003), "Teaching Marketing Via the Internet: Lessons Learned and Challenges To Be Met," Marketing Education Review, 13 No. 1 (Spring), 81-89. 

Lincoln, Douglas J. (2001), "Marketing Educator Internet Adoption in 1998 versus 2000: Significant Progress and Remaining Obstacles," Journal of Marketing Education, 23 (Aug), 103-116.

Malhotra, Naresh K. (2002), Integrating Technology in Marketing Education: Perspective for the New Millennium," Marketing Education Review, 12 (3), 1-5.

Malhotra, Naresh K., Ashutosh Dixit and Can Uslay (2002), "Integrating Internet Technology in Marketing Research Education," Marketing Education Review, 12 (3), 25-34.

Marzano, R. J., R. S. Brandt, C. S. Hughes, B. F. Jones, B. Z. Presseisen, S. C. Rankin and C. Suhor, Dimensions of Thinking, Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 9-16.

Morss, D. A. (1999), "A Study of Student Perspectives on Web-Based Learning: WebCT in the Classroom," Internet Research-Electronic Networking Applications and Policy, 9, 393-408. 

Oliver, R. and A. Omari (2001), "Student Responses to Collaborating and Learning in a Web Based Environment," Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, 17, 34-47.

Peterson, Robert A., Gerald Albaum, Jose Luis Munuera and William H. Cunningham (2002), "Reflections on the Use of Instructional Technologies in Marketing Education," Marketing Education Review, 12 (3), 7-17.

Ping, R. A. (2004), "On Assuring Valid Measures for Theoretical Models Using Survey Data," Journal of Business Research, 57 (2), 125-41.

Priluck, Randi (2004 ), "Web-Assisted Courses for Business Education: An Examination of Two Sections of Principles of Marketing," Journal of Marketing Education, 26 (2), 161-173.

Ryan, Richard C. (2000), "Student Assessment Comparison of Lecture and Online Construction Equipment and Methods Classes." T.H.E. Journal, January, 78-83.

Shuell, T. J. and S. L. Farber (2001), "Students' Perceptions of Technology Use in College Courses," Journal of Educational Computing Research, 24, 119-138.

Stith, B. (2000), "Web-Enhanced Lecture Course Scores Big With Students and Faculty," T.H.E. Journal, 27, 20.

Taylor, Stephen A., Michael Humphreys, Roger Singley and Gary L. Hunter (2004), "Business Student Preferences: Exploring the Relative Importance of Web Management in Course Design," Journal of Marketing Education, 26 (1), 42-49.

Terry, Neil (2000), "MBA Student Perceptions about the Effectiveness of Internet Instruction." Business Education Forum, April, 42-44.

Thibaut, J. W. and H. H. Kelly (1959), The Social Psychology of Groups, NY: Wiley.
Truell, Allan D. (2001), "Student Attitudes Toward and Evaluation of Internet-Assisted Instruction," Delta Pi Epsilon Journal, 43 (1), 40-49.

Vroom, V. H. (1964), Work and Motivation, NY: Wiley.

Walker, Orville C., Gilbert A. Churchill and Neil M. Ford (1977), "Motivation and Performance in Industrial Selling: Present Knowledge and Needed Research," Journal of Marketing Research, XIV (May), 156-168.

Washenberger, Matthew (2001), "Classroom Web Sites and Student Success," T.H.E. Journal, September, 18-22.

APPENDIX A--Design of the Dual-Format Course 

Both sections of the dual format course, Section 01 and Section 90, had similarities: their syllabi called for two tests and a comprehensive final. They each had a web site that provided a syllabus, a class calendar that was updated as the course progressed, contained various instructions, etc. Each section's class calendar contained daily and weekly assignments; test dates; any last minute changes, for example, because of inclement weather, etc.; and it was the primary means of communication between the instructor and the class as a whole. 

Graded homework was assigned to each section on their class calendar each Friday. This provided an incentive to regularly read the text. Homework was due via e-mail on the following Friday for both sections. Optional class calendar assignments that were not collected were also made in the study guides that accompanied the texts in both sections.

However, there were differences between the sections. Section 01 met several times each week, and points were awarded for attendance. Its enrollment was capped at 50. Section 01 had an "improved rigor" syllabus that required turning in several case-based evaluate/criticize-a-brief-marketing-plan exercises, and the submission of a term paper, a written criticism of a case-based marketing plan that was modified to stimulate student criticisms, at the end of the term. 

The Section 90 class was uncapped, and there were no term papers or other assignments other than the homework assignments. The class was offered at two meeting times, for example, 3-5 PM in the afternoon and 7-9 PM in the evening on Monday. Students could pick either time, then change their mind at any time. However, aside from an orientation classroom meeting, and the in-class tests, the Section 90 class did not meet. Appendix A provides additional details for the dual-format class offering.

ADDITIONAL DETAILS

For theoretical and practical reasons we elected to provide no chat rooms, instant messaging, bulletin boards, etc. for either section. Similarity-attraction theory seemed to argue for their omission in Section 90, Clarke, Flaherty and Mottner (2001) opined that students may not value them, and it reduced startup time for the Web class and produced minimal formatting changes in the lecture section. Because students were on campus for other classes, the syllabus encouraged students to stop by during the office hours for each section, or send e-mails, as they would for a lecture class. 

Section 01 used a traditional 700+ page Principles of Marketing text, and Section 90 used a considerably smaller Essential of Marketing text. While we judged it not the ideal choice for content, the Section 90 text was selected for its comparative abundance of essay homework questions that seemed aimed at revealing an understanding of the chapter content. Specifically, assigning the same homework questions each term was deemed inappropriate because of the potential for student plagiarism. The Section 90 text and its earlier editions had several sets of homework questions that could be assigned across terms to reduce this potential. 

