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

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

This paper presents the findings of a study that examined student perceptions of hybrid business 
courses at a historically black university that operates within the University System of Maryland. 
Founded in 1886, the University of Maryland Eastern Shore (UMES) is a historically black, 1890 
land grant institution and a member of the thirteen-campus University System of the State of 
Maryland.  

Albeit a late entry into the world of 
online learning, UMES has made sig-
nificant strides over the last 4 years, in-
cluding the adoption of WebCT, the 
online course management system em-
ployed by the University System of 
Maryland. Currently, UMES offers co-
pious numbers of web-enhanced 
courses, a number of hybrid courses, 
and a smattering of fully online courses.   
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The population for this study was chosen after an exhausting literature review revealed that there 
was a lack of substantial research that focused specifically on the perceptions of African Ameri-
can college students with respect to e-learning. Additionally, it provides critical insight to the 
opinions of a population that statistically falls within the diminutive end of the digital divide.  

During the course of this study a survey was administered to 178 students who had completed 
either a business communications or business ethics course using the WebCT course management 
system. The hybrid learning environments created for these two required courses included: 
PowerPoint lecture notes; a glossary of key terms and definitions indexed alphabetically and by 
unit of study; relevant links to external websites; supplemental handouts; self-checks; quizzes; an 
online discussion section; and individual mailboxes.  

The study spanned four semesters, beginning in the fall of 2003 and concluding in the spring of 
2005. Data was collected through the administration of a survey using the Zoomerang online sur-
vey service. The survey instrument was comprised of Likert scale, multiple choice, and open-
ended questions and was analyzed using SPSS. 

The results of this paper suggest that the use of course websites in higher education increases stu-
dents' course satisfaction. Students responded that they were satisfied with their use of WebCt, 
enjoyed the online portion of the course, and considered the use of WebCt a motivating tool. The 
students overwhelmingly responded that they were interested in enrolling in future hybrid learn-
ing experiences; however, approximately half said they would take a fully online course in the 
future. The findings of this study are complementary with the results of similar studies conducted 
at majority institutions.  

This study has indicated that hybrid learning has a positive future in minority education; however, 
more research is needed. As a result, a large-scale more in-depth research study was launched in 
the Fall of 2005 and is ongoing. Courses have been be redesigned with mandatory and instructor-
led discussions, and expanded content and resources. New instrumentation has been developed 
that asks more in-depth questions regarding the individual learning components and comparisons 
will be made between fully online, hybrid, and web-assisted courses.  

Keywords: Digital divide, minority education, hybrid learning, e-learning, asynchronous learning 

Background 
In 2005, the regents of the University System of Maryland instituted a policy in 2005 that all stu-
dents enrolling in a Maryland State University as of the fall of 2007 take on average 12 of their 
credits through out-of-classroom experiences and other nontraditional means. The definition of 
out-of-classroom experiences includes: e-learning, internships, student teaching, and a host of 
other activities.  

Founded in 1886, the University of Maryland Eastern Shore (UMES) is a historically black, 1890 
land grant institution and a member of the thirteen-campus University System of the State of 
Maryland. The student body is approximately 3,700, with 10% of the enrollment representing 
graduate students. UMES is located in a rural region and is the most affordable four-year institu-
tion of higher education in the state. With the institution’s inexpensive tuition and minimal en-
rollment criteria, the university attracts a large number of students from a lower socio-economic 
background than is found in colleges and universities across the state. The Department of Busi-
ness Management and Accounting is one of the largest departments on campus. The department 
has approximately 420 majors, offering programs that include Business Management, Marketing, 
Accounting, and Business Education. The Department of Business was chosen because of its size 
and adequate socio-economic representation of the UMES student body. Additionally, a histori-
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cally black institution was chosen due to the lack of substantial research that focused specifically 
on the perceptions of African American college students with respect to e-learning.  

WebCt has been adopted as the course management system of choice by the University System of 
Maryland. UMES began integrating WebCt into their curriculum in 2001. Currently, UMES of-
fers a large number of web-enhanced courses, a few dozen of hybrid courses, and a handful of 
fully online courses.  

Literature Review 
The higher-education classroom has undergone radical reformations in the last decade as a result 
of technological development, causing academicians across the globe to recognize the importance 
of technology in higher learning. Technology has illustrated that the classroom does not need to 
be the nucleus of learning, as networked multimedia are able to extend the teaching and learning 
experience (McClintock, 1999). 

Course websites have proved to be an effective means of delivering learning materials, with stu-
dents responding positively to the quality resources they make available. Wernet, Olliges, and 
Delicath (2000), who surveyed students who used WebCT in a social work course, found that all 
of the respondents considered the online course materials beneficial to their overall learning ex-
periences. 

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

Much of the instructional-technology-based research that has been conducted in the past decade 
focused on the examination of fully online learning experiences. Significantly less attention has 
been paid to the blended, or hybrid, learning format. Hybrid courses blend face-to-face interaction 
with online learning and customarily involve the delivery of curricular materials, access to re-
sources, submission of assignments, and online discussions that may be asynchronous or syn-
chronous in nature. Although the hybrid format has received significantly less attention then its 
fully online cousin, Allen and Seaman (2003) found that the rate of growth of hybrid courses is 
exceeding that of fully online courses. They also forecasted that hybrid learning will make a siz-
able impact on the future of higher education.  

