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Introduc&on	

Online	and	blended	learning	(OBL)	in	educa&on:	

Benefits	

•  Enhance	accessibility	and	flexibility	(Graham	&	Robison,	2007;	Shea,	2007)	

•  Reduce	the	costs	of	instrucCon	(Shea,	2007)		
•  Transform	instruc&on	and	teaching	(Garrison	&	Kanuka,	2004;	Graham	&	Robison,	

2007).		

	
!	Tailor	the	educa&onal	provision	to	the	needs	of	(adult)	students	!	



Introduc&on	
Online	and	blended	learning	(OBL)	in	educa&on:	
	
Challenges	
	
•  Quality	assurance	and	improvement	(QA&I)	

–  Involvement	of	many	in	a	dialogue,	including	students	(Deepwell,	2007;	Jara	&	
Mellar,	2009).		

–  Not	easy	to	consult	students	in	educaCon,	and	even	more	in	OBL	
(Bloxham,	2010;	Jara	&	Mellar,	2009).		

•  Quality	frameworks	for	OBL-educaCon		
-  A	lot	in	higher	educaCon	(HE)	(Ossiannilsson,	Williams,	Camilleri	&	Brown,	2015).	

-  Similar	‘cons%tuents’	(Frydenberg,	2002;	Jung,	2011;	Phipps	&	MerisoCs,	2000).	

-  Providers	perspec&ve	(Frydenberg,	2002;	Jung,	2011)	



Literature	
Why	are	exis&ng	quality	frameworks	(for	OBL)	limi&ng?	
	
•  Structure	

–  Cover	management	processes,	but	miss	the	focus	on	the	student	learning	experience	
(Srikanthan	&	Dalrymple,	2002;	Dumont	and	Sangra	2006).		

•  Use	
–  Bureaucracy	(Srikanthan	&	Dalrymple,	2002)	

–  Dialogue:	educaConal	quality	is	the	result	of	a	negoCaCon	process	between	all	parCcipaCng	
parCes	in	educaCon	(Ehlers,	2009a,	2009b)	the	student	perspecCve	is	important	

–  Student	perspecCve	of	quality	does	not	necessarily	coincide	with	other	stakeholders’	views	
(Ehlers,	2004;	Ehlers	&	Pawlowski,	2006;	Jung	2011).	

–  The	percepCon	of	quality	can	differ	between	students	(Ehlers,	2004).	
–  Mainstream,	contextualize	tradiConal	quality	frames	(Swedish	NaConal	Agency	for	Higher	EducaCon	

-	NAHE,	2008;	Ossiannilsson,	Williams,	Camilleri,	&	Brown,	2015).	

•  Valida&on	
–  ValidaCon	processes	of	quality	frameworks	take	place	against	contexts	which	have	an	impact	

on	the	result	(Inglis,	2008).		
–  HE	central	focus	of	research	in	quality	management	systems		(Contreras,	Torres,	Palominos,	&	Lippi,	2015)		



Literature	
Knowledge	of	what	defines	quality	of	OBL	from	
the	student	perspec&ve	is	therefore	beneficial		

but		
was	lacking	un&l	recently		

•  Relevance?	
–  Focus	on	pedagogy	(Srikanthan	&	Dalrymple,	2002)	

–  Support	quality	dialogue	(Ehlers,	2009a,	2009b)	
– Mainstream/integrate/contextualize	tradiConal	
quality	frames	(Swedish	NaConal	Agency	for	Higher	EducaCon	-	NAHE,	2008;	Ossiannilsson,	Williams,	
Camilleri,	&	Brown,	2015).	



Literature	
Cons&tuents	of	quality	(OBL)	

Providers	perspec&ve	
•  3	quality	areas:	

1.  Management	
2.  Services	
3.  Products	

•  6	quality	dimensions:	
–  Strategic	planning	and	development		

–  Teacher	and	Staff	support		
–  Student	support		

–  Curriculum		
–  Course	design	
–  Course	delivery	

Student	perspec&ve	
Success	factors	
1.  Flexibility	
2.  Accessibility	
3.  Transparency	
4.  InteracCvity	

5.  PersonalisaCon,	
6.  ProducCvity,	
7.  ParCcipaCon	(McLoughlin	&	Lee,	2008).	

(Ossiannilsson	&	Landgren,	2012)		(Phipps	&	MerisoCs,	2000;	Frydenberg,	2002;	Jung,	2011;	
Ossiannilsson	&	Landgren,	2012)	



Success	

‘to	be	successful	in	e-learning	from	an	academic	
and	educa%onal	point	of	view	but	also	with	
regard	to	their	personal	and	social	life’		

	
(Ossiannilsson	&	Landgren,	2012)		

	
Self-assessment	tool	e-xcellence	(Kear	et	al.,	2016;	Ubachs	et	al.,	2007;	Williams,	Kear	&	Rosewell,	2012),	(EADTU),	but	is	

presented	from	the	tradiConal	insCtuConal	perspecCve.	