The Section 01 Principles of Marketing text had been selected earlier. However, it was judged to provide an inadequate quantity of homework questions for the present purposes. Evaluations of other Principles texts suggested that they were similar to the selected text, so the original text was retained and supplemental homework resources were used. 

In-class testing was used in both sections. Other approaches such as online testing were deemed inadequate because of the potential for student plagiarism without proctoring. Particularly in Section 90, students were to bring a picture ID or they would not be permitted to take the test. During the test, the name on each student's ID was compared with the class list, and the picture was verified to eliminate "ringers" (professional test takers). 

WebCT was available, but to reduce startup time we initially used a simple "scratch built" web site using Microsoft WORD. Specifically, while Microsoft's FrontPage and Macromedia's Dreamweaver were available, the class web sites were initially a collection of WORD and EXCEL documents with the usual ".doc" or ".xls" file extensions, except for each classes' homepage file which was saved using WORD's HTML translator. This WORD ".htm file" was a table of text created in WORD with clickable "hot spots." It was uploaded to the class web site by the College web coordinator and saved with the name "index.htm." The other WORD and EXCEL documents were uploaded "as is" with their .doc and .xls file extensions and were "pointed to" using "hot spots" on the index.htm file. Assuming they were installed, clicking on these hot spots in most browsers would launch WORD or EXCEL which would then open the documents.

APPENDIX B--Spring 2003 Survey 

In order to gauge student self-reported learning and attitude toward the online class, the Spring term 2003 Section-90-format-only class was surveyed using the Table A questionnaire. The items in this questionnaire were a combination of items from the university's student evaluation form, and new items developed for this study. The survey produced 36 usable responses (a response rate of 94.7%).

A latent (unobserved) variable LRN, the students self-reported learning in the course, was constructed from LEARN (learned a lot in the class) and LRNMKT (learned a lot about Marketing) (see Table A). The items for another latent variable LIKE, the students attitude toward not having lectures, were MORE (want more online classes), NOCLASS (liked having no class), PREFLECT (prefer lectures--reflected), LRNCLASS (would have learned more with class meetings--reflected), and GRDIFCLA (grade would have been higher with class meetings--reflected) (again see Table A). Although LRN was underdetermined in a factor analysis sense, it was judged to be unidimensional based on its 65.4% explained variance in maximum likelihood (common factor) exploratory factor analysis, and its item-to-total correlations with its indicators LEARN and LRNMKT (0.917 and 0.897, respectively). LIKE was unidimensional using maximum likelihood (common factor) exploratory factor analysis (66.5% explained variance). These unobserved variables were judged to be reliable (coefficient alpha of LRN was 0.783, and coefficient alpha of LIKE was 0.907).

However, because there was no independent item judging, the content or face validity of the items in the questionnaire could be viewed as diminished (see Ping 2004 for more on validity). Nevertheless, the zero-order correlations of the items were in expected directions, which suggests their construct validity. The explained variances of LIKE and LEARN were above 0.5 which suggested their convergent validity, and the items exhibited evidence of discriminant validity (e.g., except for the items in LRN and LIKE which were aggregated, the Table B correlations were below 0.7). Thus the items of the Table A questionnaire as a group were judged sufficiently valid and reliable for these exploratory purposes.

REGRESSIONS

The survey's sample size was insufficiently large for structural equation analysis, so the summed variables LRN, the students self-reported learning in the course, and LIKE, the students attitude toward not having lectures (see Table A), were regressed on the Table A variables looking for their "drivers," or regression correlates. First, LIKE and the other Table A variables were (Stepwise OLS) regressed on the aggregated variable LRN using all the cases. The resulting drivers of LRN were NEW, learned completely new things (standardized beta, stdβ, for NEW = 0.53, t-value = 4.58, R2 = 0.597) and USEFUL, learned useful things (stdβ = 0.33, t = 2.84). TXTINTR, interesting text, and DEFINED, student responsibilities were well defined, were also significant but, because their β's were smaller, they were judged less important. The other Table A variables' associations with LRN were nonsignificant, including LIKE, the students attitude toward not having lectures (stdβ = 0.05, t = 0.38). 

Then, we regressed LRN and the other Table A variables on LIKE again using all the cases and stepwise OLS regression. The drivers of LIKE, liking the online course, were COMPUTER, easy to find a computer (stdβ = 0.48, t = 3.49, R2 = 0.366), and TESTINV, tests involved thinking and reasoning (stdβ = -0.34, t = -2.42). The other Table A variables' associations with LIKE were nonsignificant, including GRADE, anticipated grade in the course (stdβ = 0.13, t = 0.91). 

Repeating the above regressions for the union of Clusters 2 and 3, students liking the online format, the drivers of LRN were again NEW (stdβ = 0.55, t = 5.08, R2 = 0.784) and USEFUL (stdβ = 0.46, t = 4.52), with COMPUTER significant but less important. Again LIKE was not associated with LRN (stdβ = 0.06, t = 0.58). There were no drivers of LIKE using these clusters, and again GRADE was not associated with LIKE (stdβ = -0.10, t = -0.28). However, in Cluster 2 TEXTEASY, easy text, was the single driver of LIKE (stdβ = 0.496, t = 2.56, R2 = 0.246).

Out of curiosity, students' anticipated GRADE in the course was regressed on the other questionnaire variables using the full sample. GRADE was "driven" by EMAIL, student uses e-mail all the time (stdβ = 0.381, t = 2.57, R2 = 0.282), and of course LEARN, learned a lot (stdβ = 0.340, t = 2.30). Curiously GRADE was not associated with GPA. Using this procedure on the Cluster 1 responses, those who disliked the online format, produced the same result, but for Cluster 2, those who liked the online format, GRADE was "driven" by GPA and COMPUTER (stdβGPA = 0.519, t = 3.00, stdβCOMPUTER = 0.466, t = 2.69, R2 = 0.436).

