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Abstract

As the years progress there has been rapid growth in Blended Learning (BL) adoption, but
only few research focused on adoption issues related to learners, academic staffs and
management. Thus, research is needed to guide universities in strategically examining
learners, academic staffs and management adoption of BL. Accordingly, this study de-
velops a model to facilitate university policy makers in their decision making to assess
students learning and academic staffs teaching outcome. Furthermore, this study explores
on the factors that influence BL adoption in universities, through an empirical study from
the perspectives of learners, academic staffs, and management. In particular, it examines the
current BL practice adoption effectiveness in universities. Based on extensive review of
prior studies, survey questionnaires was designed and distributed to convenience samples
of 87 students, academic staffs, and management in 3 Malaysia universities to validate the
developed model. Next, Partial Least Square-Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM)
was employed to analyze the survey data. Findings reveal that supportive factors, attitude,
learning mode, satisfaction, course management, and ease of use positively predict the
perception of learners and academic staffs’ to adopt BL. Similarly, findings suggest that the
perception of management towards BL adoption is positively determined by the strategy,
structure, and support factors. Moreover, findings reveal that the impact of BL on learners’
effectiveness is positively predicted by achievement, engagement, involvement, retention,
and cognitive outcome. Additionally, findings suggest that the impact BL on academic
staffs’ effectiveness is significantly influence by delivery, performance, evaluation, moti-
vation. Theoretical implications from this study contribute to enhance teaching quality by
enriching course management, improving learning content, and facilitate management
policies towards effective BL adoption.

Keywords Institutions of higher learning - Blended learning - Teaching effectiveness -
Learning effectiveness - Partial least square-structural equation modeling
1 Introduction

The rapid development of Information Technology (IT) has considerably transformed the
medium employed by academicians to delivers course materials in utilizing various online

@ Springer


http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/s10639-019-09941-z&domain=pdf

3434 Education and Information Technologies (2019) 24:3433-3466

environments to improve student learning which has changed how students learn by using
innovative mediums such as digital books, mobile devices, vides, social media, etc. (Jani
et al. 2018). Blended learning (BL) is one form of learning where the offline mode is
integrated with online mode. That is, the lecturer employs face-to-face (F2F) mode of
teaching which also extends to the online platforms for further discussions (Edward et al.
2018). BL was first introduced in the late 1990’s by several universities in United States
and Canada as a hybrid method where the learning process is carried out through F2F and
online learning (Ghazali et al. 2018). BL seeks to generate a harmonious and coherent
balance between F2F human interaction and online access to learning by considering
students and lecturers attitudes and aptitudes. BL therefore remains an imperative concept
in universities as its complete focus is concerned with the optimum combination to achieve
the most effective learning and teaching experience (Ju and Mei 2018).

BL facilitates communication and collaboration among students and lecturers
through social networking, it increases ease of use of course materials (Wai and Seng
2015), decrease physical class time, create a student-based learning environment,
produce an encouraging learning environment, flexible learning time and location,
promotes independent learning skills, and develops individually course solutions
(Rahman et al. 2015; Siew-Eng and Muuk 2015). Furthermore, BL plays an essential
part in students’ learning proficiencies as it equips them with the knowledge and skills
required for employment after graduation (Wong et al. 2018). Thus, BL increases
learners’ interest in embarking on own learning process, facilitates students to study
at their own convenient, and further prepare students for future (Owston et al. 2019).
For lecturers, BL provides access to global course resources and syllabus materials that
help lecturers improve teaching quality (Al-shami et al. 2019). It provides lecturers with
more prospects for collaboration for important professional development and also
improves lecturers’ teaching efficiency (Baragash and Al-Samarraie 2018).

In Malaysia context under the Malaysia Education Blueprint 2015-2025, BL is
chosen as the preferred mode of teaching in the twenty-first century through the
utilization IT to enhance teaching in universities towards transforming how students
learn and lecturers teach (Chang-Tik 2018). The Malaysia Education Blueprint initiated
by Ministry of Higher Education Malaysia (MOHE) planned for all public or private
universities in the country to adopt BL tools such as MOOC to improve teaching and
learning (MOE 2015). To improve BL adoption MOHE Malaysia provides IT infra-
structure to all universities, to restructure their syllabus and help in the assessments and
training of lecturers to improve their knowledge and skills in BL pedagogy (Tahar et al.
2013). Furthermore, findings from Ta'a et al. (2017) indicated that 80% of lecturers in
Malaysia universities are already aware of BL policy stipulated by MOHE, where about
90% of universities have their own in-house BL policy, and 70% have enforced
compulsory online learning in their universities. Likewise, Kaur and Ahmed (2006)
reported that 79% of Malaysia universities adopt BL, whereas 17% employs only F2F
learning and the remaining 4% adopt e-learning platforms.

Currently, institutions of higher learning in Malaysia are moving from merely e-
learning into BL. However, Wong et al. (2018) stated that while the advantages of BL
have received the most consideration from researchers, fewer studies has focused on
investigating the effectiveness of BL especially in Malaysia universities. Furthermore,
findings from Haron et al. (2012) stressed that BL is more effective and it offers more
benefits than traditional e-learning approach. However, Bentley et al. (2012) mentioned
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that that a few lecturers are apprehensive regarding adoption BL for teaching. Thus,
there is need for a study to examine BL practices and initiatives to be adopted by
academic staffs and learners in Malaysia context, and further identify the factors that
influence learners, academic staffs, and management perception towards adopting BL
approaches (Haron et al. 2012).

Bentley et al. (2012) also noted that while there are studies related to BL adoption,
research that emphasis on the effectiveness of BL in teaching and learning are limited,
hence this gap needs to be filled. For instance, there are inadequate studies that
examined if BL practice can help motivate students learning performance (Wai and
Seng 2015). Furthermore, given the important role of lecturers in BL there are limited
studies that explores on the effectiveness of BL in teaching (Wong et al. 2018). Besides,
very limited research has emphasized on investigating BL adoption by considering the
university management in Malaysia. Hence, this article would be one of the few studies
that provide empirical evidence on the impact of management in regard to the effec-
tiveness of BL for learning and teaching. Likewise, Garrison and Kanuka (2004)
mentioned that it is essential to measure the effectiveness of BL towards assessing
the learning and teaching outcomes in attaining more meaningful learning experiences.

Therefore, this study aims to determine the effects of BL on learners’ academic
effectiveness and further evaluate teaching effectiveness of BL. Researchers such as
Deng et al. (2018) argued that persistent study of factors that influence BL in isolation
without examining how the factors influence each other does not progress the field of BL.
Thus, this study further explores on factors that determine the perception of learners,
academic staffs, and management in adopting BL. In order to achieve the aim of this
research, the following research questions are formulation to guide this study:

RQ1-What are the factors that influence learners, academic staffs, and manage-
ment’ perception towards BL adoption in universities?

RQ2-What are the BL practices to be adopted by learners in universities?

RQ3- What are the BL initiatives to be adopted by academic staffs in universities?
RQ4-How to assess the outcome of BL adoption in universities to improve
teaching and learning effectiveness?

This study provide answers to the research questions by carrying out a review of the
literature and develops a model based on innovation adoption model, course redesign
outcomes model, and BL approach to exploring the impact of BL for teaching and
learning effectiveness. The remainder of the article is organized as follows. Section 2 is
the theoretical background and literature review. Section 3 is the model and hypotheses
development and Section 4 describes the research methodology. Section 5 is the results
and discussion, Section 6 is the implications and Section 7 is the conclusion.

2 Theoretical background and literature review
2.1 Innovation adoption framework

To assess the current BL practice in universities, there is need to explore how to facilitate
learners, academic staffs, and management in BL adoption. Thus, the role of learners,
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academic staffs, and management are important for university in making decision regard-
ing BL, but despite the vital role of these stakeholders little research has been published that
simultaneously investigate the role of learners, academic staffs, and management in
improving teaching and learning effectiveness. Accordingly, to identify the factors that
influence the perception of learners, academic staffs, and management towards, as well as
the BL practice to be adopted to improve the teaching and learning outcome. This study
employed the innovation adoption framework for institutional BL adoption proposed by
Graham et al. (2013) based on Rogers’ (2003) innovation adoption that is structured in
three stages which includes awareness or exploration, adoption or early implementation,
and lastly outcome mature implementation as seen in Fig. 1.

Figure 1 depict the innovation adoption framework employed in this study to concep-
tualize the proposed model to examine the role of BL for teaching and learning effective-
ness and also provide those interested in adopting BL with information concerning how
their university” decisions regarding BL adoption may influence learners, academic staffs,
and management adoption (Porter et al. 2016). The innovation adoption framework
provides an agenda for universities to strategically adopt BL and also investigates how
learners, academic staffs, and management accept, and show how universities move from
interest in BL adoption towards effective institutionalization.

Stage 1, awareness or exploration is the input phase which is described by the
university’s current perception towards BL. This phase is concerned with how learners,
academic staffs, and management explore ways of employing BL for teaching and
learning (Graham et al. 2013). Stage 2, adoption or early implementation is the phase
which is characterized by learners and academic staffs’ adoption of BL practice to
support teaching and learning effectiveness (Porter et al. 2016). Stage 3, outcome
mature implementation is the output phase which is characterized by well-established
BL practices that are important to university operations. Stage 3 also aims to assess the
overall impact of BL on teaching and learning effectiveness (Graham et al. 2013).
Based on the aforementioned discussion the innovation adoption framework is
employed to develop the research model in proving answer to the first research question
which aims to identify the factors that influence learners, academic staffs, and man-
agement’ perception towards BL adoption in universities as discussed in Section 3.1.