Success	

‘to	be	successful	in	e-learning	from	an	academic	
and	educa%onal	point	of	view	but	also	with	regard	

to	their	personal	and	social	life’		
	

(Ossiannilsson	&	Landgren,	2012)		
	

…	of	adult	students	
	

Self-assessment	tool	e-xcellence	(Kear	et	al.,	2016;	Ubachs	et	al.,	2007;	Williams,	Kear	&	Rosewell,	2012),	(EADTU),	
but	is	presented	from	the	tradiConal	insCtuConal	perspecCve.	



Literature	
Empirical	studies	on	quality	dimensions	from	the	(adult)	student	

perspecCve	in	Higher	EducaCon	



Literature	
Studies	on	exisCng	quality	models,	their	quality	aspects	and	
quality	indicators	that	define	quality	of	OBL	for	adult	students	

in	the	context	of	HE.	

Jung	(2011)*		 ?	



Valida&on	in	Adult	Educa&on?	
Research	ques&ons:	
	
1.  Which	success	factors	are	essenCal	for	the	success	of	OBL	

in	adult	educaCon	as	perceived	by	adult	educaCon	
stakeholders?		

2.  Which	quality	areas	and	dimensions	are	essenCal	for	the	
success	of	OBL	in	adult	educaCon	as	perceived	by	adult	
educaCon	stakeholders?	

3.  Which	quality	framework	can	be	validated	for	OBL	in	AE	
and	which	indicators	for	quality	can	be	idenCfied?	



Methods	

Inglis	(2008)		
•  To	rely	on	literature	for	validaCon	may	

be	insufficient	especially	in	new	
contexts	

•  Stakeholders	can	be	assembled	to	elicit	
their	expert	knowledge,	which	is	tacit	
as	well	as	explicit	

•  Thema&c	analysis		
–  DeducCve	matrix	analysis	with	the	

principles	of	grounded	theory	(Corbin	&	
Strauss,	1990).		

–  Grounded	theory	is	a	method	which	is	
based	on	inducCve	analysis	from	the	data	
focused	on	creaCng	conceptual	
frameworks	(Charmaz,	2006).		

Exploratory	(Focus	group)	interviews	
(N=12)	

Semi	structured	
–  Current	approaches	for	QA&I	

of	OBL	5	centers	for	Adult	
EducaCon	in	Flanders	
(Belgium)	

–  PDCA-cycle	(Deming,	1955)	

	
Professionals	experienced	in	OBL:		

–  InsCtuConal	level	(n=17)	
–  Programme	level	(n=20)	

	



Experience	of	respondents	



Analysis	
1.   First	phase:		

–  Free	coding	(open	coding)	parts	in	which	respondents	expressed	anything	that	
from	their	perspecCve	was	important	for	either	OBL	or	QA&I.		

–  Explicitly	menConed	success	factors	coded	according	to	pre-defined	codes	
(Ossiannilsson	&	Landgren,	2012),	but	not	limited	to	these.	

2.   Second	phase:		
–  Open	codes	were	themaCcally	clustered	(quality	areas	and	dimensions)	

(Ossiannilsson	&	Landgren,	2012)	

–  Axial	and	selecCve	coding	to	establish	relaConships	between	them	and	
quality	areas	and	dimensions.	

ThemaCcally	clustered	codes	were	re-coded	in	terms	of	the	success	factors.		

3.   Final	phase	
–  remaining	codes	were	re-examined	and	coded	in	terms	of	success	factors.	



Results:	
RQ	1	–	Which	success	factors	are	essenCal	for	the	success	of	

OBL	in	adult	educaCon	as	perceived	by	adult	educaCon	
stakeholders?		

*	

*	InteracCvity	with	content	and	teachers	



Results:	
RQ	2	–	Which	quality	areas	and	dimensions	are	essenCal	for	
the	success	of	OBL	in	adult	educaCon	as	perceived	by	adult	

educaCon	stakeholders?	