The Table A questionnaire was administered to subsequent Section 90 classes. Overall, learning was primarily "driven" by the course content being perceived as new and useful. The standardized regression coefficients were typically quite large, in the neighborhood of 0.8 for NEW and 0.4 for USEFUL. As before, students' self-reported learning was not associated with LIKE, how much they liked the course, although the standardized regression coefficients for LIKE were usually in the 0.2 range. Similarly, attitude toward the course was primarily "driven" by how much students believed they learned, the availability of computers, tests that did not involve thinking and reasoning, and an easy text. The standardized regression coefficients of these correlates of LIKE were also large, typically in the 0.5 or 0.6 range. In all cases the student attitude toward the course was not associated with GRADE, their anticipated grade in the course. 

APPENDIX C--Additional Results from the 2003-2004 Dual-Format Class Offering

The class web sites' URL's were listed during registration. However, a few students in Section 90 experienced difficulties finding and viewing the class web site (typically about 5-6 out of 100). These students typically did not attend the orientation class, and were using off-campus PC's. They usually sent an e-mail describing their difficulty, which was remedied by a return e-mail that provided the URL and directed them to the university PC's the next time they were on campus. A note regarding an assumption of campus PC use for the class was added to the syllabus, and points were subsequently awarded for orientation class attendance. 

Homework in each section typically involved reading an end-of-chapter case and answering the accompanying five case questions. The resulting topical essays were deemed superior to multiple choice or other forms of testing for encouraging weekly student involvement during the course. Although attractive because they might permit automated grading, alternatives such as quizzes with e-mailed or online answers were not used because they were judged to have a high potential for undetectable student plagiarism. Informal surveys suggested the resulting time spent each week by students reading the text and answering the homework questions averaged roughly the credit hours for the course. 

However, because of the high enrollments, grading the homework was challenging. Initially, a few students would submit homework after the deadline, and a few more would ignore the formatting instructions, especially the requirements for no attachments and unformatted e-mail text. A few would state that they e-mailed the homework but there must have been some sort of "Internet problem" for it not to have arrived, and a few e-mailed homeworks that were blank or unreadable (typically 10 out of 100 in total). A standard homework format reduced variability, and it might have enabled grading using a sample of answers. The unformatted text and no attachment restrictions were to avoid computer viruses. In order to avoid grading odd homeworks "out of line," a "makeup Friday" was scheduled at the end of the course. However, only "problem" homeworks were to be submitted. Specifically, more than 1 missed or late homeworks, recurring blank or unreadable e-mails, persistent formatting and attachment problems or persistent "Internet problems" were not accepted. 

E-mailed homework was graded over the weekend by opening but not printing each e-mail. Homework grades were posted using a "hot spot" on the class calendar. Clicking on this hot spot took the student to an EXCEL spreadsheet containing all the grades, sorted by partial student ID. This grade sheet contained short suggestions and encouragement for the class at the top of the spreadsheet, and suggestions and encouragement for each student beside their homework grade. 

Other homework grading approaches were considered and rejected. These included annotating a printed version of each e-mail for student pickup, annotating a copy of each e-mail for return e-mail, and comments by question number on a fresh e-mail to each student. The syllabus stated that homework would be subjectively graded based on how well each question was answered. Specifically, students were instructed to take a clearly enunciated position based on the homework question, and cogently defend it using definitions and other material, such as examples, from the text that would show conclusively that they read and understood the text material relevant to the question. As a result, the comments beside each student's grade typically encouraged the student to improve their demonstrations of how well they read and understood the text material relevant to the question. Students quickly figured out this meant connecting the text material to the question, a type of Metacognition (see Marzano, et al. 1988), and that more "thinking out loud" was preferable to less. 

Homework plagiarism was surprisingly low. The syllabus warned that homework would be retained and the instructor reserved the right to examine homework over the Summer specifically to detect any student plagiarism. While this warning was retained on the syllabus, this comparison was abandoned after one summer because of the low incidence of plagiarism in light of the effort involved. While there was some evidence of homework plagiarism, its incidence was low (1-2 incidents per term) and it typically involved students sharing homework answers during the term, rather than turning in previous term's answers, although that did happen once in three terms of nearly 500 students' homeworks. Answer sharing was easily detected and truncated with an F for all concerned on the affected homework. The fact that the F was shown on the homework grade sheet for all the class to see may also have reduced student plagiarism. 

Although homework was not returned, a surprisingly small percentage of students e-mailed or stopped by during office hours to review their homework (typically 5 out of 100). Invariably, students who did review their homework were receiving low weekly homework grades, and because they were on campus anyway, their e-mail received a reply inviting them to stop by during office hours or by appointment. This eliminated tedious and long-winded e-mail replies to their e-mail. The syllabus also emphasized that Section 90 was not intended as a "distance learning" course in the online degree programs sense, and that because students were on campus for other classes, most problems should be addressed using office visits rather than e-mails. 

Instead of mass e-mailings, messages to the entire class were placed on the class calendar, and the syllabus encouraged students to scan the calendar twice weekly for these messages when they obtained their homework assignments and grades. The syllabus also encouraged students to stop by, or send e-mails, during office hours, as they would for a lecture class. This produced the usual number of e-mails and office visits for both sections. However, because Section 90 was uncapped, student phone calls quickly became a problem and the syllabus was modified to discourage phone calls in favor of e-mails.