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

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

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

Traditionally, historically black colleges and universities have lagged behind majority institutions 
in the incorporation of e-learning into their curriculum. At the same time, and even with a new 
century upon us, the digital divide remains a significant concern in the United States, with race/ 
ethnicity, income level, and education contributing to inequalities with use of computers and reli-
able and expedient access to the internet (Morgan & VanLegen, 2005). Fifteen and a half percent 
of individuals with less than a high school education use the internet compared to 44.5% of those 
with a high school education, and 84.5% of college graduates; concurrently, as income levels in-
crease so does the likelihood of computer and internet usage (National Telecommunications and 
Information Administration, 2004). The ways that students of different groups benefit from tech-
nology facilitated instruction is also divided with minority students from lower socio-economic 
backgrounds more likely to experience drill and practice, while white students from higher socio-
economic backgrounds more likely to benefit from technologies that help build, and require the 
use of, higher order thinking skills. (Jackson, Ervin, Gardner, & Schmitt, 2001). According to the 
National Center for Education Statistics, 77% percent of Caucasians have home computers com-
pared to 41% of blacks and Hispanics; at the same time, white students are twice as likely as 
blacks and Hispanics to use a computer for school assignments (Institute of Education Sciences, 
2003). A recent study by Morgan and VanLengen (2005) has shown that increases in income and 
education level raise the likelihood of home computer usage and that white, Asian Americans, 
and mixed race people are more likely to engage in home computer use then black, Native 
American, and Hispanics.  

E-learning has been presented by many as a means of equalizing access to quality education and 
there are an abundance of academics who extol the benefits of web-enabled learning 
(McClintock, 1999). The hybrid learning model has become a permanent fixture on our educa-
tional landscape and it is slowly rising in popularity at minority institutions. The question there-
fore being researched in this study is, Will student perceptions of hybrid courses at a historically 
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black university be reviewed by minority students propitiously, similar to the findings of studies 
conducted at majority institutions? 

Research Methodology 
In order to examine perceived student satisfaction of hybrid courses among a predominantly mi-
nority population, a study was conducted at a historically black university. A literature review 
yielded some interesting studies that examined student perceptions of hybrid learning experi-
ences; however, a detailed search that sought out meaningful published research focusing on Af-
rican American students and online/hybrid learning in higher education yielded no substantive 
findings. As a result, it became eminently clear that this study was both necessary and belated. 

At the outset of this study, hybrid learning environments were created for two business courses: 
business ethics and business communications. These courses are requirements for business majors 
and are taken primarily by students with sophomore or junior standing. The WebCT course man-
agement system was utilized, and both courses included PowerPoint lecture notes; a glossary of 
key terms and definitions indexed alphabetically and by unit of study; relevant links to external 
websites; supplemental handouts; self-checks; quizzes; an online discussion section; and individ-
ual mailboxes.  

The study spanned four semesters, beginning in the fall of 2003 and concluding in the spring of 
2005. The instrumentation used was a survey that contained a mixture of Likert scale, multiple 
choice, and open-ended questions. The survey was made available online through Zoomerang, an 
independent survey service. An external link to the Zoomerang site was placed on the course 
websites. Students were instructed that their participation in the survey was a required activity; 
however, their individual responses to questions were anonymous. 

SPSS was utilized during the data analysis process. Likert scale questions were evaluated based 
on mean, mode, minimum and maximum responses, standard deviation, and percentages. Multi-
ple choice questions were evaluated on a percentage basis. Additionally, cross-tabulations were 
run with respect to several questions in order to determine relationships. 

In total, 178 students responded to the questionnaire. The majority of participants were minori-
ties, with 73% being African or African American, 8.4% Asian, 2% Caucasian, .6% Hispanic, 
and 16% claiming other ethnicity. Ninety-five percent of the students were between the ages of 
18 and 21. The number of females responding to the questionnaire outnumbered males, with 82% 
of the participants female and 18% male. 

Participants were asked to self-select a ranking for their level of computer expertise. Computer 
proficiency was a commonality among participants, with the majority of participants, 86.5%, hav-
ing responded that they were intermediate computer users. An additional 13% categorized them-
selves as computer experts, while less than 1% considered themselves computer novices. Prior 
experience with course websites was also frequent, with 63% of the respondents answering that 
they had previous experience with online learning.  

Findings 
The responses indicated that students were pleased with their use of WebCT. When asked to rate 
their overall satisfaction with WebCT, the students overwhelmingly answered that they were sat-
isfied, with 92% noting agreement. The literature reviewed supports the use of WebCT as a sup-
plement to learning.  

Interest in future hybrid learning experiences was examined and 91% of the respondents said they 
would take another web-supported course in the future. Interestingly, although the respondents 
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overwhelmingly indicated a willingness to enroll in further hybrid learning experiences, a smaller 
majority, 53%, said they would take a fully online course in the future. This is reflective of the 
larger literature as expressed by Berube, Murray, and Schultz (1999) who suggest that there exists 
a greater acceptance of the online mode of instruction as an adjunct to learning. 

When prompted to respond to the statement “I enjoyed the portion of the course presented on 
WebCt,” a substantial 89.3% percent agreed. The respondents were equally divided between 
“strongly agree” and “agree.” With respect to WebCt as a motivating tool, the students largely 
reported that the addition of WebCt stimulated their desire to learn, with 70.8% reporting agree-
ment, 24.7% neutrality, and 4.5% disagreement. These findings are similar to recent studies have 
found that the Web component had a positive effect on student learning and satisfaction (Sanders 
& Morrison-Shetlar, 2001; Wernet, Olliges & Delicath, 2000).   