Design	
•  Programme	
•  Course	
•  Learning	acCvity	



Results	
External	QA	

–  Respondents	complain	about	external	QA	and	verificaCon:	‘…	now	we	are	funded	based	on	
a;endance.	For	distance	educa%on	this	is	based	on	par%cipa%on	which	is	opera%onalised	as	
how	long	someone	is	logged	into	the	system,	what	they	(students)	have	actually	done	is	not	
taken	into	considera%on,	this	tells	nothing’.		

	
Internal	QA	

–  Part	of	management	
	
Evolu&on	

–  respondents	state	that	the	way	OBL	is	designed	and	the	amount	of	OBL	in	the	provision	
evolved	over	Cme:		

	
‘Indeed,	I	think	that	our	distance	educa%on	and	the	way	we	use	it	to	work	has	evolved	
tremendously’,	‘And	that	really	is	also	a	choice	that	we	made	as	an	ins%tu%on.	And	we	really	want	
to	go	for	it.	In	the	past	it	was	blended	learning.	But	now	is	what	we	call	open	CVO,	in	which	almost	
the	en%re	course	is	given	in	distance	educa%on’.		



Results:	
RQ	2	–	Which	quality	areas	and	dimensions	are	essenCal	for	
the	success	of	OBL	in	adult	educaCon	as	perceived	by	adult	

educaCon	stakeholders?	

Design	
•  Programme	
•  Course	
•  Learning	acCvity	



Results	
1.   Flexibility:	related	to	programme	and	learning	acCvity	
2.   Accessibility:	related	to	delivery	and	student	support	
3.   Transparency:	related	to	all	quality	dimensions	
4.   Personalisa&on:	related	to	all	quality	dimensions	
	
5.   Interac&vity	and		
6.   Par&cipa&on	(codes	were	scarce).		

–  What	is	menConed	in	ParCcipaCon	is	similar	but	not	equal	to	codes	related	to	‘interacCvity’.		
–  It	seems	that	parCcipaCon	can	be	seen	as	a	central	success	factor.	
–  It	can	be	argued	that	decisions	taken	at	the	level	of	the	other	success	factors	have	consequences	on	the	way	students	

parCcipate	in	the	educaConal	provision:		
‘...	the	way	of	looking	100%,	because	ul%mately	you	look	at	some:	is	there	par%cipa%on,	is	there	material	available	and	is	it	being	worked	
with,	is	there	feedback	to	the	students?’		

7.   Integra&on	-	researchers	agreed	that	this	is	not	specific	for	OBL.		
–  it	appears	related	to	different	things	i.e.	Design	(programme,	course)	and	assessment.		
–  IntegraCon	also	refers	to	how	face-to-face	and	online	educaCon	is	structurally	aligned	to	one	another	and	to	‘assessment’	i.e.	

validity.		
–  covered	by	other	success	factors,	respecCvely	‘producCvity’	and	‘flexibility’		

	
8.   Credibility	

–  related	to	management	and	teacher	and	staff	support	



Results:	
RQ3	–	Which	quality	framework	can	be	validated	for	OBL	in	

AE	and	which	indicators	for	quality	can	be	idenCfied?	

Providers	perspec&ve	
•  3	quality	areas:	

1.  Management	
2.  Services	
3.  Products	

•  6	quality	dimensions:	
–  Management	

–  Teacher	and	Staff	support		
–  Student	support		

–  Curriculum	design	
–  Course	design	
–  Learning	acCvity	design	(Jung,	2011)	
–  Course	delivery	

Student	perspec&ve	
Success	factors	
1.  Credibility	(Jung,2011)	

2.  Flexibility	
3.  Accessibility	
4.  Transparency	
5.  InteracCvity	
6.  PersonalisaCon	
7.  ProducCvity	

8.  (AcCve)	student	parCcipaCon	
(Ossiannilsson	&	Landgren,	2012)		



Results:	
RQ3	–	Which	quality	framework	can	be	validated	for	OBL	in	

AE	and	which	indicators	for	quality	can	be	idenCfied?	

Tenta&ve	defini&ons	 and	indicators	



Discussion	

•  All	success	factors	for	quality	in	OBL	are	
present	in	AE.	

•  The	success	factors	and	indicators	are	
connected	to	quality	dimensions	present	in	
exisCng	quality	frames.		



Discussion	

•  Flexibility	and	accessibility	important	to	
increase	access	and	facilitate	parCcipaCon.	
(Harroff,	2002;	Jung,	2011;	Korres	et	al.,	2009;	MacDonald	&	Thompson,	2005;	Volungeviciene	et	al.,	2014).		