TABLE A--QUESTIONNAIRE AND RESULTS BY ITEM, WITH ITEM NAMES

COURSE OUTCOMES ASSESSMENT FORM

This is a new evaluation form that is being piloted this term. As with the regular student evaluation forms, your responses are completely anonymous. Please mark the attached blue Scantron sheet for your response to each one of the following (Please don't skip any items).

A. Considering what and how much you learned over the last ten weeks, please indicate your response on the attached scantron sheet (%'s).
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B. Now, think about the professor (%'s),
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TABLE A- QUESTIONNAIRE AND RESULTS BY ITEM, WITH ITEM NAMES (con't.)

C. What about the use of the web for class meetings (%'s)?
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D. What about the text book (%'s)?


[image: image4.wmf]Strongly

Strongly

SA

N to

Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Disagree

or A

SD

15. The text book was very

34

45

11

8

3

79

21

    easy to read and

    understand.

16. The text was very

21

39

29

11

0

61

39

    interesting.

17. The text book motivated

8

29

45

13

3

37

61

    me to learn about

    Marketing.


TABLE A- QUESTIONNAIRE AND RESULTS BY ITEM, WITH ITEM NAMES (con't.)

E. Now think about the tests in this course (%'s),
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F. Regarding the amount of effort you put into the course and the 

   grades you received (%'s and Averages),
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TABLE A- QUESTIONNAIRE AND RESULTS BY ITEM, WITH ITEM NAMES (con't.)

Constructed (Unobserved or Latent) Variables:

(24) LRN (=(LEARN+LRNMKT)/2)) (%'s)

Strongly

 Agree
Agree
Neutral
Disagree
Strongly

Disagree
SA

to

A
N to SD


  17.9
 43.5
 30.7
  7.7
   0
61.4
38.4

(25) LIKE (=(MORE+NOCLASS+(6-LRNCLASS)+(6-PREFLECT)+(6-GRDIFCLAS))/5) (%'s)

Strongly

 Agree
Agree
Neutral
Disagree
Strongly

Disagree
SA

to

A
N to SD


  20.5
 38.5
 23.1
  12.8
  5.1
59.0
41.0

Variable Names Assigned to Items:

 Item

   # 
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 Item
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NEW
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USEFUL
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DEFINED
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GRDIFCLA
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WEB

14
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17
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19
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21

22

23

24

25
EMAIL

TEXTEASY

TXTINTR

TXTMOTIV

TESTEASY

TESTINV

QESTFAIR

GRDEFAIR

GRADE

GPA

LRN

LIKE

TABLE B-CORRELATIONS AMONG THE SURVEY VARIABLESa
Correlations:  NEW        LRNMKT     USEFUL     LEARN      DEFINED    AVAIL