Proponents of web-based teaching and learning suggest that providing useful and relevant infor-
mation about the course content correlates positively with student satisfaction and participation 
(Sanders & Morrison-Shetlar, 2001). Numerous studies have illustrated the benefits of course 
websites as a supplement to face-to-face learning. In the current study, students were provided 
with web-based resources that served as reinforcements such as lectures notes, handouts, discus-
sions, external websites, and quizzes. Regarding the quantity of their learning experiences, par-
ticipants in this study almost universally cited their satisfaction with WebCT as a supplement to 
their traditional face-to-face experiences, with 93.8% agreeing. Additionally, course websites 
have consistently been shown to be an effective means of delivering course content. It came as no 
surprise, therefore, that participants reported high levels of satisfaction with regard to the quali-
tyof the online materials and activities, with 69% agreeing, 17% neutral, and 14% disagreeing.  

Course websites are frequently used by instructors and students as a means of stimulating com-
munications and interactions. Based on current research, interaction in a web supplemented 
course yields mixed reviews. However, a significant number of studies revealed increased inter-
action among students and with instructors (Carswell, Thomas, Petre, Price, & Richards, 2000; 
Lesh, Guffey, & Rampp,, 2000; Westbook, 1999). When asked to respond to the statement “The 
WebCT portion allowed for social interaction,” 53% agreed, 27% were neutral, and 20% dis-
agreed. The reliability; however, of WebCT as a means of communications was supported with 
82.5% agreement, 12% neutrality, 5.5% disagreement. It is important to note that although a dis-
cussion section and mailbox were used for student initiated questions and answers and informal 
interactions, no formal discussions initiated or led by an instructor were built into the course cur-
riculum. Table 1 presents student responses to scaled questions on a percentage basis as well as 
standard deviation, mean, and number of respondents. Table 2 presents the responses to the yes of 
no questions based on a percentage distribution . 

Table 1: Student’s Perceptions of WebCt 
Response Category: SA= Strongly Agree, A=Agree, N=Neutral, D=Disagree, SD=Strongly Disagree 

 SA A N D SD STD Mean N 

I was satisfied with the 
overall experience using 
WebCT 

42% 50% 5% 2% 1% .761 4.29 178 

I enjoyed the portion of 
the course on WebCt 42.7% 46.6% 6.7% 3.4% 0.6% .779 4.28 178 

The WebCT portion 
stimulated my desire to 
learn 

28.7% 42.1% 24.7% 3.9% 0.6% .862 3.94 178 
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I was satisfied with 
WebCt in regards to the 
quantity of my learning 
experience 

37% 57% 5% 1% 0% .616 4.30 178 

I was satisfied with 
WebCt in regards to the 
quality of my learning 
experience 

37% 54% 8.4% 0.6% 0% .636 4.28 178 

WebCT portion allowed 
for social interaction 17.4% 35.4% 27% 15.7% 4.5% 1.090 3.46 178 

WebCT provided a reli-
able means of communi-
cation 

33.1% 49.4% 12% 4.5% 1% .852 4.09 178 

 

Table 2: Student Responses to Yes or No Questions 

 Yes No 
Was this your first web-supported course 37% 63% 
Would you enroll in another course that is 
web-supported 91% 8% 

Would you take a course that is fully online 
without face-to-face instruction 53% 47% 

 

After running a number of cross-tabulations, a few interesting correlations were drawn which are 
expressed in Table 3 and 4 respectively. Although 98% of the respondents who had taken a web-
supported course in the past said they would take one again, the figure dropped to 79% among 
those who were taking such a course for the first time. Likewise, the study conducted by Liu, 
Reed, and Phillips (1992) found that first-time students of web-supported instruction experienced 
more anxiety than those with previous experience.  

When overall satisfaction was cross-tabulated by computer expertise, there were no significant 
findings, illustrating that intermediate and expert computer users were equally satisfied with their 
learning experiences. These findings could be explained by the quality and quantity of useful and 
relevant information posted to the Web, thereby replacing an expectation of technological sophis-
tication. The web portion of the course was delivered using standard tools made available through 
the Web-CT course management software package. The standard tools help students assess their 
mastery of course material via online quizzes, access their grades, track course requirements, and 
download chapter lecture notes. Additionally, the findings support the belief that students are be-
ing exposed to computers before entering college. Many studies that observe significant differ-
ences cite computer-related experience as a key factor (Martinex & Mead, 1988; Moon, 1994; 
Price & Winiecki, 1995; Smith & Necessary, 1996).  

When overall satisfaction was cross-tabulated by gender, women expressed greater satisfaction, at 
94%, than did men, at 81%. Satisfaction appeared to have virtually no relationship to a student's 
desire to take future online courses. The results were not surprising given the academic perform-
ance of females versus males at other benchmark institutions. The study conducted by Sanders & 
Morrison-Shetlar (2001) revealed similar findings. In contrast, several studies found that males 
have a more positive attitude than females because they lack computer experience (Smith & Nec-
essary, 1996). 
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Additionally, when overall satisfaction was cross-tabulated with a student's willingness to take a 
fully online course, 94% of the participants who said they would take an online course in the fu-
ture expressed satisfaction, compared to the 89% who said they would not take an online course 
in the future. The findings support the assertion by others that when designing instruction for 
web-supported courses, the web component must be successful in reaching all types of learners 
and diverse student populations in order to achieve overall student satisfaction (Sanders & Morri-
son-Shetlar, 2000; Smith & Necessary, 1996; Wernet et al., 2000). 

Table 3: Cross-tabulations 

Students' perceived satisfaction correlated with willingness to enroll in another Web-
supported class, willingness to take a fully online course, and by gender respectively. 

Overall satisfac-
tion with your 
experience using 
WebCt 

Would you enroll in another 
course that was web-

supported 

Would you take another course 
that is fully web-based w/out 

face-to-face interaction 

 
Gender 

 Yes No Yes No Female Male 
SA 43% 32% 49.4% 33% 43.8% 31% 

A 50% 44% 44% 56% 50% 50% 

N 5% 6% 4.2% 6% 4.7% 6.2% 
D 2% 6% 2% 2.4% 1.3% 6.2% 

SD 0% 12% 0% 2.4% 0% 6.2% 

Response # 95 83 162 16 146 32 
 

Table 4: Cross-tabulation 
Students' perceived satisfaction correlated by computer expertise. 