2.2 Course re-design outcome framework
The course redesign outcome framework was designed by Garrison and Vaughan

(2013) to support lecturers in adopting BL practice and it comprises of teaching
strategies, technology integration, and curriculum design as shown in Fig. 2.

Outcome/
Mature
Implementataion

Awareness/
Exploration

Adoption/Early
Implementataion

Fig. 1 Innovation adoption framework
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Curriculum Teaching
Design Strategies
Technology

Integration

Fig. 2 Course redesign outcome framework

Figure 2 depicts the course redesign outcome framework which was designed by
Garrison and Vaughan (2013) to support BL adoption for teaching effectiveness in
universities. Respectively, teaching strategies component entails the lecturer deploying
the most suitable instructional pedagogies that facilitates teaching and learning objectives
(Garrison and Vaughan 2013). Such pedagogies aim to ensure that knowledge is transfer in
form of student learning (Kaur 2013). Thus, the pedagogical design should support
teaching and also simplify the delivery of knowledge to enhance students’ learning
outcomes (Poon 2012). Technology integration component comprises of hardware and
software that lecturers utilize to teach in a BL approach, where the success of BL course
inevitably depend on lecturers’ access and use of technology (Bowyer and Chambers
2017). Lecturers with strong technical skills can lecture using BL tools that make lectures
more interactive, resulting in an improved BL curriculum that supports students’ academic
needs (Savara and Parahoo 2018). Curriculum design component relates to how organized
the teaching platform being utilized by the lecturers are designed and managed to facilitate
learning (Hussin et al. 2009). This is because students place great significance on curric-
ulum content design where a well-organized quality content that is visibly presented in an
interactive, clearly written medium improves teaching effectiveness (Ozkan and Koseler
2009). Accordingly, the course redesign outcome framework is employed to provide
answer to the third research question in identifying the BL initiatives to be adopted by
academic staffs in universities.

2.3 Blended learning approach

The BL approach is derived from the literature and it comprises of offline and online mode
which are adopted by students to improve learning based on six practices which include
F2F, activities, information, resources, assessment, and feedback as seen in Fig. 3.
Figure 3 depicts the BL practice approach developed by the authors based on the
literatures to illustrate how BL is adopted by students in universities. Accordingly, F2F
offline mode refers to traditional classroom which allows lecturers and students to be in
the same place and it supports students with certain educational preferences, especially
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Fig. 3 BL practice approach

learners who are used teacher-centered learning methods (Ramakrisnan et al. 2012;
Kaur 2013). F2F comprises of lectures, individual and group discussion, presentation
activities, laboratory activities, and student progress assessment (Koohang 2008; Sun
and Qiu 2017). In F2F mode of teaching the lecturer employs various teaching material
to motivate students’ in ensuring that learning is well-delivered by using whiteboard,
paper, handouts, and flash drives to design and disseminate creative presentation. Also,
lecturers utilize offline technologies such as projector and presentation software to
facilitate teaching (Ramakrisnan et al. 2012). Furthermore, the online mode refers to
web-mediated platforms mostly employed in universities to support lecturers in deliv-
ering lessons, making semester announcements, distributing assignments briefs and
grading students, uploading course notes and class tutorials, assessing students’ per-
formance and providing feedback for improvement (Arbaugh et al. 2008).

Online mode provides students with available materials and resources in form of
interactive e-books, study videos, YouTube, and course information. Students also
provide feedback to lecturers to help improve teaching and learning effectiveness
(Sun and Qiu 2017). In addition, students utilize synchronous virtual classroom to
collaborate with peers and communicate with their lecturer directly through chat room
and regular asynchronous medium such as discussion boards and e-mail (Baragash and
Al-Samarraie 2018). In this mode, students can freely and exclusively access course
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resources in multiple formats provided by the lecturers to support their learning.
Besides, online mode enable students to be assessed online this include participating
in online quizzes and receiving prompt feedback which aids to enhance learning
effectiveness of students (Baragash and Al-Samarraie 2018). Therefore, the BL ap-
proach as shown in Fig. 3 is employed to provide answer to the second research
question which aims to present BL practices to be adopted by learners in universities
which comprises of F2F, activities, information, resources, assessment, and feedback.

2.4 Related works

This sub-section reviews prior studies that examine BL adoption in universities. The
selected studies are presented in Table 1.

Respectively, Table 1 review prior studies that investigated BL adoption in univer-
sities. However, none of the reviewed studies has investigated universities to strategi-
cally examine learners, academic staffs and management adoption of BL empirically
based on statistical data in Malaysia context. Hence, this research would be one of the
few studies that provide empirical evidence of learners, academic staffs and manage-
ment perception towards BL adoption.

3 Model and hypotheses development

This section aims to develop the proposed model based on the innovation adoption
framework, course re-design outcome framework and BL approach to assess students
learning and academic staffs teaching effectiveness. The model further aims to explore
on the factors that influence the perception of learners, academic staffs, and manage-
ment in adopting BL and also examine BL practice to be adopted by learners and how
academic staffs can improve BL adoption. Moreover, related hypotheses are presented
in this section.

3.1 Awareness/perception context
3.1.1 Leaners perception

This component refers to students’ perception towards attaining certain learning objec-
tives (Ghazal et al. 2017). The central theoretical postulation underpinning learner’s
perception proposes that students, as adopters of BL, have expectations which are
value-based and that students play a dynamic role in selecting and using BL resources
to achieve their learning goals (Almutairi and White 2018). Hence, the question is no
longer whether the learners will adopt BL as a learning approach, but reasonably how
and why learners adopts BL approaches to fulfill their didactic needs (Mondi et al.
2007). Therefore, based on the literature (Lin and Wang 2012; Padilla-Meléndez et al.
2013; Poon 2014; Baragash and Al-Samarraie 2018; Ghazal et al. 2018) learners
perception is examined based on supportive factors, attitude, and learning mode.

Supportive factors This includes factors that influence interaction and communication
between students and lecturers in relation to course design and the capability of the

@ Springer



Education and Information Technologies (2019) 24:3433-3466

3440

“BUIYD) UI SJUSP
-nys ()] WO BJEP J99[[09 0} MITA
-19yu1 dnoig snooj paInonys-rues
pUE SJUSPMYS 96 WOIJ

BJep 109[]09 0} axreuuonsanb pokordwyg

‘Surdwes aa1sodind Suisn 3 pue
AV U SONISIdATUN JUSIQJJIP § WO
SUOPNIS £97 WO P[0 sem e

‘eIensny
‘AOUpAS uI SJuUIpMYS JuswdFeurur
100loxd 1 9yenperdisod

G6 WOIJ PIAJO[[0d Sem Bje(]

‘Burjduwes 9dUSIUSAUOD

UO PIseq USWIDA Ul SONISIOAIUN

931y} Ul SJUIPMIS drenpeIdiopun
L1 Wol elep dreuuonsang)

‘K)Is10ATUN
uerensny ue woy sojdwes gy¢
wolj ASAINS & JuIsn Pojod[[0d sem Bl

‘ed[ue LS Ul (sjudpuodsar 601 Jo
Sursudwod AaaIns pue ‘sjuopuodsar
021 Jo Sursudwos [euswiadxo)
spoyowt paxiw pakordug
“RIQUIO]
-0)) U1 s1oSeuewu JurjueI-o[ppIuL
pue Joruds Aq axmeuuonsonb
QuIuo ue 0} sasuodsar /(¢

‘Surdwres wopuer
Suisn eisAe[ejq uI syuopmnys Juowe
PANQIISIp d1oMm saxeuuonsanb 90|

"uoned0] puE ‘spfqns
FuTuIe] JO JUSWIDAJOAUL ‘SPOYW SUIyoed)
o3enJue] ‘SoA02(q0 pue JUANUOO FuruIed]
JO uonnqIISIp ‘UOnLISOIUI JO [SPOW ‘OPOJN
-oouoLddxd Surures| Juopmys pue
‘uS1sop 9s1noo jo Ajjenb ‘uonoeioyur JouIEd]
‘9oudjeduwios A3ojouyde) Anoey ‘yuowaesud
Joured| ‘Ayenb aimonnsegur A3ojouyda],

‘(ssaunjosn pue dsed) SUOHIPUOD

Suneyqoey pue ‘(opmipe) Louepodxo

JI0[J9 pue doueuriojiod ‘(UonudUI [BIOIARYIQ)
Q0UdN[JUI [BIO0S [BIM[ND PUB [BIJ0S ‘OIUOUOIH

‘uoneziuesIo pue ‘usisop
OSINOJ ‘SJRUISSEIO ‘WINSAS ‘SI0JONNSUI ‘SIUIPMS

‘uonoRISIes [[eI0A0 pue ‘Furured] paddiy ypim
JuowdFedud ‘Gouruiojad paArdiad ‘sjyousaq
1€ ‘9oUdIUAAUO0I [eu0sIdd ‘AOUSIONJo L],

-doudjaduwiod

Ssjuapms pue ‘(Juads awry ‘AN[IqIXafy

‘OPMI)IE ‘UONIBIANUI ‘UOTEATIOUT) SONSLIAJOBIEYD
(s1oured] ‘(A3ojouyod) ‘spuuod [eNsip) 19

gousuedxe pue

19puod ‘oe ‘uonuIUI [RIOIABYQQ ‘SUONIPUOD

Suneyioey ‘@ouanyjur [eroos ‘Aouejoadxo
10JJ0 ‘@oueuniojiod Iqey ‘UOnBAIIOW OIUOPIH