  NEW         1.0000      .4968*    -.0356      .4603*    -.0492      .0765

  LRNMKT       .4968*    1.0000      .1102      .6250**    .3029      .2338

  USEFUL      -.0356      .1102     1.0000      .5604**    .2548      .2762

  LEARN        .4603*     .6250**    .5604**   1.0000      .3497      .3014

  DEFINED     -.0492      .3029      .2548      .3497     1.0000      .5901**

  AVAIL        .0765      .2338      .2762      .3014      .5901**   1.0000

  NOCLASS     -.3438      .0000      .0951     -.0763      .2093      .4121*

  LRNCLASS     .2178      .0520      .0633      .0614      .1104     -.2474

  COMPUTER    -.1789      .1501      .4676*     .1501      .2525      .3302

  GRDIFCLA     .2980      .0686     -.0654     -.1200     -.0449     -.2111

  MORE        -.0585      .3194      .1058      .0993      .0587      .3320

  PREFLECT     .3083      .0618      .0892      .1770     -.0652     -.3029

  WEB         -.3181     -.2998      .2898     -.0433      .1658      .3408

  EMAIL       -.3832     -.1408      .0605      .0798      .1816      .1184

  TEXTEASY     .0462      .2065      .0520      .1888     -.0149      .0045

  TXTINTR      .1067      .2781      .0209      .3691      .1631      .2422

  TXTMOTIV     .0412      .0402      .1475      .3181      .1189      .1029

  TESTEASY    -.2321      .2056     -.0179      .0781      .1953      .2743

  TESTINV      .3582      .0030      .2677      .2934     -.1607     -.0203

  QESTFAIR     .0795      .1828      .3488      .2499      .1495      .3449

  GRDEFAIR     .1796      .2124      .3483      .5470**    .2446      .3883*

  GRADE       -.0369      .0762      .1373      .3711      .1778      .2184

  GPA          .1752      .0000      .1373      .1836      .1648      .1293

  LRN          .5293**    .8870**    .3884*     .9148**    .3636      .2992

  LIKE        -.2922      .0165      .0198     -.0261      .0551      .3453

Correlations:  NOCLASS    LRNCLASS   COMPUTER   GRDIFCLA   MORE       PREFLEC

  NEW         -.3438      .2178     -.1789      .2980     -.0585      .3083

  LRNMKT       .0000      .0520      .1501      .0686      .3194      .0618

  USEFUL       .0951      .0633      .4676*    -.0654      .1058      .0892

  LEARN       -.0763      .0614      .1501     -.1200      .0993      .1770

  DEFINED      .2093      .1104      .2525     -.0449      .0587     -.0652

  AVAIL        .4121*    -.2474      .3302     -.2111      .3320     -.3029

  NOCLASS     1.0000     -.6015**    .5308**   -.5657**    .6570**   -.6814**

  LRNCLASS    -.6015**   1.0000     -.3819      .8073**   -.6398**    .8278**

  COMPUTER     .5308**   -.3819     1.0000     -.3388      .4843*    -.4480*

  GRDIFCLA    -.5657**    .8073**   -.3388     1.0000     -.4939*     .6619**

  MORE         .6570**   -.6398**    .4843*    -.4939*    1.0000     -.6878**

  PREFLECT    -.6814**    .8278**   -.4480*     .6619**   -.6878**   1.0000

  WEB          .3825     -.2468      .5828**   -.3381      .2624     -.2838

  EMAIL        .2699      .0421      .2532     -.2458      .0355      .0389

  TEXTEASY     .1541     -.3428      .2841     -.2422      .2950     -.3818

  TXTINTR      .2374     -.2920      .2139     -.3264      .3212     -.2854

  TXTMOTIV     .1831     -.1518      .1929     -.2158      .1860     -.1753

  TESTEASY     .3781     -.2828      .2359     -.3771      .3560     -.1555

  TESTINV     -.3707      .1979     -.0547      .2403     -.3102      .4570*

  QESTFAIR     .1886     -.0919      .5213**    .0208      .4450*    -.2315

  GRDEFAIR     .2734     -.1415      .2170     -.1425      .2792      .0054

  GRADE        .1641     -.1047      .0605     -.3142     -.0594      .1490

  GPA          .0577      .0724      .0426      .1276     -.0981      .1063

  LRN         -.0451      .0632      .1664     -.0355      .2240      .1366

  LIKE         .8097**   -.9188**    .5029**   -.8402**    .7946**   -.9053**

TABLE B-CORRELATIONS AMONG THE SURVEY VARIABLES (con't.)

Correlations:  WEB        EMAIL      TEXTEASY   TXTINTR    TXTMOTIV   TESTEASY 

  NEW         -.3181     -.3832      .0462      .1067      .0412     -.2321

  LRNMKT      -.2998     -.1408      .2065      .2781      .0402      .2056

  USEFUL       .2898      .0605      .0520      .0209      .1475     -.0179

  LEARN       -.0433      .0798      .1888      .3691      .3181      .0781

  DEFINED      .1658      .1816     -.0149      .1631      .1189      .1953

  AVAIL        .3408      .1184      .0045      .2422      .1029      .2743

  NOCLASS      .3825      .2699      .1541      .2374      .1831      .3781

  LRNCLASS    -.2468      .0421     -.3428     -.2920     -.1518     -.2828

  COMPUTER     .5828**    .2532      .2841      .2139      .1929      .2359

  GRDIFCLA    -.3381     -.2458     -.2422     -.3264     -.2158     -.3771

  MORE         .2624      .0355      .2950      .3212      .1860      .3560

  PREFLECT    -.2838      .0389     -.3818     -.2854     -.1753     -.1555

  WEB         1.0000      .5058**   -.0136      .1261      .2057      .2071

  EMAIL        .5058**   1.0000     -.1068      .1780      .1034      .4619*

  TEXTEASY    -.0136     -.1068     1.0000      .6183**    .5918**    .1858

  TXTINTR      .1261      .1780      .6183**   1.0000      .7073**    .5083**

  TXTMOTIV     .2057      .1034      .5918**    .7073**   1.0000      .2262

  TESTEASY     .2071      .4619*     .1858      .5083**    .2262     1.0000

  TESTINV     -.0551     -.0354     -.1772     -.0896     -.1024     -.2725

  QESTFAIR     .4508*    -.0771      .3835      .2176      .3186      .0229

  GRDEFAIR     .2369      .1233      .0915      .4299*     .4065*     .1546 

  GRADE        .1656      .4081*    -.1200      .0631      .0775      .3016

  GPA         -.1472     -.2479      .0371     -.1142      .0755     -.2939

  LRN         -.1807     -.0256      .2185      .3622      .2089      .1526

  LIKE         .3521      .1071      .3330      .3410      .2120      .3579

Correlations:  TESTINV    QESTFAIR   GRDEFAIR   GRADE      GPA        LRN

  NEW          .3582      .0795      .1796     -.0369      .1752      .5293**

  LRNMKT       .0030      .1828      .2124      .0762      .0000      .8870**

  USEFUL       .2677      .3488      .3483      .1373      .1373      .3884*

  LEARN        .2934      .2499      .5470**    .3711      .1836      .9148**

  DEFINED     -.1607      .1495      .2446      .1778      .1648      .3636

  AVAIL       -.0203      .3449      .3883*     .2184      .1293      .2992

  NOCLASS     -.3707      .1886      .2734      .1641      .0577     -.0451

  LRNCLASS     .1979     -.0919     -.1415     -.1047      .0724      .0632

  COMPUTER    -.0547      .5213**    .2170      .0605      .0426      .1664

  GRDIFCLA     .2403      .0208     -.1425     -.3142      .1276     -.0355

  MORE        -.3102      .4450*     .2792     -.0594     -.0981      .2240

  PREFLECT     .4570*    -.2315      .0054      .1490      .1063      .1366

  WEB         -.0551      .4508*     .2369      .1656     -.1472     -.1807

  EMAIL       -.0354     -.0771      .1233      .4081*    -.2479     -.0256

  TEXTEASY    -.1772      .3835      .0915     -.1200      .0371      .2185

  TXTINTR     -.0896      .2176      .4299*     .0631     -.1142      .3622

  TXTMOTIV    -.1024      .3186      .4065*     .0775      .0755      .2089

  TESTEASY    -.2725      .0229      .1546      .3016     -.2939      .1526

  TESTINV     1.0000     -.0874      .2382      .1774      .3210      .1751

  QESTFAIR    -.0874     1.0000      .3387     -.0644      .2381      .2424

  GRDEFAIR     .2382      .3387     1.0000      .3115      .2125      .4334*

  GRADE        .1774     -.0644      .3115     1.0000      .1184      .2589

  GPA          .3210      .2381      .2125      .1184     1.0000      .1086

  LRN          .1751      .2424      .4334*     .2589      .1086     1.0000

  LIKE        -.3630      .2023      .1859      .0948     -.0826     -.0069

TABLE B-CORRELATIONS AMONG THE SURVEY VARIABLES (con't.)