 Computer Expertise 
Overall satisfaction with 
your experience using 
WebCt 

Novice Intermediate Expert 

Very Unsatisfactory 0% 0.6% 0% 
Unsatisfactory 0% 1.2% 0% 
Neutral 100% 13% 22% 
Satisfactory 0% 49.3% 43% 
Very Satisfactory 0% 36% 35% 
Response # 1 154 23 

 

The questionnaire included several open-ended questions. We analyzed and categorized the re-
sponses thematically. Participants were asked to describe areas that they would rate unsatisfac-
tory. The major theme that emerged from this question focused on technical reliability issues, as 
well as the time span of assignment availability (an aspect dictated by the instructor). The stu-
dents’ responses to this question included:  

• “The self-test and glossary not staying up for long.” 

• “It would have been better if there was a way to keep the chapter self-tests available 
longer.” 
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• “The only thing that I would rate unsatisfactory is when the computers shut down and the 
Internet was not accessible.” 

• “As an overall system I did not like WebCt, it just seemed to take a little bit of the fun out 
of the human side of learning.” 

• “I think everything is satisfactory.” 

• “The class is a great experience for people in the business world.” 

Participants were asked whether they would take a fully online course without face-to-face inter-
action and then to provide commentary on their answers. The students who responded in the 
negative primarily cited the lack of interpersonal interactions. Conversely, the students who an-
swered in the positive tended to discuss the personalization of interactions, the ability to ask and 
receive answers to questions, and the ability to work at one’s own pace. Sample students’ re-
sponses to the question included: 

• “No, you need interaction with students.” 

• “No. I like the human interaction with the classroom.” 

• “I feel better in the classroom but it would depend on the course.” 

• “No. I like to be face to face with my instructor to get a better understanding of the mate-
rial.” 

• “No. Sometimes face to face instruction is quicker and easier.” 

• “Yes. The students’ would be able to set their own pace.” 

• “Yes. I feel that with WebCT questions could be addressed and answered better without 
disruption.” 

• “Yes….increased interactions with WebCt” 

Contributions 
This study provides initial research on a population that has previously not received sufficient 
focus. This paper builds on the findings of a number of studies that have examined student satis-
faction of hybrid learning at majority institutions. This study may be expanded and used as inspi-
ration for future studies that focus more specifically on student perceptions of individual course 
components.  

Responses to this study have shown that students perceive the use of WebCT as a course en-
hancement positively. The results mirror the findings of similar studies conducted at majority in-
stitutions. These results have helped propel an ongoing discussion on the future of online learning 
at UMES. At a university where many students arrive ill-prepared for higher education, online 
learning is aggressively being examined as a viable means for educational empowerment, increas-
ing professional preparedness, and building communications skills. 

Limitations of This Study 
The most significant limitation of this study is that the courses did not contain instructor-led and 
formally assigned and required asynchronous discussions. The discussions that occurred through-
out the courses were student initiated and frequently focused on the asking and answering of 
questions among students and between students and the instructor. This limitation most likely 
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influenced student responses to the questions regarding the use of WebCt for social interaction 
and as a means of communication. 

The gender imbalance is another limitation of this study. The majority of the respondents were 
female although course enrollment was equally distributed among gender lines. The authors can 
only speculate about this imbalance. Traditionally, female students at historically black universi-
ties surpass their male counterparts with significantly higher graduation rates. When the grade 
distribution for the course was examined along with class participation, the authors noticed that 
across the board the female students had consistently outperformed their male counterparts with 
respect to both academic performance and participation. 

Summary and Future Research 
The results of this paper suggest that the use of course websites in higher education increases stu-
dents' course satisfaction. The results were in line with the findings of similar studies conducted 
at majority institutions. The findings illustrate that students enjoyed the use of a course website. 
The majority of students (92%) responded that they were satisfied with the use of WebCT; 89.3% 
said that they enjoyed the portion of the course on WebCT; and 71% said that the use of WebCT 
stimulated their desire to learn. Additionally, the students expressed contentment with both the 
quantity and quality of their online learning experiences. Although the respondents indicated an 
overwhelming willingness to enroll in future hybrid courses, a smaller majority said they would 
take a fully online course in the future.  

As a result of this study, one can see that course websites have a positive future in minority edu-
cation. Future research is needed in this area and these findings have helped to inspire a large-
scale more in-depth research study. Courses have been be redesigned with mandatory and instruc-
tor-led discussions, and expanded content and resources. New instrumentation has been devel-
oped that asks more in-depth questions regarding the individual learning components and com-
parisons will be made between fully online, hybrid, and web-assisted courses. An additional study 
is also being conducted to measure the technology experiences, uses, and perceptions of incoming 
students at two different historically black universities and one majority institution. 

References 
Allen, I. & Seaman, J. (2003). Sizing the opportunity: The quality and extent of online education in the 

United States, 2002-2003. Needham, MA: Sloan. 