‘Surured]-o asn
0} uonuAIUI ‘ssaufnjosn paArddIad ‘uonoejsnes
SHUAPMNYS ‘TUTUILI[-0 JO JUSIUOD AOBOIIJO-J[OS

“JUSWIUOIIAUD SSe[d TJH Buly)
ur o[qeordde Suryoes) ysi3uyg 939[j00 ur
Topow g jo yoeoidde ue ourpno o) paury

‘IOpUSS SSOIOE JQIP SI0J0RJ S}
JIOUJOUM PISSOSSE PUB SJUSUIUOIIAUD g Ul
syuapnys Jo seduarradxe Surures] jo Ayjenb

oy Suroudn[yuI SI030€J Y} [OPOUT 0) PIUTY

‘Tendes renSip dn yinq aaey syuopnys
[EUOIRUIOUT [DIYM 0} JU)XD AU} INSLIUT
0} WSIuRYodW Funso) & dojoAdp 0} pAJeAnoJN

‘yoeordde 1g oyy poddns 03 1opi1o
ur SJAIT JO UonoRSnes pue sooudLadxd

SJUOPN]S DOUBYUD UBD SONISIOATUN

Moy 0} se spygisur apraoxd 0) pawiry

‘JuowodeSud pue ‘Ooueuiojod

‘uonorysyes Jo joedulr Juoprys

0} uonear ur sardodepad g poddify
U99M]9q UOTIR[A1I00 A1) Juasaid o) paury

"SSOUAATIOJJR Td SPIemO) oouoldod
(STUSPNIS UO SONSLIAOBIEYD SIOUILI]
PUE g JO 19339 2} )eSNSIAUI 0) PAUTY

"OIB3SAI UONRINPa JySIy
ur ¢ 1dope 0) uonuLIUI A} SOUAN[FUT
Jey) SI0J0€J Q) PUBISIOPUN O} PAWIY

*ssad01d
uondope sjuapnys 91eS1SOAUI 0) PAWTY

ssepo (149)
oFenJueT uSio10,] ysiSus ue ur [opow

16 ® pedofeasp (£107) MO pue ung

‘SJUSPNIS Juowe SIUAIIYIP JIPUdT uo
paoyudo g ur Ajifenb Jo syueuruIoOp
o pafoABIUN (R]()7) OOYEIR PUE BIEARS

‘syuapmys I [euoneurdul genpers-jsod

10J pougisop weifoxd g € Jo asn

SPIEMO) SUOIUUI [BIOIARYI] SIQUIBI]
oyur paxnbuos (8107) Te 10 peseid

‘Bumpes 1g e ur
SIN'T Yim uonoeysnes pue dduaLodxo
(SJUAPNIS UO SI0JORJ SSAOINS [BINLIO JO
$10919 AU} pauIeXd (8107) ‘T8 1 [ezeyn)

‘JuowoZeSud pue uonorysnes

‘Qoueuioyiod Juapmnys pue g

paddiy usomiaq diysuonejar juedyugis
) UO PAYIILISA (81(7) T8 30 JOYSI]

“Surured] ur aouoyedwod  syuopys
UO SONSLIAIOBIEYD SIOUILI] puk e JO
103J0 oy pauIwexa (8107) e 30 prempy

"TUOTIEONPR JATINOIXD
ur g Jo 2oueidaooe ot doudN[uI o)

SI0J0BJ 3} pauItexa (§107) T8 12 Inpyed
‘Sururedy-
-0 9ZI[nn 0) UOHUAUI SIUIPMS A)IS
~IAIUN paurexd (8107) e 19 yey-[v

1XU0)) /AS0[OPOIIN

S10)0,] PayNuUP]

asoding

uonnNQLIuOY) pue SIOYINY

Sy1oMm paje[oy | djqel

pringer

A's



3441

Education and Information Technologies (2019) 24:3433-3466

“VSI] UL AISIOATU[] € UT MOTATOUT
Aq soseo Arewd oa1y) Sunodfes
ur Surjduwres aa1sodind pakorduyg

"BI[ensSNY ANSIOAIUN
BLIOJOIA UI Sosuodsar AoAIns 9[qesn G ¢

*SONISIOAIUN { WIOX SMIIAIUT
91 pue 3] 9y} pue eljensny
wox saxreuuonsanb o[qesn 16
"SJuOpMIS AJISIOATUN ()G WO
Syuepn)s 3097es 03 apdures wopuer
Surkojdwd Aq umeIp a1om ele(q

‘pazimn a1om sojdures
9[qesn (0 pue axreuuonsonb
KaaIns Suisn pR)ao[[od sem ejeq

VSN
ur AJISIOAIUN) B UI SIOqUIdW A)noej
6€ JO seamataIu Jo ojdures payneng

"RISOUOPU] UI SJUSPIYS
L PUE SIS ()G JO ISISU0D
sjuopuodsar /¢ woly semeuuonsanb
PUE SMITAISIUI BIA PIJIJ[[0D Sem BB
‘pue[Iey ], Ul SAoUdLIddxXd JBoA-¢
uey) 10w ALy oym Jurdues
aatsodind £q pejoores spadxo ¢

*K)ISIOATUN UBDJOIOIN

® UI SJUOpNIS /4 WoIj aIreuuonsanb
KoaIns & Suisn pajod[0o sem ereg

‘papodax

sem ejep [eoLrduwo ou IoAdMOY
‘BIPU UI PJONPUOd Sem ApmS

"(SOATIUS)UI Teol505epad [eoruyda}) Hoddns
‘(uonen[eAd ‘SUINPAYDS ‘QOUBUISAO0F) 2IMINNS
‘(Korjod ‘uontunap ‘Koesoape ‘esodind) A3eng

“peooM
quowssasse ‘Furyoed) Jo Aienb ‘opmipe  syuopms

poddns eroueury

‘uLojje[d JUSUIUOIIAUS [eNIA ‘IEMIOS

Isierdads jueasyar ‘owm gejs yuawdinbo
‘aoddns ourjuo ‘poddns eanensmupy

1d

JO Aouordrge pue “Jg JO SSOUIANDIFS ‘Furured|
ur s[0o} g Jo asn ‘Suryoea) ur sjoo} g Jo s}

“Td UO UOTORJSIES
pUE ‘UOTORIUI JOJONIISUI -JUSPNIS ‘OYeTI[O
Surures] ‘onfea paA1ooIad ‘asn JO 9Sed PIAIdISJ

saInseow
yoddns pue ‘aimonns ‘A3arens [euonmusuy

*(sonI[IoR)) $S900E pue Ao} ‘(uonoefsnes
JUSPNIS PUB ISINIOI[) UOLORISHES 1oSh
UOUNIUIIIOD [RUONMINSUT ‘SSOUSATINS SUILIRd |

"JUOWISSISSE
pue \QSSOQE [emaIA “Tg “10Jonnsul ‘Juapms

‘asn jo Aouonbaiy pue ‘osn

0} uonuAUI ‘OpmIne Koedrjja-jos 1enduwod
‘oSN JO 9sed PaAIdIIad ‘SSOUTNIISN POAISIID]

-oouorad

-X9 7Tg AN 10J So[qeLeA sk [eorSoSepod
pue oj10ads-juopnys ‘paje[aI-A)noe;y ‘[euonmnsuy

opInS ueo Jey) sanssI A Ay AJnuopi
0} Tg jo uondope Jeuonmusul pajeSnsoAu]

‘sSuuepo g uo joedwn pue uondope
JO AYISUQIUT ‘SSOUIPEAI AU} SSISSB 0} PAWIY

I Jo osn
oy ur soSuo[[eYd PUE SIO)EJ [NJSSIINS

A ojur JySisur 1ododp ured o) pawry
“1d
JO AOURIOIIO PUE SSOUSATIONS ‘OpmIpe
‘1¢ Jo uondooiad oy a101dxa 03 pawry

“Td uo UonoEJsIEes
(SJUOPMJS PUE SIOJOB] [ENPIAIPUT

u20M30q dIYSUONE[aI Y} QUITUEXD 0} POty
SIOYEW UOISIOdP UOHLINPd 1oySIy
Suowre uondope g opaduur 10 aje[IoR]
samseaw poddns pue ‘axmonns ‘A39ens

[eUOTIMISUT YOTYM 0} 90ISOp oY) PAUTULINOJ

19 Jo Anpenb oy Suraoxduir spremoy
Ansioatun djeand e je poyuowddu
€ 91EN[EAD PUE INSLAUI 0} PASNO0,]

‘syuopmys 10y syoafo1d dousros Sunonpuoo

ur AJ[Iqe Jo uonen[eAd pue s[oys
SunyuIy) [EONATEUR A1) SOUBYUD 0} PAUTY

O[POON

JO uoneZINN AY) SPIEMO) SIPMIIE
SJUAPN)S AJSIOATUN QUIUIEXD O} PAWIY

"WISAS000 ¢ I0] FIOMOWEI]

aAane1Sour ue ySnoayy wsipered
Fururea] oy sazijeuonerddo pue padojoadg

TSUSIY Ul ‘g JO uonejuauo[dur

pue uonjdope JeuonMINSUI I0J STOM
-owrely & pausSisap (£107) ‘Te 10 WeyeIn)