Correlations:  LIKE

  NEW         -.2922

  LRNMKT       .0165

  USEFUL       .0198

  LEARN       -.0261

  DEFINED      .0551

  AVAIL        .3453

  NOCLASS      .8097**

  LRNCLASS    -.9188**

  COMPUTER     .5029**

  GRDIFCLA    -.8402**

  MORE         .7946**

  PREFLECT    -.9053**

  WEB          .3521

  EMAIL        .1071

  TEXTEASY     .3330

  TXTINTR      .3410

  TXTMOTIV     .2120

  TESTEASY     .3579

  TESTINV     -.3630

  QESTFAIR     .2023

  GRDEFAIR     .1859

  GRADE        .0948

  GPA         -.0826

  LRN         -.0069

  LIKE        1.0000
_____________

a Attenuated (containing measurement error) correlations. See Table A for definitions of the variable names.

*   Significant at the 10% level.

** Significant at the 5% level.

TABLE C--CLUSTER ANALYSIS RESULTSa
Number of Cases by Group

 CLUSTER 
  Number of Cases

         1          10

         2          22

         3           4

     Total          36

Group Means by Study Variableb
  CLUSTER        NEW            LRNMKT         USEFUL         LEARN

         1        4.10000        3.70000        3.70000        3.50000
         2        3.27273        3.86364        4.13636        3.54545
         3        2.75000-       2.75000-       3.50000-       2.75000-

     Total

(Overall) Mean    3.44444        3.69444        3.94444        3.44444

  CLUSTER        DEFINED        AVAIL          NOCLASS        LRNCLASS

         1        3.60000        2.50000        2.50000-       4.50000
         2        4.22727        4.09091        4.63636        2.81818

         3        1.25000-       1.50000-       4.25000        2.00000-

     Total        3.72222        3.36111        4.00000        3.19444

  CLUSTER        COMPUTER       GRDIFCLA       MORE           PREFLECT

         1        3.70000-       4.50000        2.90000-       4.40000
         2        4.86364        3.00000        4.50000        2.45455-

         3        4.50000        2.25000-       3.75000        2.75000

     Total        4.50000        3.33333        3.97222        3.02778

  CLUSTER        WEB            EMAIL          TEXTEASY       TXTINTR

         1        3.40000-       3.90000-       3.90000-       3.40000-

         2        4.31818        4.36364        4.22727        3.86364

         3        4.50000        4.75000        4.25000        4.00000
     Total        4.08333        4.27778        4.13889        3.75000

  CLUSTER        TXTMOTIV       TESTEASY       TESTINV        QESTFAIR

         1        3.00000-       2.40000-       4.20000        3.30000

         2        3.36364        2.95455        3.72727-       3.95455
         3        3.50000        3.00000        4.25000        3.00000-

     Total        3.27778        2.80556        3.91667        3.66667

  CLUSTER        GRDEFAIR       GRADE          GPA            LRN

         1        3.40000-       3.00000-       4.00000        3.60000
         2        3.90909        3.09091        4.09091        3.70455
         3        3.50000        3.25000        3.50000-       2.75000-

     Total        3.72222        3.08333        4.00000        3.56944

  CLUSTER        LIKE

         1        2.00000-

         2        3.77273
         3        3.80000
     Total        3.28333

TABLE C--CLUSTER ANALYSIS RESULTS (con't.)

Cluster Maximum Means:c
Cluster 1: NEW, LRNMKT(2nd to Cluster 2), LEARN (tie with Cluster 2), LRNCLASS, GRDIFCLA, PREFLECT, TESTINV(tie with Cluster 3), GPA (tie with Cluster 2), LRN (tie with Cluster 2).

Cluster 2: LRNMKT, USEFUL, LEARN(tie with Cluster 1), DEFINED, AVAIL, NOCLASS, COMPUTER, MORE, WEB(2nd to Cluster 3), TEXTEASY(tie with Cluster 3), TESTEASY(2nd to Cluster 3), QESTFAIR, GRDEFAIR, GPA (tie with Cluster 1), LRN (tie with Cluster 1), LIKE (tie with Cluster 3).

Cluster 3: COMPUTER(2nd to Cluster 2), WEB, EMAIL, TEXTEASY(tie with Cluster 2), TESTEASY, TXTINTR, TXTMOTIV, TESTEASY, TESTINV(tie with Cluster 1), GRADE, LIKE (tie with Cluster 2).

Cluster Minimum Means:c
Cluster 1: NOCLASS, COMPUTER, MORE, WEB, EMAIL, TEXTEASY, TXTINTR, TXTMOTIV, TESTEASY, GRADE, LIKE.

Cluster 2: PREFLECT, TESTINV.

Cluster 3: NEW, LRNMKT, USEFUL, LEARN, DEFINED, AVAIL, LRNCLASS, GRDIFCLA, QESTFAIR, GPA, LRN.
________________

a See Table A for definitions of the variable names.

b Bold face indicates the maximum mean across the clusters for a variable. A dash indicates the minimum mean across the clusters for a variable.

c The entries are read as follows: Cluster 1 had the highest (maximum) mean for NEW, LRNMKT (which was slightly less than or second behind Cluster 2), etc. This suggests that Cluster 1 most thought the course content was new, etc.
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				Strongly								Strongly		SA		N to

				Agree		Agree		Neutral		Disagree		Disagree		or A		SD

		1. The things I learned in		18		37		13		29		3		55		45

		this course were

		completely new to me.

