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Major motivations of  this project

01 High attrition rate from beginning to 

intermediate levels in Korean program 

02 Non-heritage student demand for a  

more speaking focused class in the 
intermediate level

03 Searching for effective ways to 

deliver practices for vocabularies and 
expressions 

04 Accommodating students’ interest for 

learning Korean through media
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K1A & K1B from AY 2015-2017 (572 students) students survey 

Survey conducted with 2015, 2016, and 2017 1A 
Students

122/572 responded, 21% response rate



Reality vs. Ideal 
attrition rate

80% vs. 39%

51% of prospective 
students dropped

Why?
Schedule conflict

(51%) 
Solution? 

1. Compared to the attrition rate (almost 80% on average over the past three academic years 2015-

2017), 61% of students planned to take more than beginning level, which means that the attrition rate

should have been 39 %.

2. Then why did not these student continue?

3. 51 % students had a schedule conflict.

4. Then how do we accommodate these students who had an initial intent to enroll beyond the beginning

level?

What did the survey tell us? 



Then, what causes the schedule conflict? 

Need to free Tuesdays and Thursdays!!
No major in Korean at Cal. 



What is hybrid learning? 

• Hybrid learning, also called blended learning, refers to the instructional method that combines traditional 
in-class/face-to-face learning with computer-mediated instruction and asynchronic online activities.

• A method of instructional delivery that assumes the students will spend a portion of their course contact 
hours in a physical classroom f2f, and another portion of their instructional hours working on a computer. 
The exact proportion of online to f2f contact is widely variable. (Rubio & Thomas 2012) 

• “Blended learning” involves combining internet and digital media with established classroom forms that 
require the physical co-presence of teacher and students. (Friesen, 2012).

• A “blended course” is the integration of online with face-to-face instruction in a planned, pedagogically 
valuable manner; and not just a combination (addition) of online with face-to-face but a trade-off 
(replacement) of face-to-face time with online activity (or vice versa) (Niemiec & Otte 2005) 

Face-to-face class + online class



Benefits of hybrid courses 

• Flexibility (work their own in online space) 
-increase enrollment 

• Digital technologies facilitate collaboration and appeals a variety of learning styles. 

• “Properly designed” hybrid-courses consisting of both in-class time and online time provide 
the most beneficial results by combining the advantages of both types of instructional 
delivery (Presby, 2001) 

• The true benefit of blended learning is in integrating face-to-face verbal and online text-
based exchanges and matching each to appropriate learning tasks (Vaughan, N. and 
Garrison, D.R. 2005)
- “the best of both worlds” 



Benefits of hybrid courses 

• Blended learning offers instructors an opportunity to deal with the changing roles of 
teachers in the 21st century and requires a reconceptualization of the “valuable part they 
play in supporting the learning opportunities of their students in our progressively 
interconnected world” (Senior 2010, p. 146) 
- “teaching 21st century digital generation”

• Blended learning increases students efficacy for learning, motivation, involvement and also 
enhances students’ confidence, autonomy and class participation. (Johnson & Marsh 2014, 
Poon 2013, Tsubota & Dantsuji 2011)
- Students take more responsibility for their own learning, greater use of face-

to-face class time for active learning experiences

• Offering blended courses enable access and convenience to the learners and 
provides the same opportunities or learning experience but through a different 
modality. (Mcgee & Reis, 2012)



Are hybrid courses as effective as F2F courses?

• Online or hybrid courses are more or as effective as F2F courses (Adair-Hauck, Willingham-
McLain, and Earnest-Youngs 1999; Chenoweth and Murday 2003; Chenoweth et al. 2006; 
Scida and Saury 2006; Blake and Delforge 2007; Blake, Wilson, Cetto, and Pardo-Ballester
2008, Enkin & Mejias-Bikandi 2017).

• For example, Adair-Hauck et al. (1999) found that students who took beginning French hybrid 
courses outperformed F2F students in their reading and writing and showed overall similar 
performance in listening, speaking, and culture. 