"SSOUOAIIOJYQ T SuneSnsoAul 10j
spomawreyj e pasodoid ($107) Te 10 Suopy

*SOLIUN0d
JUQIQHIP UI $3sIn0o uoneonpa Aadord
ur g Jo asn oy paredwod (4]0g) uood

“JUSWUOIIAUS ¢ JO SSOUOATOJ
-Jo oy pamseawt (G107) Suog pue repn

"TOTMTISUI UOHELINP
10yS1y orqnd & ur uoneyuswdun g
U0 UONOLJSES SJUSPM)S OUSN[JUT Jer])
§10)08} A1) PAIPMIS (S10T) e 30 Uewey

‘uonesonpa 1oyJy
ur uondope Tg 0) SIOLLIEq PUB SIOALID
[eUOTIMI)SUT PAUTWEXD (9](7) 'T& 19 10H0J

‘uoneonpa Iy3Iy
ur Surured| jo Kyijenb oroxdw 0) 7g uo
Aprys & pajonpuod (9 () UosIey] pue Lies

‘K10j810q€R]

90URIOS [ENUIA 10J [opowl ¢ & padojoa
-9p (91(07) OPeMBSBUURA\ PUB USNUS[Y

“JUSWIUOIIAUD ¢ Ul S[POOIN

Jo dourydodoe  syuopnys a10[dxd 0}
[opow [ernjonys & pausdisop (91(07) NOSX

‘sfeuorssojord Suryiom 10y g

JO 90UBAQ[AI [eMXa}U09 puk [emdoouod
Ay} pazAeue (£]1(g) dpued pue erewny

81

L1

91

S1

4!

€l

Cl

I

01

IXJU0)) /AF0[OPOYRIA

SI0)0B, PALIUOP]

osoding

uonnqLIuO) pue SIOYINY

#

(ponunuod) | sqe)

pringer

A's



Education and Information Technologies (2019) 24:3433-3466

3442

"SI Jo Anfenb pue sasmod paseq-qom

Surssaooe jo Ayenb ‘voneanow ‘vonedionred *9SIN0Y 7T © SPIeMO} uonorysyes Surured|
‘UBMIB], Ul SOSSE[O IS0 INOJ Ul ‘UOT)OBISIES ‘SISINOD YIM UONORISHES uo Ayenb £Sojouyod) pue Jo1Aeyeq 1€ Ul UONORJSIES QINSBAU
SJUOPIYS WO} SaIreuuonsanb pijea £¢z  ‘Surures] Juopms ‘Surtred]-o Jo oSejueApe oANe[OY SuIUILI[ JO JO9JJ Y} AUILIEXD 0) PAUWIY 0} ApnIs B UO PAYdILASAI (O0T) B 10 BT ST
‘uoneonpa 1oy3Iy ‘suonmsul Uoneanpa Iy3y
‘wnig[og ul S)uBwLIOJUT 'se13erens feuonmnsur ‘sarorjod JO 1x2)u09 o1j102ds ) J0J SSAUIPLAI-d ul Surured]-o Sururuexs 10j [opout
G woy ma1AIul dnoiS snoo [eUIAUI ‘[BIO0S ‘OILOUOID ‘[BIISO[OUY0?) Joeqpad]  Jo [opowr Arewid dy) Sul[edAdl Ul Pasno0,] SsauIpeal-o ue pado[aadp (£007) OPBYSRIN  +T
-a10dedurg ur weidold owueld ‘Jurured] snouoIyouAse ‘quowkofud ‘Awouoine “JUOWIUOIIAUD
-01d uoneonpa swmn-jed gz woly Juapmys “Surp 9onoeId—A109Y) ‘uonEIOqR[[0d JUSWIUOIIAUD g Ul 90udLIadxd J101) 1€ ®© ul S19yoe) juopnys jo suondod
BJEp 109[]00 0} paAojdue sem AoAmng pue uonoeiur ‘poddns Joym ‘o8esn 1] Jo uondoorad  s)uspmys sjenieAd 0) pawry -12d oy paurwexs (010g) e 10 Suoyd €7
‘SJUSPMYS § WO MOIAIUI "SUONUIUL 9SN 0} QOUBNUNUOD ‘UONOIBJSHES WD)
pue uemIie] JO YINos ul AJSIdATUN -SAS ‘ssau[njasn paArdo1ad ‘ooue)dodde woIsAs ‘Burures| ‘uononysul Tg Swzipn urnunuod
® Ul SJUOpN)s woyj sareuuonsonb JO uoneuLjuoo ‘pj A3ojouyde)-yse) ‘Ayenb Sunsisse ur opraoid ued w)sAs Jurured[-o Ul SIQUIBY| SOJEATIOW IR} JIoMIWe]

pajordwod g8 woyj je ep pajd9[o) wd)sAs ‘Ayenb oFpaymoury ‘Ayrenb uonewoju] oy saINIRYY [RONLID Y FuneInsoAur je swry  yoreasal e pasodoid (7107) Suep pue ury gz
14 Jo uondope

*SUBIOTIOPEOR 19 Jo uondope pue ‘ssoujnyosn paAredsad Mo0[ Jo wayqoid oy} ssaIppe 0} SA[Npow *SUBIOTIIOPEOE UBISAB[BIA
0¢ wox dreuuoysanb ‘asn Jo asea paaredrad ‘uondoorod pue Sururen Suruies|-o oy ojur pajerodioour Suowe g jo uondope souonfyur ey
Koains Sursn pajoo[[od sem ey  s[eod Surured] ‘vouaisjard £Sojouyod) [euoneonpg 2q 0} oFpajmouy apraoid 0} pawry  SI0J0BJ Oy} paurexd (Z1(0g) '[e 10 uorey |7
"A)ISTOATUN BISAR[RIN “JJousq *SIONISUOD JUBAJ[OI
ul sjueptys 19 wox eyep apdwos jou pue ‘uonorjsnes Josn ‘Ajenb uonewLIOFuU o} U0 Paseq g Ul UONOBJSHES  SIUOPMIS Td UO UONOEJSHEs
399[105 0) axeuuonsanb pakojdury  ‘esn jo uonudul ‘Krfenb wesAs Kjenb 9014199 Sunoagge jey) 10308} [BINLO dy) pato[dxg SHUSPNIS paurwexa (€10g) e 10 Jeyel 07
"SQOURIPIP
19 Jopuas 0) uone[ar ur umes g
‘osn 9sN 0} UOTIUJUT PIEMO) IPMIYE JUIPIIS A} © JO XJU00 Ay} Ul asn pue doueydaooe
‘K)Is1oATun ystueds e ur s)uapnis 484 0} UOTUIUI PUB ‘OpmIe ‘dsn JO 9sed paArdorad ur ssoupnjAerd Jo 109139 oY) UI SOOUIQPIP A3o[outo9) JO JUBUIULIAIOP PAUTLIEXII
Jo oydues e woIy pajod[[od sem Bje(] ‘ssournyAeyd poArooIad ‘ssouInyosn paAIdId] Iopuag JSTX 210U} JBY} 9OUSPIAS POPIAOI] (£107) 'Te 10 ZopUSOIN-B[[IPEd 61
“IOABOPUD
SIY) Ul PIJSIONUI SIOJENSIUIWPE AJISIOAIUN ‘uoneoONpa
1XJUO)) /AS0[OPOYIIA S1030€,] PILIUIP] osoding uonnNqLIUO)) pue SIOYNy  #

(ponunuod) | sqe)

pringer

A's



Education and Information Technologies (2019) 24:3433-3466 3443

students to control their individual learning (Bowyer and Chambers 2017). The
supportive factors comprises of experience, engagement time, and self-motivation of
the students. Respectively, the experience of the student in relation to technology plays
a significant role in the acceptance and satisfaction of BL. The more experienced a
student is in relation technology, the more comfortable he/she will be to adopt BL
initiatives for educational purposes (Ghazal et al. 2018). Thus, Deng et al. (2018)
argued that students’ engagement and learning outcomes towards BL are based on prior
education, where some learners may display different individual characteristics, such as
improved self-directed learning skills as compared to learners who are less educated
(Deng et al. 2018). Engagement time relates to the duration allocated by the students to
accomplish academic activities. Savara and Parahoo (2018) confirmed that engagement
time is one of the critical factors that supports student learning in BL environments.
Likewise, Ghazal et al. (2017) stated that BL has the prospect to offer more varied
engagement opportunities to student as compared to either F2F or online learning
modes in isolation.

It was therefore suggested that engagement time is often employed to portray student’s
willingness to be a part of educational activities. Hence, learner’s engagement time
correlates to their motivation, passion, and interest to achieve their educational goals
(Mohd et al. 2016). Thus, if students have interest in studying via BL environment, they
are more likely to direct more time in the learning process (Lai et al. 2005). However, the
engagement time differs among students, thus the engagement time of learners may vary
negatively or positively during the learning interaction (Maulan and Ibrahim 2012). Next,
is self-motivation which refers to the inner power that influences students to move or take
an action toward achieving educational goals. The learners’ motivation is defined as
willingness of students to learn via BL environment. According to Naziman et al. (2018)
self-motivation is perceived as one of the most critical factors that influence learners’
achievement. Similarly, Wong et al. (2018) mentioned that learners’ motivation provides
them with enthusiasm to explore their creative skills. Therefore, Prasad et al. (2018)
indicated that learning only occur when students has the motivation to learn, thus motiva-
tion has an impact on the learning effectiveness of students.