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

Bhatti, A., Tubaisahat, A., & El-Qawasmeh, E. (2005). Using technology-mediated learning environment to 
overcome social and cultural limitations in higher education. Issues in Informing Science and Informa-
tion Technology, 2, 67-76. Available at http://2005papers.iisit.org/I06f77Bhat.pdf  

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

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

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

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

http://2005papers.iisit.org/I06f77Bhat.pdf
http://ts.mivu.org/default.asp?show=article&id=1034


 Buzzetto-More & Sweat-Guy 

 163 

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

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

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

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

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

Lewis, B., MacEntee, V., DeLaCruz, S., Englander, C., Jeffrey, T., Takach, E., Wilson, S., & Woodall, J. 
(2005). Learning management systems comparison. Proceedings of the 2005 Informing Science and IT 
Education Joint Conference. Available at 
http://proceedings.informingscience.org/InSITE2005/P03f55Lewis.pdf  

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

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

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

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

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

Morgan, J. & VanLengen, C. (2005) The digital divide and K-12 student computer usage. Issues in Inform-
ing Science and Information Technology, 2, 705-724. Available at 
http://2005papers.iisit.org/I56f86Morg.pdf  

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

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

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

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

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

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

http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2004/2004022.pdf
http://inform.nu/Articles/Vol8/v8p075-086Kooh.pdf
http://proceedings.informingscience.org/InSITE2005/P03f55Lewis.pdf
http://2005papers.iisit.org/I56f86Morg.pdf
http://www.ntia.doc/gov/reports/anol/nationonlinebroadband04.htm


Incorporating the Hybrid Learning Model 

164 

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

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

Biographies 
Dr. Nicole A Buzzetto-More has a doctorate in Communications and 
Instructional Technology from Columbia University, a masters in edu-
cation in Communications and Instructional Technology from Colum-
bia University, a masters of science in Communications from the Col-
lege of New Rochelle, and a bachelor of arts degree from Marist Col-
lege. Originally from New York, she currently resides on the eastern 
shore of Maryland where she is an Assistant Professor and the Busi-
ness Education Program Coordinator in the School of Business and 
Technology at the University of Maryland Eastern Shore. Her intellec-
tual interests include the uses of digital technologies to augment teach-

ing and learning. She holds several grants that support her various instructional technology re-
search and development projects. She has published a number of papers in referred journals and is 
a frequent presenter at conferences across the globe. In 2005 she was honored by the American 
Distance Education Consortium. She is currently working on her first book.  

Dr. Retta Sweat-Guy has an Ed.D. in Curriculum and Instruction with emphasis in Instructional 
Systems Design from the University of Kentucky. She received her masters in Public Administra-
tion from Kentucky State University and a bachelor of arts degree in Business Education from the 
University of Kentucky. Currently, she is Assistant Professor in the Department of Marketing and 
Business Education at Fayetteville State University in Fayetteville, North Carolina. Online teach-
ing and learning serves as the basis for her current research for which she has presented at confer-
ences and in referred publications. She has and continues to conduct workshops and training ses-
sions on the use of web-based course management tools. 


	Incorporating the Hybrid Learning Model into �Minority Educa
	Dr. Nicole A. Buzzetto-More�University of Maryland Eastern S
	Nabuzetto-more@umes.edu

	Dr. Retta Sweat-Guy�Fayetteville State University, Fayettevi
	rguy@uncfsu.edu


	Executive Summary
	Background
	Literature Review
	Research Methodology
	Findings
	Contributions
	Limitations of This Study
	Summary and Future Research
	References
	Biographies