•  Transparency	is	important	to	inform	students	
about	the	posssibiliCes	and	the	modaliCes	of	
OBL.	(Harroff,	2002;	Jung,	2011)		

≅	Enabling	blend	(Bonk	&	Graham,	2012;	Graham,	2005;	Graham	&	Robison,	2007)		



Discussion	

•  Par&cipa&on,	personalisa&on	and	
produc&vity	less	prominent	in	the	interviews	
(pedagogy).	
–  ‘personalisaCon’	is	emphasized	in	literature	(Dzakiria,	

2012;	Harroff,	2002;	Jung,	2011;	MacDonald	&	Thompson,	2005;	Stodel	et	al.,	2006;	Zhang	&	Cheng,	2012)		

–  ‘producCvity’	to	a	lesser	extent	(Jung,	2011;	Stodel	et	al.,	2006;	
Volungeviciene	et	al.,	2014).		

	
≅	Transforming	blend	(Bonk	&	Graham,	2012;	Graham,	2005;	Graham	&	Robison,	2007)			



Discussion	

•  ‘interac&vity’	of	students	with	content	and	
teachers.	
– Literature	content,	faculty	and	peers	(Dzakiria,	2012;	Harroff,	

2002;	Jung,	2011;	MacDonald	&	Thompson,	2005;	Stodel	et	al.,	2006;	Volungeviciene	et	al.,	2014;	Zhang	&	
Cheng,	2012).	

– Although	‘parCcipaCon’	and	‘interacCvity’	are	
seen	as	disCnct	success	factors	(McLoughlin	&	Lee,	2008;	Ossiannilsson	&	

Landgren,	2012),	analysis	of	interviews	indicates	that	they	
are	similar.			



Discussion	

•  ‘evolu&on’		
–  IniCal	focus	on	‘enabling’	success	factors.	
– Suggests	that	pedagogical	success	
factors:	personalizaCon,	interacCvity	and	
producCvity	became	more	important	

– Over	Cme	design	of	OBL	evolves	towards	inviCng	
students	to	take	ownership	i.e.	ac&vely	
par&cipate	in	the	learning	process	(Ossiannilsson	and	Landgrens,	
2012).	



Discussion	
•  Credibility	

–  focuses	on	management	principles	of	integraCon	of	the	vision	of	OBL	into	the	
organizaCon	and	also	about	providing	clear	roles	for	educators,	staff	support	and	
internal	QA	processes.	

–  ‘management’,	‘internal	QA’	and	‘external	QA’	corresponds	with	what	Jung	(2011)	
reports	as	‘credibility’.		

–  What	is	menConed	is	in	line	with	what	is	reported	in	literature	(Harroff,	2002;	Korres	et	al.,	
2009;	MacDonald	&	Thompson,	2005;	Stodel	et	al.,	2006;	Volungeviciene	et	al.,	2014;	Zhang	&	Cheng,	2012).		

•  External	QA	
–  Alignment	of	macro	with	meso	level	needed	for	InsCtuConal	alignment	(Moskal,	Dziuban,	&	

Hartman,	2013)	



Limita&ons	
Prospects	for	future	research	

•  Success	factors	are	men&oned	unevenly	over	the	interviews	
–  Semi-structured	interview	guideline	was	used	to	give	respondents	the	

opportunity	to	speak	freely		
–  Data	saturaCon	
–  evoluCon	is	occurring	in	the	field		

•  Not	all	stakeholders	were	consulted	
–  Students	
–  Macro	level	

•  Further	research	
–  Consult	all	stakeholders	in	Delphi	study	(Blieck,	Ooghe,	Zhu,	De	Pryck,	Struyven,	Pynoo,	Van	Laer,	submieed)	

–  InvesCgate	the	importance	of	the	success	factors	for	acCve	parCcipaCon	(ongoing)	
–  ImplementaCon	in	the	field	(ongoing)	



Relevance	for	prac&ce	

How	to	use	the	framework	
Plan:		
•  SF	–	Underpin	adopCon	
•  QD	–	mainstream/integrate/

contextualize	quality	in	(tradiConal)	
InsCtuConal	quality	framework	

Do:		
•  Develop	and	monitor	implementaCon	
Check:		
•  SF	–	Current	state	analysis	arer	

implementaCon	
Reflect:		
•  Success	factors	(SF)	vs.	quality	

dimensions	(QD)	
Act:		
•  Implement	improvement	measures	

for	CQI	(Sonpal-Valias,	2009)	of	OBL?	

Plan	

Do	

Check	Reflect	

Act	



Feedback/Ques&ons	

Now	or	later…	

Yves.blieck@vub.be	
	

www.iwt-alo.be	
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