Learners attitude In the context of this study the attitude is the combination of what the
learners feels and their opinion towards BL. For instance, Wong et al. (2014) stated that
learners’ attitude towards BL relates to the educational benefits of adopting BL resources.
Accordingly the learners’ attitude is based on their behavior, capability, and how they
manage their academic time in relation to positive or negative frame of mind which impacts
learners’ decision toward course material, lecturers, and peers involves in BL environment
(Sun and Qiu 2017). Precisely, the behavior exhibited by the students when adopting BL
approaches is an imperative determinant that influences their learning experience (Sari and
Karsen 2016). Students who have positive outlooks toward IT deployment for learning are
more eager to adapt to changes in the learning environment. Thus, findings from prior
study (Ghazal et al. 2017) showed that changes in students’ attitude may influence peers’
behavior, cognitive participation with BL approaches.

Additionally, the capability of the student impacts their attitude towards BL. As BL
involves usage of technologies there is need to enhance students’ BL competence in order
to effectively utilize BL to improve learning experience (Lin and Wang 2012). Thus, the
capability of students to effectively use different technologies to manage course material is
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important. If students are equipped with BL competency, they can easily use study
materials to better improve learning effectiveness (Ho 2017). In regard to time management
students are currently faced with issues related to managing time especially in BL
environment where online learning activities are usually time sensitive due to scheduling
of online classes (Chong et al. 2010). Thus, students must be willing to allocate time to
balance the blend of F2F and online learning schedule (Chong et al. 2010).

Learning mode According to Ghazal et al. (2017) learning mode is determined by the state
of learners’ pleasure and effectiveness of students’ educational experiences of BL. In a BL
environment, learning mode is based on the availability to access, lecturer responsiveness,
and communication among students and lecturers (Mondi et al. 2007). Researchers such as
Spring et al. (2016) stated that students are faced with issues such as the access to course
material in online learning which is mostly due to limited access to up-to-date technological
issues. Thus, the availability to access of learning resources which provides information to
student at the right time is paramount (Al-Rahmi et al. 2018), as it influences their
perception towards adopting BL (Savara and Parahoo 2018). Likewise, lecturer respon-
siveness refers to online responsiveness which refers to the learners’ perception of the
lecturer’s prompt reply to requests posted online (Ghazal et al. 2017).

Findings from prior study (Mohd et al. 2016) revealed that lecturers’ immediate
response to students influences their acceptance and positive experience of BL. More-
over, in BL environment, learners may frequently feel isolated in learning (Ahmed
2010), thus to address this issue, lecturers prompt online responsiveness would support
students to perceive BL to be fast and beneficial for their learning (Ghazal et al. 2017).
Similarly, for communication among students and lecturers BL often reduces the time
that students and lecturers see physically and this may actually hinder communication
between them (Mondi et al. 2007; Spring et al. 2016). Hence, the lack of personal
interaction with classmates would influence learners’ perceptions of usefulness and
ease of use of BL (Ghazal et al. 2017). Effective communication in BL process is
critical as it relates with the dissemination of information, from which learners’ attitude
and knowledge are constructed (Poon 2012).

Based on the proceeding discussion, we propose that;

H1: Learners perception significantly influences BL adoption.

3.1.2 Academic staffs perception

This construct examines perception of lecturers towards adopting BL to facilitate the
improvement, management of course resources and conversion from traditional pedagog-
ical practices (Almutairi and White 2018). Thus, findings from the literatures (Machado
2007; Poon 2014; Sun and Qiu 2017; Dakduk et al. 2018) suggest that this component
comprises of satisfaction, course management, and ease of use of BL approach.

Satisfaction Accordingly, satisfaction indicates the agreement and happiness derived
by lecturers in adopting BL (Liaw 2008). It is the assessment of the success of BL
adoption in improving teaching pedagogy experienced by the lecturer (Ghazal et al.
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2018). Thus, lecturers’ satisfaction is an essential factor to measure the quality of BL
adoption because of its relation to motivation, accomplishment and the rates of teaching
completion in BL environment (Hussin et al. 2009). In order to encourage active
teaching, it is required for lecturers to be more involved with the students as this will
provide opportunities to improve teaching satisfaction based on student performance
(Haron et al. 2012), although, lecturer satisfaction is based their attitude and acceptance
of BL (Ahmed 2010). The lecturers’ attitude refers to personality’s evaluative beliefs
about deploying a specific behavior such as adopting BL. Thus, lecturers who display a
positive attitude toward technology use possess prospective to adopt BL for teaching
(Barnard et al. 2009). Likewise, lecturers’ perception that BL is more effective than
traditional classroom may influence their acceptance and use of BL, thus persuading its
acceptance. This may also impact lecturers’ role towards teaching blended courses
(Ghazal et al. 2017). Hence, it is perceived that if the lecturer feels the adoption of BL
will produce the anticipated educational objectives, they will accept BL as an effective
mode of teaching (Bervell and Umar 2018).

Course management The course content refers to all physical and digital materials that
can be used by lecturers to teach students in alternative format (Hussin et al. 2009), where
course management comprises of teaching style and interactive content deployed by the
lecturer to facilitate student learning (Ho 2017). In a BL environment, the management of
course content refers to the design of teaching method demonstrated by the lecturer. Thus, a
lecturer with an interactive pedagogical style may efficiently increase students’ cognitive
engagement, participation, and involvement (Lai et al. 2005). Accordingly, when students
observe that the teaching style of the lecturer in BL is interactive their satisfaction with BL
is enhanced. Moreover, findings from prior studies (Ghazal et al. 2017) stated that lecturers
who tend to assimilate and use computer mediated teaching usually change students’
perceptions and acceptance of BL. Likewise, findings from Mondi et al. (2007); Wong
et al. (2018) suggested that the provision of interactive course content in BL would likely
motivate students learning. Arguably, lecturers can utilize BL resources in form of visual
images, multimedia presentations, and case study simulations, to improve teaching and
learning experiences.

Ease of use The ease of use of BL approaches relates to less complexity of BL
approaches adopted to support lecturers in teaching (Ho 2017). Thus, the perceived
ease of use of BL approach relates to the extent to lecturers expects adopting BL for
teaching without experiencing much difficulty. Thus, BL approaches that are less
difficult enable lecturers to teach in a comfortable manner (Ghazal et al. 2018).
Findings from the literature (Lin and Wang 2012; Ghazal et al. 2017; Bervell and
Umar 2018) revealed that the ease of use is measured based on the clarity and flexibility
of the BL approach being deployed by the lecturer. Correspondingly, the flexibility
assesses the degree to which BL adoption will require less skills and effort and in
achieving teaching goals (Lin and Wang 2012), whereas clarity relates to how BL can
support lecturer to present ambiguous content to students (Ho,2017). Accordingly, the
clarity and flexibility are factors that provide lecturers with a sense of convenience and
ease of use (Bervell and Umar 2018), and further enables lecturers to achieve the
benefits of adopting BL to support teaching (Ghazal et al. 2017).
Based on the proceeding discussion in section 3.1.2 and 3.2.2, we propose that;
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H2: Academic staff responsiveness significantly influences students’ adoption of
BL.
H3: Academic staff perception positively influences BL initiatives adopted.

3.1.3 University management perception

University management initiates strategies and policies to institutionalize BL ap-
proaches (Mercado 2008), and also help to transform theoretical BL policies into actual
practical adoption (Machado 2007). University management comprises of strategy,
structure, and support provided by the administration toward promoting BL adoption
as mentioned by prior studies (Graham et al. 2013; Porter et al. 2016; Porter and
Graham 2016; Dakduk et al. 2018).

Strategy Strategy comprises issues concerning the general design of BL in relation to
the definition, advocacy, degree and purposes for adoption related to BL policy
planning. The strategy involves the levels of planning needed to deploy and progress
the strategic operation of BL (Garrison and Kanuka 2004). According to Porter and
Graham (2016) the strategy involves specifying the objectives, potential costs and
resources required to develop BL. Moreover, the management strategy includes deliv-
ery mode and schedules, required human resources (such as administrative staff
support, technical assistance, and blended course developers) (Machado 2007), as well
as technology and infrastructure (which comprises of office/lecture space, software,
hardware, and internet access) (Porter et al. 2016). Respectively, the strategy outlines
the overall initiatives required by university administration to translate BL policy into
real-time implementation (Poon 2014), and also provides guidance to lecturers on how
to establish their teaching pedagogy (Basir et al. 2010).

Structure Structure includes issues relating to administrative, pedagogical, and techno-
logical polices deployed to facilitate BL adoption in universities (Porter and Graham
2016). The structure comprises of the governance, scheduling, and evaluation of BL
practices (Dakduk et al. 2018). Since, the practice of BL approaches requires a
substantial scheduling of courses, there is need for management to re-structure how
courses will be blended between F2F and online (Poon 2014). By considering if BL
courses will be scheduled such as three days a week for one hour (Porter et al. 2016), or
preferably will a more flexible design be adopted to provide time-shift for students and
lecturers (Garrison and Kanuka 2004).