• Chenoweth & Murday (2003) compared beginning level French F2F and hybrid courses using 
listening, reading, grammar, and writing tests. No statistically significant differences were 
found (although hybrid students scored better than F2F students). 

• Chenoweth et al. (2006) compared beginning and intermediate Spanish and French cases and 
no significant differences were found. 



Are hybrid courses as effective as F2F?

• Scida & Saury (2006) compared beginning Spanish final exam and oral production tasks  
-> Hybrid students performed better. 

• Thomas (2012) found that a beginner level hybrid Spanish course showed greater 
improvement in writing than a F2F group. 

• Salcedo (2010) compared students from fully online courses to F2F courses of the fourth 
semester of Spanish and the results showed that students performances did not show 
significant statistical differences. 

• Enkin & Mejias-Bikandi (2017) compared fully online advanced Spanish grammar course 
to F2F course the results showed that students performances did not show significant 
statistical differences. 



Basic structure of hybrid K10B course 

• 8 lessons
• 7-8 days to cover one lesson 

(Tue & Thur Online and M, W, F f2f)

• Written and oral exams every 2 lessons
• Individual and group presentations 

Basic structure of the lesson in the textbook 
• 2 conversations & 5-6 grammar points

• 1 Narration (reading passage) 
• Cultural lesson 

• Usage



How is the hybrid intermediate Korean (K10B) designed?

• Communicative and culture-based curriculum   

• A continuous curriculum from F2F to online 

• One instructor manages both online and offline sections

• Time conscious in online lesson plan 

• Focus on forms online, focus on usage in F2F

• Clear delivery of the course materials



How is “online class” designed? 

• Using the merit of online space instead of just switching the mode of course delivery 
-> No filmed lecture video  

• Helping rote memorization for vocab and expressions, practice for grammatical structure
-> bCoures quiz, quizlets, and google sites (blog style) 

• Presenting multi-media materials such as K-pop, TV show clips, and instructional clips

• Watching a whole series of TV show throughout the semester to provide deeper context 
for understanding highly contextualized Korean language and satisfying students’ demand on 
learning Korean through media 

-> Consistent using of clips from TV show throughout the course as exemplars 

• Flipped learning 

• Promoting community building using online discussion and virtual conversation

• Personalized online content (audio, emoji's, and gif files) to confer the sense of belonging in online space. 



Let’s take a look at a sample lesson 

https://bcourses.berkeley.edu/courses/1477015


Challenges

• Technology challenge (increased workload) 

• Rethinking course design 

• Adopting new approach to teaching

• Managing a dual learning environment
• “Instructors need to maintain a close degree of coordination between the online and in-person 

activities. The two parallel halves of the course may diverge if careful attention is not paid to planning” 
(Carrasco and Johnson,2015, p.15) 

• Preparing students & instructors

• Proper design of the hybrid course
• The course-and-a-half phenomenon reflects what many students dislike about blended courses: there 

is too much work

• Hybrid learning is not just a matter of moving certain course elements online or supplementing an online 
course with F2F meetings. The online and F2F modes need to be integrated. To do so, one must consider 
the learning objectives of the course and the affordances of each mode so that they can enhance and 
reinforce each other (Kelly, 2012). 



Administrative challenges to offering a hybrid course at CAL

• No ‘Hybrid’ course labelling at Cal currently 

• Korean K10B: Approved by department academic committee -> 
course proposal being held in the department EALC 

• Any Hybrid language course offered at UC system? 



Teaching and Learning in a 
Digital Age. 



Conclusion 

• Effective way of teaching digital generation

• Hybrid course as a solution for high attrition rates in language 
courses?

• Administrative cooperation for “H” course labelling

• Advent of hybrid language course period at CAL  

• Need to pilot, revise, and complete the course next semester



Q&A
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Paintings used in the slide

• Hyunjung Kim, Painting : Feign: Hide-and-seek, Feign : Longing, Coy : 
Xenitis, http://kimhyunjung.kr/index.html
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