		2. I learned a lot about		13		47		29		11		0		61		39

		Marketing in this course.

		3. The things I learned in		21.05		52.63		21.05		5.26		0		74		26

		this course should be

		very useful.

		4. I learned a lot in this		10.53		39.47		31.58		18.42		0		50		50

		course.

				Strongly								Strongly		SA		N to

				Agree		Agree		Neutral		Disagree		Disagree		or A		SD

		5. Student responsibilities		32		34		21		5		8		66		34

		were well defined.

		6. The professor was		21		29		29		11		11		50		50

		available for

		consultation.
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				Strongly								Strongly		SA		N to

				Agree		Agree		Neutral		Disagree		Disagree		or A		SD

		1. The things I learned in		18		37		13		29		3		55		45

		this course were

		completely new to me.

		2. I learned a lot about		13		47		29		11		0		61		39

		Marketing in this course.

		3. The things I learned in		21.05		52.63		21.05		5.26		0		74		26

		this course should be

		very useful.

		4. I learned a lot in this		10.53		39.47		31.58		18.42		0		50		50

		course.
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		301Sp03

				Strongly								Strongly		SA		N to

				Agree		Agree		Neutral		Disagree		Disagree		or A		SD

		1. The things I learned in		18		37		13		29		3		55		45

		this course were

		completely new to me.

		2. I learned a lot about		13		47		29		11		0		61		39

		Marketing in this course.

		3. The things I learned in		21.05		52.63		21.05		5.26		0		74		26

		this course should be

		very useful.

		4. I learned a lot in this		10.53		39.47		31.58		18.42		0		50		50

		course.

				Strongly								Strongly		SA		N to

				Agree		Agree		Neutral		Disagree		Disagree		or A		SD

		5. Student responsibilities		32		34		21		5		8		66		34

		were well defined.

		6. The professor was		21		29		29		11		11		50		50

		available for

		consultation.

				Strongly								Strongly		SA		N to

				Agree		Agree		Neutral		Disagree		Disagree		or A		SD

		7. I really liked not		42		32		11		8		8		74		26

		having to attend class.

		8. I would have learned		26		24		18		13		18		50		50

		more if there were

		class meetings.

		9. It was easy for me to		66		24		5		5		0		89		11

		find a computer.

		10. I'd have a better		24		29		18		16		13		53		47

		grade if there were

		class meetings.

		11. I would like to see		34		34		18		8		5		68		32

		more on-line classes.

		12. I prefer in-class		21		18		26		21		13		39		61

		lectures.

		13. I am very good at		39		42		13		3		3		82		18

		using the web.

		14. I use e-mail all		55		29		13		3		0		84		16

		the time.

				Strongly								Strongly		SA		N to

				Agree		Agree		Neutral		Disagree		Disagree		or A		SD

		15. The text book was very		34		45		11		8		3		79		21

		easy to read and

		understand.

		16. The text was very		21		39		29		11		0		61		39

		interesting.

		17. The text book motivated		8		29		45		13		3		37		61

		me to learn about

		Marketing.

				Strongly								Strongly		SA		N to

				Agree		Agree		Neutral		Disagree		Disagree		or A		SD

		18. The tests were easy.		0		16		58		18		8		16		84

				A Lot of

				Thinking and				Half and				Rote

				Reasoning				Half				Memorizing

		19. The tests involved		34		24		34		5		3

				Strongly								Strongly		SA		N to

				Agree		Agree		Neutral		Disagree		Disagree		or A		SD

		20. The test questions		18		39		34		3		5		58		42

		were very fair.
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				Strongly								Strongly		SA		N to

				Agree		Agree		Neutral		Disagree		Disagree		or A		SD

		1. The things I learned in		18		37		13		29		3		55		45

		this course were

		completely new to me.

		2. I learned a lot about		13		47		29		11		0		61		39

		Marketing in this course.

		3. The things I learned in		21.05		52.63		21.05		5.26		0		74		26

		this course should be

		very useful.

		4. I learned a lot in this		10.53		39.47		31.58		18.42		0		50		50

		course.

				Strongly								Strongly		SA		N to

				Agree		Agree		Neutral		Disagree		Disagree		or A		SD

		5. Student responsibilities		32		34		21		5		8		66		34

		were well defined.

		6. The professor was		21		29		29		11		11		50		50

		available for

		consultation.

				Strongly								Strongly		SA		N to

				Agree		Agree		Neutral		Disagree		Disagree		or A		SD

		7. I really liked not		42		32		11		8		8		74		26

		having to attend class.

		8. I would have learned		26		24		18		13		18		50		50

		more if there were

		class meetings.

		9. It was easy for me to		66		24		5		5		0		89		11

		find a computer.

		10. I'd have a better		24		29		18		16		13		53		47

		grade if there were

		class meetings.

		11. I would like to see		34		34		18		8		5		68		32

		more on-line classes.

		12. I prefer in-class		21		18		26		21		13		39		61

		lectures.

		13. I am very good at		39		42		13		3		3		82		18

		using the web.

		14. I use e-mail all		55		29		13		3		0		84		16

		the time.
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				Strongly								Strongly		SA		N to

				Agree		Agree		Neutral		Disagree		Disagree		or A		SD

		1. The things I learned in		18		37		13		29		3		55		45

		this course were

		completely new to me.

		2. I learned a lot about		13		47		29		11		0		61		39

		Marketing in this course.