Support Support encompasses issues relating to the way in which university manage-
ment facilitates the implementation and maintenance of BL approaches and it’s based
on pedagogical support, technical support, incentives provision, and promotion con-
sideration for adopting BL for teaching (Porter and Graham 2016). Thus, for BL to be
effectively adopted in any university there is need for effective provision of support for
both students and lecturers (Poon 2014). However, the provision of support for BL
requires management to understand the BL approach that students and lecturers are
using in relation teaching and learning effectiveness (Garrison and Kanuka 2004).
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More precisely, there is a need for a dedicated service support center to assist lecturers
and students with technology related issues such as software installation, hardware
troubleshooting, internet connections configuration, and provision of skills necessary to
successfully adopt BL environment (Porter and Graham 2016). Findings from Garrison
and Kanuka (2004) suggested that most universities currently provide sufficient support
services for their students’ technological needs, however lecturers also require such
support services, but in contrast to the students these technical supports are frequently
not available to lecturers in carrying out pedagogical development.
Based on the proceeding discussion, we propose that;

H4: Management policies positively influence learners’ perception towards BL
adoption.

H5: Management policies positively influence academic staffs’ perception towards
BL adoption.

H6: Management policies towards BL significantly influence teaching effective-
ness outcome.

H7: Management policies towards BL significantly influence learning effective-
ness outcome.

3.2 Adoption context
3.2.1 BL practice for learners

As presented in Section 2.3, Fig. 3 the BL practice approach to be adopted by learners
in proving answer to the second research question is discussed below;

F2F offline F2F offline mode is the traditional medium of learning between learners and
lecturer that typically take places in formal lecture room settings (Sun and Qiu 2017).
This mode of learning supports instructor-led learning which allows learners to discuss
and understand and provide instant feedback regarding course content (Arbaugh et al.
2008). Baragash and Al-Samarraie (2018) argued that F2F create interaction among
students which improves quality of learning proficiencies and learning delivery effec-
tiveness. F2F is also described as an effective method that facilitates interpersonal
learning practices (Ghazal et al. 2018), since students are given the opportunity to be
present in an actual classroom with each lecture lasting to about two hours for five
times per fifteen week semester for each course taken by the student (Kaur 2013). F2F
comprises of discussion and presentation of exercise, task, case study, practical lab
session, short test, and discussion of assignment (Kaur and Ahmed 2006).

Activity Activity is the first online phase involved in BL environment and it refers to
the general term used to describe a group of functionalities in a BL based tool such as a
Moodle and typically is an academic task that a student interacts with either individ-
ually or in a group with other students and lecturer (Sun and Qiu 2017). BL activities
ranges from lessons, assignments, lectures, workshop, chat, access to forum, glossary,
study survey, quizzes, wiki, and so on (Kaur 2013). The activity can be carried out in a
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virtual teaching space which allows lecturers and students to be in different places at the
same time (Arbaugh et al. 2008). Student can raise their hand by clicking a virtual
button and all students in the virtual class can be viewable to the lecturer and, students
can hear the lecturer speak (Kaur 2013).

Information Information is a learning item or link to knowledge source provided by the
lecturer to aid student learning (Padilla-Meléndez et al. 2013), the information can be
class calendars, course comments, study completion status, syllabus overview, syllabus
description, latest course news, recent course activity, upcoming course events, etc.
(Ramakrisnan et al. 2012). Moreover, information in BL is based on precise time table
calendar that contains specific links to course schedules, time and venue, links to course
material, including submission deadlines of tasks planned to be covered for the
semester (Lin and Wang 2012). The provision of information allows students to follow
up the course throughout the semester (Roszak et al. 2014).

Resource A resource is a mean by which the lecturer creates shares and exchanges
information and course content such as instructional media to students in a virtual
environment (Kaur 2013). Resource is also an item similar to information that a lecturer
utilizes to facilitate learning, such as a file, label, folder, content package, page, and link
(Ramakrisnan et al. 2012). Resources can be disseminated from social application such
as emails, Facebook, YouTube, blogs discussion forums, Wikipedia, Twitter, and text
chat which are utilized to enhance BL environments (Ramakrisnan et al. 2012; Edward
et al. 2018). In BL resources can be synchronous or asynchronous. In synchronous, the
lecturer and all students participate at the same time from different locations online,
where learning discussion are held synchronously mostly in group chat (BakarNordin
and Alias 2013). Thus, synchronous learning is carried out in real-time, when students
access the virtual class room at a specified time and converse directly with the lecturers
and with their peers via BL systems equipped with audio or video conferencing
functionalities (Ramakrisnan et al. 2012). Similarly, the asynchronous mode can be
seen as a self-centered learning, in which the students and lectures uses online
platforms such as online discussion boards, bulletin boards, e-mail, social media to
communicate at different time (Wahyuni 2018). Asynchronous can also be self-based
learning with access to reference learning materials or learning material stored in
external devices such as CD/DVD (Mondi et al. 2007).

Assessment Assessment is a significant systematic mean of evaluating the knowledge
of students (Koohang 2008; Mustapa et al. 2015). Thus, assessment provides the
medium for measuring learners’ performance and grading their progress and is utilized
by the students to make decisions and set individual goals (Klentien and Wannasawade
2016). Assessment comprises of formative and summative assessment (McKenzie et al.
2013; Liqin et al. 2015). Formative assessments are employed soon after the student
finish a course chapter and it normally consists of finishing course assignments,
cooperation projects and performance in class discussion groups, and completion of
course assignments (Nguyen 2017; Sun and Qiu 2017). Similarly, summative assess-
ments are carried out at the end or completion of the entire course and it comprises of
offline final test and online qualification test to accomplish the final examination
(Arbaugh et al. 2008; Liqgin et al. 2015).
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Feedback Feedback typically involves the open or close ended suggestion such as
scores, comments or views based on student performance or lecturers teaching
provided by the students and lecturers (Padilla-Meléndez et al. 2013; Sun and Qiu
2017). Feedback encourages learning development of students and also provides a
medium for university management to employ benchmarking to reduce the gap
between the current and anticipated performance (Selvi and Perumal 2012).
Furthermore, feedback which can be in form of statement provided by the lecturer
after assessment offer explanations for students based on selected correct and
incorrect alternative (McKenzie et al. 2013). Feedback also provides valuable
information on the impact of learning and teaching effectiveness to help lecturers
detect how students interpret their teaching pedagogy (Bowyer and Chambers
2017), thereby improving their approach of teaching if needed (Liaw 2008).
Similarly, Bentley et al. (2012) mentioned that the collection of feedback from
student is an important BL practice that helps to monitor the standards and quality
of teaching and learning.

3.2.2 BL initiatives for academic staffs

As presented in Fig. 2 in Section 2.2, the course redesign outcome framework to be
adopted by the academic staff is discussed below;

Teaching strategies This practice involves academic staff employing appropriate
course design style for successful BL teaching (So and Brush 2008). The design
adopted by the lecturer should facilitate teaching and aid the delivery of knowledge
to enhance students’ learning outcomes (Poon 2012). Consequently, lecturers should
adopt the most applicable instructional strategies that support teaching objectives,
where such strategies facilitate the transfer of learning and ensures that the learning
objectives are achieved (Kaur 2013). Moreover, online course materials provided must
be prudently selected to assist effective teaching and learning process (Yusoff et al.
2017). Accordingly, Savara and Parahoo (2018); Deng et al. (2018) maintained that a
distinct course structure should include course schedule, purpose of course activities
and specifically mention the online and offline mode of delivery to improve students’
performance. Thus, academic staffs should employ instructional practices and best
strategies that engage their students learning and also deploy required changes in
respond to the students’ academic needs (McKenzie et al. 2013; Tahir et al. 2013).

Technology integration Technology which refers to physical hardware, internet access
and required software entails the platform that supports teaching and learning between
lecturers and student (Garrison and Kanuka 2004). For instance, BL systems such as
MOOC offer an open learning platform where students can collaborate with students
from other regions of the world (Fleck 2012). These technologies can be utilized by the
lecturer to disseminate knowledge and upload course materials (Edward et al. 2018).
Lecturers can integrate different interactive technologies and systems such as multime-
dia technologies and applications for teaching and learning processes (Fleck 2012).
Thus, the effectiveness of BL for teaching and learning inevitably relies on lecturers’
equitable use of technology (Bowyer and Chambers 2017).
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Curriculum design Curriculum design depends on structure and pattern employed by
the lecturer to present and manage course information to students in a BL environment
(Hussin et al. 2009). Students’ learning is mostly influenced by the content value in
which quality course content is well-ordered, efficiently presented in a cooperative,
visible format to facilitate learning (Ozkan and Koseler 2009). Moreover, Ozkan and
Koseler (2009); Deng et al. (2018) emphasized that course content resources provided
to students by lecturers should provide up-to-date information such as displaying
student grades, displaying needed announcements on time, providing past exam ques-
tions, and marking criteria, as these enables students to feel more contented with the
curriculum content.

3.3 Outcome context
3.3.1 Learning effectiveness

Learning effectiveness assess the learners’ ability based on knowledge gained as a
factors to measure the success of BL practice adoption in universities (Poon 2014).
Learning effectiveness also measures improvement of students learning quality (Sari
and Karsen 2016). The impact of learning has been primarily explored by prior studies
(Arbaugh et al. 2008; Dakduk et al. 2018; Prasad et al. 2018) from the perspective of
achievement, engagement, involvement, retention, and cognitive outcome. Students’
achievement is based on the state of improvement attained by the student in adopting
BL practice. Hence, the achievement of learners in a course specifies the magnitude to
which they gained and applied knowledge to attain the courses learning outcomes as
specified by their grades (Prasad et al. 2018). Evidence from prior study (Fisher et al.
2018) suggested that BL improves the average learners’ grades.