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /AbadiMT-CondensedExtraBold
    /AbadiMT-CondensedLight
    /AdobeSansMM
    /AdobeSerifMM
    /AgencyFB-Bold
    /AgencyFB-Reg
    /AharoniBold
    /Algerian
    /AllegroBT-Regular
    /AlmanacMT
    /Aloisen
    /AmazoneBT-Regular
    /AmericanaBT-Bold
    /AmericanaBT-ExtraBold
    /AmericanaBT-ExtraBoldCondensed
    /AmericanaBT-Italic
    /AmericanaBT-Roman
    /AmerTypewriterITCbyBT-Medium
    /AndaleMono
    /AndaleMonoIPA
    /AngsanaNew
    /AngsanaNew-Bold
    /AngsanaNew-BoldItalic
    /AngsanaNew-Italic
    /AnniesHand-Plain
    /ArdleysHand-Plain
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BlackItalic
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /ArialNarrow
    /ArialNarrow-Bold
    /ArialNarrow-BoldItalic
    /ArialNarrow-Italic
    /ArialRoundedMTBold
    /ArialUnicodeMS
    /ArronsHand-Plain
    /AubreysHand-Plain
    /AvantGardeITCbyBT-Book
    /AvantGardeITCbyBT-BookOblique
    /AvantGardeITCbyBT-Medium
    /AvantGardeITCbyBT-MediumOblique
    /BalloonBT-Bold
    /BalloonBT-ExtraBold
    /BalloonBT-Light
    /BankGothicBT-Medium
    /BaskOldFace
    /Batang
    /Bauhaus93
    /BeeskneesITC
    /BellMT
    /BellMTBold
    /BellMTItalic
    /BelweBT-Bold
    /BelweBT-Light
    /BelweBT-Medium
    /BelweBT-RomanCondensed
    /BenguiatGothicITCbyBT-Bold
    /BenguiatGothicITCbyBT-BoldItal
    /BenguiatGothicITCbyBT-Book
    /BenguiatGothicITCbyBT-BookItal
    /BenguiatITCbyBT-Bold
    /BerlingAntiqua-Bold
    /BerlingAntiqua-BoldItalic
    /BerlingAntiqua-Italic
    /BerlingAntiqua-Roman
    /BerlinSansFB-Bold
    /BerlinSansFBDemi-Bold
    /BerlinSansFB-Reg
    /BernardMT-Condensed
    /BernhardFashionBT-Regular
    /BernhardModernBT-Bold
    /BernhardModernBT-BoldItalic
    /BernhardTangoBT-Regular
    /BibleScrT
    /BlackadderITC-Regular
    /BlippoBT-Black
    /BonApetitMT
    /BookAntiqua
    /BookAntiqua-Bold
    /BookAntiqua-BoldItalic
    /BookAntiqua-Italic
    /Bookdings
    /BookmanITCbyBT-Demi
    /BookmanITCbyBT-DemiItalic
    /BookmanITCbyBT-Light
    /BookmanITCbyBT-LightItalic
    /BookmanOldStyle
    /BookmanOldStyle-Bold
    /BookmanOldStyle-BoldItalic
    /BookmanOldStyle-Italic
    /BookshelfSymbolOne-Regular
    /BookshelfSymbolThree-Regular
    /BookshelfSymbolTwo-Regular
    /BradleyHandITC
    /Braggadocio
    /BremenBT-Bold
    /BritannicBold
    /Broadway
    /BrodyD
    /Brush445BT-Regular
    /Brush738BT-RegularA
    /BrushScriptBT-Regular
    /BrushScriptMT
    /CalifornianFB-Bold
    /CalifornianFB-Italic
    /CalifornianFB-Reg
    /CalisMTBol
    /CalistoMT
    /CalistoMT-BoldItalic
    /CalistoMT-Italic
    /Castellar
    /CataneoBT-Bold
    /CataneoBT-Light
    /CataneoBT-Regular
    /CataneoBT-RegularSwash
    /CaxtonBT-Bold
    /CaxtonBT-BoldItalic
    /CaxtonBT-Book
    /CaxtonBT-BookItalic
    /CaxtonBT-Light
    /CaxtonBT-LightItalic
    /Centaur
    /Century
    /CenturyGothic
    /CenturyGothic-Bold
    /CenturyGothic-BoldItalic
    /CenturyGothic-Italic
    /CenturySchoolbook
    /CenturySchoolbook-Bold
    /CenturySchoolbook-BoldItalic
    /CenturySchoolbook-Italic
    /CharlesworthBold
    /CheltenhamBT-Bold
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldCondensed
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldCondItalic
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldExtraCondensed
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldHeadline
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldItalic
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldItalicHeadline
    /CheltenhamBT-Italic
    /CheltenhamBT-Roman
    /CheltenhamITCbyBT-Bold
    /CheltenhamITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /CheltenhamITCbyBT-Book
    /CheltenhamITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /Chiller-Regular
    /ColonnaMT
    /ComicSansMS
    /ComicSansMS-Bold
    /CommercialScriptBT-Regular
    /CommonBullets
    /CooperBlack
    /CooperBT-Black
    /CooperBT-BlackHeadline
    /CooperBT-BlackItalic
    /CooperBT-BlackItalicHeadline
    /CooperBT-BlackOutline
    /CooperBT-Bold
    /CooperBT-BoldItalic
    /CooperBT-Light
    /CooperBT-LightItalic
    /CooperBT-Medium
    /CooperBT-MediumItalic
    /CopperplateGothic-Bold
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Bold
    /CopperplateGothic-Light
    /CordiaNew
    /CordiaNew-Bold
    /CordiaNew-BoldItalic
    /CordiaNew-Italic
    /CosmicPlain
    /CosmicTwoPlain
    /CountdownD
    /Courier
    /Courier-Bold
    /Courier-BoldOblique
    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT
    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
    /CourierNewPSMT
    /Courier-Oblique
    /CrystalsHand-Plain
    /CurlzMT
    /DauphinPlain
    /David-Bold
    /David-Reg
    /DavidTransparent
    /Desdemona
    /DirectionsMT
    /DiskusD-Medi
    /EdgertonsHand-Plain
    /EdwardianScriptITC
    /Elephant-Italic
    /Elephant-Regular
    /ElliesHand-Plain
    /EmbassyBT-Regular
    /EnglischeSchT-Bold
    /EnglischeSchT-DemiBold
    /EnglischeSchT-Regu
    /English111AdagioBT-Regular
    /English111PrestoBT-Regular
