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Responses to Reviewer Comments
Note to Reviewer:  We appreciate your thoughtful comments.  Where possible, we have incorporated your comments into the revised manuscript.  Where we were unable to do so, we have provided an explanation.  Below each individual comment, we have included our response in italics.  We hope that our revisions to the paper and our responses to your comments warrant further consideration for publication.
This is an interesting paper comparing student perceptions in a traditional MBA accounting class with a blended-learning section.  This is a very timely topic.  The paper is very easy to read.  However, I am a little bit concerned about the small sample size.  Given below are my other concerns discussed in detail.

Thank you for the kind comments about readability and timeliness.  We agree that the sample size is small and we would prefer to have had more.  However, we believe the comparability of students’ perceptions under the two delivery methods is actually enhanced because we were able to compare perceptions from classes taught by the same instructor during the same timeframe.  Increasing the sample size would require using different instructors, perhaps at different schools, with different styles and grading criteria.  While such variables are themselves worthy of further study, they could easily “confound” the comparisons for our purposes and actually reduce the probability that differences observed are related to delivery method.  If the number of students under each delivery method is viewed as a “cell size”, we believe the numbers are sufficient for our statistical analyses, but we also acknowledge that future research is needed to add to the body of knowledge about the benefits and shortcomings of this relatively new method of instruction.
1)
They should add a table with demographic details for both classes and

include information (means, std. dev. etc.) for age, undergraduate GPA, major, race, gender etc.  They already have this information.  This table should be described in detail in the paper.
Panels A and B of Table 1 in the revised manuscript contain demographic information about age, undergraduate GPA, major, race and gender.  This table is referred to in the text under “Methods” as well, with some observations noted.  One observation was that all of the blended-learning participants indicated they were “White, non-Hispanic”, despite the school’s location in an area that is not predominately white.  We believe that, if the demographics are similarly slanted on a large scale in other areas, then schools might do well to work on marketing strategies to attract those of other races.  We make this suggestion in the revised manuscript, and we thank you for the suggestion which led to this additional observation.
2)
The authors measure student perceptions using a survey instrument.  They

should compare the GPAs in both section using a t-test and report the results.  Which method resulted in more learning as measured by student GPAs?  They should also compare scores on homework, exams and class participation points.
We do not have access to the information about actual GPAs, unfortunately.  Neither of the researchers taught the courses in which the surveys were administered.  In addition, the responses were anonymous and actual grade information is not traceable to individual respondents.  However, we did obtain their expected grade, which did not differ significantly between the two delivery methods.  The survey was conducted very close to the final exam time, with most of the grades already in, so we believe this is a reasonable “proxy” for the final grade.  The lack of a significant difference in the expected grade was actually reported separately in another (published) paper with a different focus (although with a different sample size), so we did not report it in the current paper, which is the result of adding a number of items to improve upon an earlier project and make a further contribution.  Regarding the other paper, we wish to point out an error that we discovered in the original manuscript for the current paper.  We had inadvertently included an item about group members contributing equally, which had already been reported in the other paper.  Because we do not believe it would be proper to include it in this paper, we have removed it from the revised manuscript.  We do not believe its inclusion/exclusion to be a key issue with the current paper because the focus is quite different, but we wish to disclose this oversight to you anyway.
3)
Was the survey questionnaire pre-tested?
The survey was not pretested per se, because there was a scarcity of students available who had been through blended-learning courses.  However, we had a graduate assistant read and “take” the survey for proofreading, clarity, and an indication of the approximate time the survey would take.
4)
The authors should add a couple of sentences about the t-test they performed and describe it in detail.  They may want to report t-statistics in tables and then the “p-values” in parenthesis.  The tables should be self-explanatory and if they report means in the first two columns, they should say so.
The revised manuscript includes more discussion of our t-tests, including a justification for our usage of this statistical comparison method.  This discussion is under “Comparative Survey Results”, near the beginning of that section.  The manuscript also incorporates the t-statistics in the tables and the p-values in parentheses.  In addition, we have added an indication where mean responses have been used and have provided the scale that was used, so that the tables stand on their own.
5)
The authors conclude that a group size of 4 is appropriate.  It is a rather strong conclusion.  How about groups of 3 or 5?  The authors should have asked these questions.
The statement in the paper is based on students’ level of agreement with the statement that the group size was appropriate.  A group size of four students was used under both delivery methods.  Since students tended to agree with the statement that the group size was appropriate, and the between-class difference was not significant, we conclude that there at least was not a strong objection to the group size of four.  However, your point is valid and an additional, more direct question could have been asked to supplement the item used in our study.  We have added some discussion of this limitation in our “Limitations and Future Research Avenues” section.

6)
The authors may want to perform several other t-tests (where data are

available) and report interesting results.  For example, are there any statistically significant differences in the perceptions of males vs females?  Whites vs others?  Young vs old? Accounting majors vs others? and so on.
We analyzed the differences between males and females, accounting and nonaccounting majors, and those above and below the median age.  We found no significant differences due to these variables for any of our dependent variables.  These results are now reported in the revised manuscript under “Methods”, and under the subheading of “Subjects”, and we believe its inclusion strengthens our comparisons between delivery methods.

7)
The authors make an important suggestion about face-to-face meetings and

recommend 3 or 4 such meetings.  This “optimum meeting” recommendation appears to be a bit strong. Where do the blended-learning students reside, on average – 100 miles from campus, 200, 300 miles or more?  The distance information should be provided and a bit of discussion added.
We have backed off from the “optimum meeting” statement in the revised manuscript.  However, we ran some frequency tests in response to your comment and found some results that we thought were interesting and strengthen the paper.  Seventy percent of the blended-learning students specifically indicated that they would prefer three meetings.  Just under seven percent indicated two meetings and another ten percent indicated four meetings.  Thirteen percent indicated one meeting.  None of these respondents indicated they would prefer zero meetings or more than four.  Therefore, nearly 87% clustered between two and four meetings.  We did not collect information about distance from campus for the individual respondents.  However, the vast majority of distance learning students at the university represented in this study live within approximately 100 miles of the campus.  We believe this latter statement is important in that, although most live within one to two hours of campus, they would not prefer to have more than four meetings.  A discussion of these findings is included in the revised manuscript under “Course Design Issues”, specifically in connection with the discussion of Table 5.  The related conclusions are then summarized later in the paper.
8)
The authors may want to look into performing a factor analysis, if

pertinent.
We considered performing factor analysis, and such an analysis would be possible with our data.  However, given the exploratory purpose of this study, we wanted to examine the details of where the differences would lie, in order for the study to provide more information and implications for course design.  Since distance education is a growing area, and still new compared to traditional classroom instruction, we believe the details of the relative advantages/disadvantages of blended learning are useful for course design going forward.
9)
The authors compare student perceptions in a traditional class with a

blended-learning section.  It would be interesting to compare student perceptions in a strictly on-line class with a blended-learning section.
We have included a short discussion of this suggestion in the “Limitations” section of the revised manuscript.  We agree that direct comparisons between strictly online and blended-learning classes would be beneficial.  However, we also believe it would be important to have the same “controls” that are present in the current study, e.g. the same instructor and consistent grading criteria.  This type of control provides more assurance that the comparisons are meaningful and that the perceptual differences are due to the course delivery method.  We did not have strictly online sections available that used the same instructor.  We do believe that the current study offers some initial evidence that students perceive benefit to having class sessions, which suggests that blended-learning may offer a good mix between traditional and online learning.  