Student engagement refers to the time and energy learners devote for academic
activities inside and outside of the classroom (Almutairi and White 2018). According to
Naziman et al. (2018), learners’ engagement refers to the desire of the student to
actively partake in educational activity such as attending classes, contributing to class
discussion, submitting assignment, and partaking in other academic related activities
(Bowyer and Chambers 2017). Furthermore, assessment of student engagement in BL
provides valuable feedback for improving students’ interest in BL process (Almutairi
and White 2018).

Involvement in BL is a factor that relates to students perception towards learning and
is influenced by the direction and choice of the learner (Lopez-Pérez et al. 2011), where
involvement has been recommended by Bowyer and Chambers (2017) as a factor that
can be employed to measure learning effectiveness because motivated students are
known by their motivation in educational activities. Findings from Naziman et al.
(2018) indicated that BL adoption increase learners’ involvement in relation to their
learning activities. Likewise, Mondi et al. (2007) argued that students’ performance is
increased based on BL practice that motivates students to learn at their own pace.
Therefore, it is plausible that BL adoption may reasonable enhance students’ motiva-
tion (Padilla-Meléndez et al. 2013; Naziman et al. 2018).

Furthermore, retention and cognitive outcome are factors that can be employed to
measure the impact of learning (Deng et al. 2018), where learner observe their own
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actions to provide information regarding the impact of BL practices based on their
learning process (Mondi et al. 2007). Likewise, it is proposed that students’ cognitive
presence is sustained and enhanced when social presence is established. Thus, the
exchange of course information and idea, collaboration with peers and lecturers
regarding BL improve learning effectiveness (Mondi et al. 2007; Mohd et al. 2016).
Consequently, Bowyer and Chambers (2017) argued that online discussion in BL
creates a community of inquiries among students, which improves cognitive learning.
Based on the proceeding discussion on Section 3.2.1 and 3.3.1, we propose that;

H8: BL practice adopted by learners positively influences learning effectiveness.

3.3.2 Teaching effectiveness

Teaching effectiveness has been a significant topic in BL context (Spring et al. 2016),
where teaching effectiveness in BL defines the extent to which BL is able to produce an
improved teaching outcome (Bervell and Umar 2018). Thus, effective teaching may
thrive in BL environment, where lecturers adopt BL initiatives (see Section 3.2.2) that
facilitates teaching process (Mondi et al. 2007). Besides, the measurement of teaching
effectiveness is an essential feedback for the university to assess the impact of BL
(Ginns and Ellis 2007). Based on the literature (Lin and Wang 2012) teaching effec-
tiveness can be measured based on delivery, performance, evaluation, and motivation.
The delivery refers to the ability of the lecturer to manage the progression of BL classes
and ensure that learners are receiving suitable learning materials and resources
(Arbaugh et al. 2008). This may entail adopting BL initiatives to provide prompt
feedback on assignments, specifying suitable course content, and stimulating educa-
tional activities. In addition, BL approaches should support lecturer to prepare, orga-
nize, and update course content (Ghazal et al. 2017).

Performance in relation to teaching effectiveness refers to the impact of BL initia-
tives on improving the quality of lecturers teaching in using technologies to enhanced
lecturers self-efficacy in impacting knowledge to students (Lin and Wang 2012).
Furthermore, evaluation measures the teaching effectiveness in relation to the final
grade of the students to test if adoption of BL improves teaching and learning
experience of student s and lecturers (Baragash and Al-Samarraie 2018). Thus, evalu-
ation is based on the student’s achievement in learning and the satisfaction they
experience during the learning process (Almutairi and White 2018). The feedback
obtained from the assessment experience can be utilized to evaluate a particular
lecturer’s course’s design, pedagogy, and structure (Wahyuni 2018). According to
Almutairi and White (2018) it is required to measure lecturers’ motivation in relation
to BL adoption. Thus, it is possible that BL can increases lecturers motivation by
simplifying teaching pedagogy which in turns improve teaching effectiveness (Padilla-
Meléndez et al. 2013). Moreover, BL initiatives can facilitate the dissemination of
course materials to student and this will motivate lecturers to improve their learning
process. Thus, BL enables lecturers to become more involved in teaching and this
improves lecturer’s perception towards teaching which influences teaching effective-
ness (Lopez-Pérez et al. 2011). Based on the discussion on Section 3.2.2 and 3.3.2, we
propose that;
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H9: BL initiatives adopted by academic staffs positively influences teaching
effectiveness.

Accordingly, based on the innovation adoption framework, course re-design outcome
framework and BL approach the proposed model is developed to assess the effect of
BL adoption on students learning and academic staffs teaching effectiveness in insti-
tutions of higher learning as seen in Fig. 4.

Figure 4 depicts the developed research model and associated hypotheses derived
from the literatures. The model is conceptualized based on awareness, adoption and
outcome of BL.

4 Research methodology
4.1 Research settings and ethical consideration

A quantitative research was employed in this study to explore the role of BL on lecturers
teaching and students’ learning effectiveness. A confirmatory study approach was utilized
in this research to present the results which offers freedom and flexibility for reporting
survey data. This study was conducted in three Malaysia universities that adopt similar BL
approach in their educational process which comprises of about 30% F2F and above 70%
online mode. These selected universities employed BL tools such as Moodle which is an
open source educational platform that universities utilize to achieve effective online
learning. For ethical consideration, implicit consent was provided to the respondents
who completed the survey. The aim and purpose of the study and respondent’s rights not
to partake in the survey was clearly specified. Hence, participation in the survey was
voluntary. Moreover, the anonymity of the respondents was guarantee by not disclosing the
names of the respondents and their university to the public.
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Fig. 4 Developed research model
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4.2 Instrument development and data collection

The questionnaire instrument was developed from the innovation adoption framework,
course re-design outcome framework, BL approach (see Section 2.1 to 2.3), and prior
BL studies. In the instrument management factors entails strategy (7 items), structure
(12 items), and support (12 items) where all items were derived from (Porter et al.
2016; Porter and Graham 2016; Dakduk et al. 2018). Academic staff variable com-
prises of satisfaction (2 items), course management (3 items), ease of use (2 items)
adapted from (Poon 2014; Sun and Qiu 2017; Dakduk et al. 2018). Learners’ variable
comprises of supportive factors (7 items), learner attitude (9 items), learning mode (7
items) from (Padilla-Meléndez et al. 2013; Baragash and Al-Samarraie 2018; Ghazal
et al. 2018). In addition, BL practice for students variable comprises of F2F and
activities (3 items), information and resources (11 items), and assessment and feedback
(9 items) and BL initiatives for lectures variable comprises of (23 items) from (Lin and
Wang 2012; Padilla-Meléndez et al. 2013; Sun and Qiu 2017; Baragash and Al-
Samarraie 2018; Ghazal et al. 2018) Lastly, learning effectiveness variable comprises
of (11 items) (Sun and Qiu 2017; Baragash and Al-Samarraie 2018; Dakduk et al.
2018) and teaching effectiveness variable comprises of (19 items) from (Lin and Wang
2012; Prasad et al. 2018; Dakduk et al. 2018).

The questionnaire was developed in English language and to ensure that the
questionnaires were suitable for purpose, a workshop was conducted based on a focus
group discussion to help refine the questionnaires instruments for face and content
validity by 10 experts (7 IT and 3 education domain). After which the questionnaires
were updated and sent for another expert review for construct validity by an expert
from education domain to verify the correctness of the questionnaires after which the
questionnaires were refined and deployed online and links to the survey sent to
prospective respondents. Data was collected from 87 convenience sampled students,
lecturers and administrators (in charge of e-learning in each university) from January—
February 2019. However 9 samples were partially filled and were removed which
resulted to 78 samples. Three questionnaires were developed and were divided into four
parts. The first part asked about demographic data of the respondents and their
university assessed based on ordinal measurement. The second part measure the
perception of management, academic staffs and learners based on a five-point Likert
scale (1 =strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 =Not Sure, 4 =agree, and 5 = strongly
agree). The third part rates the current adoption of BL practices of academic staffs
and learners based on the five-point Likert scale. Then, the last part rates the outcome of
BL adoption, also based on a five-point Likert scale.

4.3 Data analysis

Partial Least Squares-Structural Equation modeling (PLS-SEM) was used for analyzing
the survey data because it is a comprehensive statistical method that allows the
instantaneous evaluation of a model based on the relationships among the variables
(Baragash and Al-Samarraie 2018). Moreover, PLS-SEM requires small number of
samples and is more suitable than regression for this study because PLS-SEM can be
employed to analyze all of the paths analysis concurrently (Lin and Wang 2012). Thus,
Smart PLS version 3 was utilized to carry out PLS-SEM data analysis.
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5 Results and discussion

There are two types of analysis supported by PLS-SEM which comprises of the
assessment of measurement model and assessment of structural model.

5.1 Assessment of measurement model

The measurement model examines the relationship between the variables and their
respective attributes based on convergent and discriminant validity.

5.1.1 Convergent validity

Hair et al. (2016) suggested that to test the convergent validity that three main criteria
should be considered which comprises of the outer loading of all the indicators should
be higher than 0.70. Next, the reliability is measured based on the Construct Reliability
(CR) which should be greater than 0.70 and the Average Variance Extracted (AVE)
which should be greater than 0.5 (Anthony et al. 2018). Accordingly, Table 2 shows
that all the outer loading of indicators surpassed the suggested 0.7 benchmark point.
The value of CR range in Table 2 is between 0.957 to 0.816 which exceeds the
recommended accepted value of 0.7. Besides, results from Table 2 indicate that the
AVE values range of 0.841 to 0.521 which exceeded the threshold point of 0.5 (Ghazal
et al. 2017). Thus, the criteria of the convergent validity were met. Moreover, the mean
values are greater than 2.5 as suggested by Anthony Jr et al. (2018) and between 3.63 to
3.92 which suggest that the mean score are effective based on the benchmark scale,
where 1 =least effective; 2 = fairly effective; 3 = effective; 4 = very effective; and 5=
most effective. The SD values are close to 0, thus the replies from the participants are
not widely dispersed suggesting that the respondents perceives that all indicators are
important for improving BL effectiveness.