    /English111VivaceBT-Regular
    /English157BT-Regular
    /EngraversMT
    /EnviroD
    /ErasITC-Bold
    /ErasITC-Demi
    /ErasITC-Light
    /ErasITC-Medium
    /ErasITC-Ultra
    /EurostileBold
    /EurostileRegular
    /EwieD
    /FelixTitlingMT
    /FencesPlain
    /FixedMiriamTransparent
    /FlashD-Bold
    /FlashD-Ligh
    /FlemishScriptBT-Regular
    /FlorasHand-Plain
    /FootlightMTLight
    /Formal436BT-Regular
    /ForteMT
    /FranklinGothic-Book
    /FranklinGothic-BookItalic
    /FranklinGothic-Demi
    /FranklinGothic-DemiCond
    /FranklinGothic-DemiItalic
    /FranklinGothic-Heavy
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyItalic
    /FranklinGothic-Medium
    /FranklinGothic-MediumCond
    /FranklinGothic-MediumItalic
    /FrankRuehl
    /Freehand471BT-Regular
    /Freehand591BT-RegularA
    /FreestyleScript-Regular
    /FrenchScriptMT
    /FrutigerLinotype-Bold
    /FrutigerLinotype-BoldItalic
    /FrutigerLinotype-Italic
    /FrutigerLinotype-Roman
    /FuturaBlackBT-Regular
    /FuturaBT-Bold
    /FuturaBT-BoldCondensed
    /FuturaBT-BoldCondensedItalic
    /FuturaBT-BoldItalic
    /FuturaBT-Book
    /FuturaBT-BookItalic
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlack
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackCondensed
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackCondItalic
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackItalic
    /FuturaBT-Heavy
    /FuturaBT-HeavyItalic
    /FuturaBT-Light
    /FuturaBT-LightCondensed
    /FuturaBT-LightItalic
    /FuturaBT-Medium
    /FuturaBT-MediumCondensed
    /FuturaBT-MediumItalic
    /GailsHand-Plain
    /GandoBT-Regular
    /Garamond
    /Garamond-Bold
    /Garamond-Italic
    /GeometricSlab703BT-Bold
    /GeometricSlab703BT-BoldCond
    /GeometricSlab703BT-BoldItalic
    /GeometricSlab703BT-Light
    /GeometricSlab703BT-LightItalic
    /GeometricSlab703BT-Medium
    /GeometricSlab703BT-MediumCond
    /GeometricSlab703BT-MediumItalic
    /GeometricSlab703BT-XtraBold
    /GeometricSlab703BT-XtraBoldCond
    /GeometricSlab703BT-XtraBoldItal
    /Georgia
    /Georgia-Bold
    /Georgia-BoldItalic
    /Georgia-Italic
    /GeorgiaRef
    /Gigi-Regular
    /GillSansMT
    /GillSansMT-Bold
    /GillSansMT-BoldItalic
    /GillSansMT-Condensed
    /GillSansMT-ExtraCondensedBold
    /GillSansMT-Italic
    /GillSans-UltraBold
    /GillSans-UltraBoldCondensed
    /GloucesterMT-ExtraCondensed
    /GoudyHandtooledBT-Regular
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Bold
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-BoldItalic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Roman
    /GoudyOldStyleT-Bold
    /GoudyOldStyleT-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleT-Regular
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Black
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-BlackItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Bold
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Light
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-LightItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Medium
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-MediumItalic
    /GoudyStout
    /Gradl
    /Haettenschweiler
    /HarlowSolid
    /HarpoonPlain
    /Harrington
    /Helvetica
    /Helvetica-Bold
    /Helvetica-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Oblique
    /HighTowerText-Italic
    /HighTowerText-Reg
    /HoboBT-Regular
    /HolidaysMT
    /Home
    /Home-Bold
    /Home-Italic
    /Humanist521BT-Bold
    /Humanist521BT-BoldItalic
    /Humanist521BT-Italic
    /Humanist521BT-Roman
    /Impact
    /ImpressBT-Regular
    /ImprintMT-Shadow
    /InformalRoman-Regular
    /Inter
    /IrisUPC
    /IrisUPCBold
    /IrisUPCBoldItalic
    /IrisUPCItalic
    /JamesHand-Plain
    /Jokerman-Regular
    /JolenesHand-Plain
    /JuiceITC-Regular
    /Julius-BThyssen
    /KabelITCbyBT-Book
    /KabelITCbyBT-Ultra
    /KaufmannBT-Bold
    /KaufmannBT-Regular
    /KeypunchPlain
    /KeystrokesMT
    /KidsPlain
    /KinoMT
    /KorinnaITCbyBT-Bold
    /KorinnaITCbyBT-KursivBold
    /KorinnaITCbyBT-KursivRegular
    /KorinnaITCbyBT-Regular
    /KristenITC-Regular
    /KunstlerschreibschD-Bold
    /KunstlerschreibschD-Medi
    /KunstlerScript
    /LasVegasD
    /LatinWide
    /LetterGothicMT
    /LetterGothicMT-Bold
    /LetterGothicMT-BoldOblique
    /LetterGothicMT-Oblique
    /LevenimMT
    /LevenimMTBold
    /LibertyBT-Regular
    /Lithograph-Bold
    /LithographLight
    /LubalinGraphITCbyBT-Bold
    /LubalinGraphITCbyBT-Book
    /LubalinGraphITCbyBT-Medium
    /LubalinGraphITCbyBT-XtraLight
    /LuciaBT-Regular
    /LucidaBlackletter
    /LucidaBright
    /LucidaBright-Demi
    /LucidaBright-DemiItalic
    /LucidaBright-Italic
    /LucidaCalligraphy-Italic
    /LucidaConsole
    /LucidaFax
    /LucidaFax-Demi
    /LucidaFax-DemiItalic
    /LucidaFax-Italic
    /LucidaHandwriting-Italic
    /LucidaSans
    /LucidaSans-Demi
    /LucidaSans-DemiItalic
    /LucidaSans-Italic
    /LucidaSans-Typewriter
    /LucidaSans-TypewriterBold
    /LucidaSans-TypewriterBoldOblique
    /LucidaSans-TypewriterOblique