		3. The things I learned in		21.05		52.63		21.05		5.26		0		74		26

		this course should be

		very useful.

		4. I learned a lot in this		10.53		39.47		31.58		18.42		0		50		50

		course.

				Strongly								Strongly		SA		N to

				Agree		Agree		Neutral		Disagree		Disagree		or A		SD

		5. Student responsibilities		32		34		21		5		8		66		34

		were well defined.

		6. The professor was		21		29		29		11		11		50		50

		available for

		consultation.

				Strongly								Strongly		SA		N to

				Agree		Agree		Neutral		Disagree		Disagree		or A		SD

		7. I really liked not		42		32		11		8		8		74		26

		having to attend class.

		8. I would have learned		26		24		18		13		18		50		50

		more if there were

		class meetings.

		9. It was easy for me to		66		24		5		5		0		89		11

		find a computer.

		10. I'd have a better		24		29		18		16		13		53		47

		grade if there were

		class meetings.

		11. I would like to see		34		34		18		8		5		68		32

		more on-line classes.

		12. I prefer in-class		21		18		26		21		13		39		61

		lectures.

		13. I am very good at		39		42		13		3		3		82		18

		using the web.

		14. I use e-mail all		55		29		13		3		0		84		16

		the time.

				Strongly								Strongly		SA		N to

				Agree		Agree		Neutral		Disagree		Disagree		or A		SD

		15. The text book was very		34		45		11		8		3		79		21

		easy to read and

		understand.

		16. The text was very		21		39		29		11		0		61		39

		interesting.

		17. The text book motivated		8		29		45		13		3		37		61

		me to learn about

		Marketing.

				Strongly								Strongly		SA		N to

				Agree		Agree		Neutral		Disagree		Disagree		or A		SD

		18. The tests were easy.		0		16		58		18		8		16		84

																Half or

				A Lot of												More

				Thinking and				Half and				Rote		Think &		Memor-

				Reasoning				Half				Memorizing		Reason		izing

		19. The tests involved		34		24		34		5		3		58		42

				Strongly								Strongly		SA		N to

				Agree		Agree		Neutral		Disagree		Disagree		or A		SD

		20. The test questions		18		39		34		3		5		58		42

		were very fair.

				Very								Completely		VF		N to

				Fair								Unfair		to F		CUfair

		21. The grades I received were		29		29		24		13		3		58		39

																Class

				A		B		C		D		F		Avg		Avg

		22. What grade do you antic-		32		45		18		0		0		3.14		2.8

		ipate receiving in this course?

				3.2-		2.4-		1.6-		0.8-		0-

				4		3.19		2.39		1.59		0.79		Avg

		23. What was your GPA at		21		50		18		0		3		2.75

		WSU last term?
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				Strongly								Strongly		SA		N to

				Agree		Agree		Neutral		Disagree		Disagree		or A		SD

		1. The things I learned in		18		37		13		29		3		55		45

		this course were

		completely new to me.

		2. I learned a lot about		13		47		29		11		0		61		39

		Marketing in this course.

		3. The things I learned in		21.05		52.63		21.05		5.26		0		74		26

		this course should be

		very useful.

		4. I learned a lot in this		10.53		39.47		31.58		18.42		0		50		50

		course.

				Strongly								Strongly		SA		N to

				Agree		Agree		Neutral		Disagree		Disagree		or A		SD

		5. Student responsibilities		32		34		21		5		8		66		34

		were well defined.

		6. The professor was		21		29		29		11		11		50		50

		available for

		consultation.

				Strongly								Strongly		SA		N to

				Agree		Agree		Neutral		Disagree		Disagree		or A		SD

		7. I really liked not		42		32		11		8		8		74		26

		having to attend class.

		8. I would have learned		26		24		18		13		18		50		50

		more if there were

		class meetings.

		9. It was easy for me to		66		24		5		5		0		89		11

		find a computer.

		10. I'd have a better		24		29		18		16		13		53		47

		grade if there were

		class meetings.

		11. I would like to see		34		34		18		8		5		68		32

		more on-line classes.

		12. I prefer in-class		21		18		26		21		13		39		61

		lectures.

		13. I am very good at		39		42		13		3		3		82		18

		using the web.

		14. I use e-mail all		55		29		13		3		0		84		16

		the time.

				Strongly								Strongly		SA		N to

				Agree		Agree		Neutral		Disagree		Disagree		or A		SD

		15. The text book was very		34		45		11		8		3		79		21

		easy to read and

		understand.

		16. The text was very		21		39		29		11		0		61		39

		interesting.

		17. The text book motivated		8		29		45		13		3		37		61

		me to learn about

		Marketing.

				Strongly								Strongly		SA		N to

				Agree		Agree		Neutral		Disagree		Disagree		or A		SD

		18. The tests were easy.		0		16		58		18		8		16		84

																Half or

				A Lot of												More

				Thinking and				Half and				Rote		Think &		Memor-

				Reasoning				Half				Memorizing		Reason		izing

		19. The tests involved		34		24		34		5		3		58		42

				Strongly								Strongly		SA		N to

				Agree		Agree		Neutral		Disagree		Disagree		or A		SD

		20. The test questions		18		39		34		3		5		58		42

		were very fair.

				Very								Completely		VF		N to

				Fair								Unfair		to F		CUfair

		21. The grades I received were		29		29		24		13		3		58		39

																Test

				A		B		C		D		F		Avg		Avg

		22. What grade do you antic-		32		45		18		0		0		3.14		2.8

		ipate receiving in this course?

				3.2-		2.4-		1.6-		0.8-		0-

				4		3.19		2.39		1.59		0.79		Avg

		23. What was your GPA at		21		50		18		0		3		2.75

		WSU last term?