    /LucidaSansUnicode
    /LydianBT-Bold
    /LydianBT-BoldItalic
    /LydianBT-Italic
    /LydianBT-Roman
    /LydianCursiveBT-Regular
    /Magneto-Bold
    /MaiandraGD-DemiBold
    /MaiandraGD-Regular
    /Map-Symbols
    /MatisseITC-Regular
    /MaturaMTScriptCapitals
    /MeadBold
    /MercuriusScriptMT-Bold
    /MicrosoftSansSerif
    /Minion-Web
    /MiniPicsArtJam
    /MiniPicsClassic
    /MiniPicsLilCritters
    /MiniPicsLilEdibles
    /MiniPicsLilEvents
    /MiniPicsLilStuff
    /MiniPicsLilVehicles
    /MiniPicsRedRock
    /Miriam
    /MiriamFixed
    /MiriamTransparent
    /Mistral
    /Modern-Regular
    /Monotypecom
    /MonotypeCorsiva
    /MonotypeSorts
    /MonotypeSorts2
    /MotterFemD
    /MS-Mincho
    /MSOutlook
    /MSReference1
    /MSReference2
    /MurrayHillBT-Bold
    /Narkisim
    /NevisonCasD
    /NewsGothicMT
    /NewsGothicMT-Bold
    /NewsGothicMT-Italic
    /NiagaraEngraved-Reg
    /NiagaraSolid-Reg
    /OCRAbyBT-Regular
    /OCRAExtended
    /OCRB10PitchBT-Regular
    /OldEnglishTextMT
    /Onyx
    /OrbitBbyBT-Regular
    /OzHandicraftBT-Roman
    /PalaceScriptMT
    /PalatinoLinotype-Bold
    /PalatinoLinotype-BoldItalic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Italic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Roman
    /Papyrus-Regular
    /Parchment-Regular
    /PartiesMT
    /PepitaMT
    /PepperPlain
    /Perpetua
    /Perpetua-Bold
    /Perpetua-BoldItalic
    /Perpetua-Italic
    /PerpetuaTitlingMT-Bold
    /PerpetuaTitlingMT-Light
    /PioneerITCbyBT-Regular
    /PlacardMT-Condensed
    /Playbill
    /PMingLiU
    /PoorRichard-Regular
    /PosterBodoniBT-Roman
    /PresidentPlain
    /Pristina-Regular
    /PTBarnumBT-Regular
    /QuestsHand-Plain
    /QuicksilverITC-Normal
    /QuillScript-Normal
    /QuorumITCbyBT-Black
    /QuorumITCbyBT-Light
    /QuorumITCbyBT-Medium
    /RageItalic
    /RansomBold
    /RansomBoldItalic
    /RansomItalic
    /RansomRegular
    /Ravie
    /RefSpecialty
    /Ribbon131BT-Bold
    /Ribbon131BT-Regular
    /Rockwell
    /Rockwell-Bold
    /Rockwell-BoldItalic
    /Rockwell-Condensed
    /Rockwell-CondensedBold
    /Rockwell-ExtraBold
    /Rockwell-Italic
    /Rod
    /RodTransparent
    /ScriptMTBold
    /SeagullBT-Bold
    /SeagullBT-Heavy
    /SeagullBT-Light
    /SeagullBT-Medium
    /SerifaBT-Bold
    /SerifaBT-Italic
    /SerifaBT-Roman
    /SerifaBT-Thin
    /ShowcardGothic-Reg
    /SignsMT
    /SimSun
    /SloganD
    /SnapITC-Regular
    /SnellBT-Black
    /SnellBT-Bold
    /SnellBT-Regular
    /SouvenirITCbyBT-Demi
    /SouvenirITCbyBT-DemiItalic
    /SouvenirITCbyBT-Light
    /SouvenirITCbyBT-LightItalic
    /SportsThreeMT
    /SportsTwoMT
    /SquareSlabserif711BT-Bold
    /SquareSlabserif711BT-Light
    /SquareSlabserif711BT-Medium
    /Staccato222BT-Regular
    /Staccato555BT-RegularA
    /Stencil
    /StymieBT-Bold
    /StymieBT-BoldItalic
    /StymieBT-ExtraBold
    /StymieBT-ExtraBoldCondensed
    /StymieBT-Light
    /StymieBT-LightItalic
    /StymieBT-Medium
    /StymieBT-MediumItalic
    /Swiss911BT-ExtraCompressed
    /SymbolMT
    /Tahoma
    /Tahoma-Bold
    /TechnicalItalic
    /TechnicalPlain
    /TempusSansITC
    /TiffanyITCbyBT-Demi
    /TiffanyITCbyBT-DemiItalic
    /TiffanyITCbyBT-Heavy
    /TiffanyITCbyBT-HeavyItalic
    /TiffanyITCbyBT-Light
    /TiffanyITCbyBT-LightItalic
    /Times-Bold
    /Times-BoldItalic
    /TimeScrD-Bold
    /TimeScrD-Ligh
    /TimeScrD-Medi
    /Times-Italic
    /TimesNewRomanMT-ExtraBold
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /Times-Roman
    /TLAsian
    /TLCentralEurope
    /TLCyrillic2
    /TLEastEurope2
    /TLHelpCyrillic
    /TLNaskh2
    /TLNaskhHelp31
    /TransportMT
    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic
    /TrebuchetMS
    /TrebuchetMS-Bold
    /TrebuchetMS-Italic
    /TwCenMT-Bold
    /TwCenMT-BoldItalic
    /TwCenMT-Condensed
    /TwCenMT-CondensedBold
    /TwCenMT-CondensedExtraBold
    /TwCenMT-Italic
    /TwCenMT-Regular
    /TypoUprightBT-Regular
    /VacationMT
    /VAGRoundedBT-Regular
    /VanessasHand-Plain
    /Vb02
    /VbAVT
    /VBjrnet
    /VBmw
    /VBox
    /VBRH
    /Verdana
    /Verdana-Bold
    /Verdana-BoldItalic
    /Verdana-Italic
    /VerdanaRef
    /VinerHandITC
    /VivaldiD
    /Vivaldii
    /VladimirScrD
    /VladimirScript
    /Webdings
    /WendysHand-Plain
    /Westminster
    /Wingdings2
    /Wingdings3
    /Wingdings-Regular
    /ZapfChanceryITCbyBT-Bold
    /ZapfChanceryITCbyBT-Demi
    /ZapfChanceryITCbyBT-Medium
    /ZapfChanceryITCbyBT-MediumItal
    /ZapfDingbats
    /ZapfElliptical711BT-Bold
    /ZapfElliptical711BT-BoldItalic
    /ZapfElliptical711BT-Italic
    /ZapfElliptical711BT-Roman
    /ZurichBT-BlackExtended
    /ZurichBT-RomanExtended
    /ZWAdobeF
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 310
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 310
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 310
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
  /Description <<
    /FRA <>
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [300 300]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