5.1.2 Discriminant validity

Fornell and Larcker (1981) suggested the use of AVE to assess discriminant validity.
The researcher further mentioned that the square root of each AVE value for the
constructs should be larger than its highest correlation with any other construct in the
same model and the value should be greater than 0.5 as suggested by Hair et al. (2016).
When the AVE value is higher than 0.5, it is recommended that the variable constitutes
a minimum of 50% of the assessment variance (Anthony Jr 2019). Table 3 shows the
discriminant validity of the model constructs and it is evident that all the squared AVE
values of each construct are relatively higher than the constructs’ correlation coefficient
value of other constructs which are greater than 0.5. Thus, results from Tables 2 and 3
confirm that the convergent and discriminant validity is achieved.

5.2 Assessment of structural model
The assessment of the structural model is carried out to test the relationships in the model in
confirming the model hypotheses as seen in Fig. 4. The structural model assessment is

measured by examining the path coefficients value ([3) which evaluates the association
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Table 3 Inter-construct correlation

Constructs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Academic Staffs 0.811
Blended Learning Practices 0.017 0.887
Blended Learning Initiatives 0.774 0.116 0.917

Learners 0.109 0.855 0.136 0.893

Learning Effectiveness 0.124 0.674 0.121 0.659 0.722

Teaching Effectiveness 0.747 0.126 0.731 0.191 0.142 0.825
University Management 0.072 0.062 0.177 0.105 0.108 0.180 0.578

Bold values should be greater than 0.5 to be valid as recommended by Anthony Jr (2019)

between constructs based on their degree of corresponding significant levels (p value) using
PLS path modeling technique. Moreover, the coefficient of determination known as R? value
which is an assessment of the model’s predictive power is calculated based on the squared
correlation between the variables in the model. The literature (Baragash and Al-Samarraie
2018) recommended that R? values of 0.67, 0.33, and 0.19 were regarded as excellent,
average, and low, respectively. Likewise, Salloum et al. (2019) suggested that the R? value
should be greater than 0.10 to acceptable. Lastly, bootstrapping technique in PLS based on
5000 samples was employed to measure the level of significance of the paths (--value) which
should be higher than 1.96 for two-tail test as previously used by Anthony et al. (2018).
Thus, results of path coefficient, standard error, R% (3, ¢, and p value shown in Table 4 is used
to validate the hypotheses (H1-H9).

Results from Table 4 indicates that (H1) path coefficient is 0.756 (¢=5.078, 5=10.558,
p =0.000), therefore supporting (H1) confirming that learners action influences BL practice
implementation since t-value is higher than 1.96. Similarly, results from Table 4 further
suggest that (H2) path coefficient is 0.829 (t=7.947, 5=0.489, p=0.000), therefore
supporting (H2) which verifies the influence of academic staff on learners awareness
regarding BL adoption. Next, (H3) states that the action of academic staff is based on the
current BL initiatives being implemented. Accordingly, results from Table 4 disclose that
(H3) is significant where path coefficient is 0.376 (¢=3.004, 3=0.470, p =0.004). Like-
wise, results from Table 4 indicate that university management positively influence learners
awareness of BL adoption (H4) with path coefficient of 0.998 (r=17.187, 3=0.610, p=
0.000), whereas the results statistically confirms that university management effect on
academic staffs (HS) have a path coefficient of 0.895 (t=6.117, 3=0.630, p = 0.000).

Additionally, considering action of university management polices influence on
teaching effectiveness (H6), results from Table 4 depict that (H6) have a path coeffi-
cient of 0.895 (¢=11.845, 3=10.550, p = 0.000). Likewise, (H7) with path coefficient of
0.956 (r=18.273, 3=0.132, p=0.000) which posit that university management influ-
ence learning effectiveness is statistically significant. Table 4 further show the results of
(H8), revealing that BL initiatives implemented by academic staffs significantly influ-
ence teaching effectiveness with a path coefficient of 0.933 (¢=10.552, 3=0.696, p =
0.000). Lastly, the result reveal that (H9) which propose that BL practices implemented
by learners positively determines learning effectiveness is significant with path coeffi-
cient of 0.875 (¢=12.373, 3=0.854, p =0.000).
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5.3 Discussion

This study adapts innovation adoption framework, course re-design outcome framework
and BL approach to investigate the role of BL for teaching and learning effectiveness and
further examine the factors that influence BL adoption in universities from the perspectives
of learners, academic staffs, and management. In particular, it identifies the current BL
practice to be adopted in universities and developed a model. Data was collected via survey
and PLS-SEM was employed to validate the developed model hypotheses. The study
provides support for the validity of applying the awareness, adoption and outcome
approach to measure the effectiveness of BL in institutions of higher learning. As shown
in Fig. 5 our results suggest that (H1) awareness of learners significantly influences their
intention to adopt BL. It is assumed that learner’s self-judgmental process associates self-
observations of how they perceived BL as a learning approach in relation to their beliefs
and acceptance of BL practice in improving their own learning activities (Ghazal et al.
2017). This results is consistent with results from prior studies (Wong et al. 2014; Ho
2017), where that authors mentioned that leaners attitudes towards technology usage
impacts the educational benefits of BL adoption in universities.

One of the interesting results of the study is that (H2) academic staff responsiveness
positively influences students’ perception of towards BL adoption. This assumption is
supported by the literature (Almutairi and White 2018), which stated that student perceives
instructors teaching in BL based on the lecturers prompt response to online inquires.
Similarly, Ghazal et al. (2017) reported that lecturer’s feedback is a fundamental factor
that has a positive influence on students’ learning experience. Similarly, Dakduk et al.
(2018) found that lecturer’ ability to respond instantly to learners potentially impacts their
perception towards acceptance of the technology mediated learning.

H6 (B = 0.550%**)
t=11.845

HS (B = 0.696%**) )
t=10.552 Teaching
Effectiveness

H5 (B = 0.630%%%)

t=6.117
Blended Learning
H4 (B = 0.610%**) Initiatives
t=17.187 H3 (B =0.470*%*) *** =Sig at p <=0.05
t=3.004 t>=1.96
HT (B = 0.132%%%)
t=18.273

Aademlc Staffs

H2 (B = 0.489%%)
t=7.947

HI (B =0.558%**) ) HY (B = 0.854%*%)
t=5.075 t=12.373

Blended Learning Learning
Practices Effectiveness

Fig. 5 Results of the structural model. Note: ***p <= 0.05

Learners
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Moreover, the study found that (H3) academic staff involvement positively influ-
ences BL initiatives adopted. This is in line with the finding of prior studies (Sun and
Qiu 2017; Ghazal et al. 2018) who found a significant effect regarding lecturers’
commitment as a significant indicator of BL initiative adoption because the involve-
ment of lecturers entails not only the understanding, knowledge, and impact of BL, but
also their willingness to implement the theory-related pedagogy for teaching thereby
improving BL initiatives. An argument that can explain this result is that lecturers who
show a positive attitude toward BL initiatives are more likely to observe its value and
further adopt it in teaching (Bervell and Umar 2018). Regarding the significant impact
of management policies on learners’ awareness towards BL adoption (H4), our results
agree with those found by (Wong et al. 2014; Porter et al. 2016). In fact as observed by
Porter and Graham (2016), the move from conventional to hybrid approach such as BL
requires that commitment especially from the university management. This is to resolve
possible restrictions in resources required to facilitate learners in adopting BL practice.

Thus, our results is also analogous with results from Poon (2014) which
mentioned that support systems that provide technical and instructional resources
put in place by institution facilitate students adoption of BL practices. Likewise,
the results reveal that (H5), management has significant effect on academic staffs’
awareness towards BL adoption. This result is consistent with prior studies (Tahar
et al. 2013; Yeou 2016) which suggested that the provision of consolidated
services to support academic staffs throughout the use and development of course
modules by university administration will influence lecturers’ attitude and aware-
ness towards the successful adoption of BL initiatives in promoting teaching
effectiveness. This includes providing budget for resources to encourage lecturers
to become actively aware of BL initiatives (Poon 2014).

Furthermore, the results indicate that (H6), management policies have a positive
significant influence on teaching effectiveness outcome. This result was confirmed with
findings from the literature (Chong et al. 2010; Porter et al. 2016), where BL for
teaching is effective when university management is dedicated to enhance quality of
lecturers teaching experience in a cost-effective approach. Thus, BL is viewed as an
approach of attaining strategic objective and management is committed to fully adopt it
in the institutions culture (Moskal et al. 2013). In addition, the results suggest that (H7),
management policies had a significant relationship with learning effectiveness out-
come. This result could be due to the fact that institutional inertia and bureaucracy can
preclude changes in the current course structures, curriculum, and timetables which are
important to learning effectiveness in BL environment (Garrison and Kanuka 2004;
Porter et al. 2016). Therefore, managements’ initiatives and policies towards BL should
encourage students to use and pursue innovative forms of learning formats to enhance
learning effectiveness of learners (Basir et al. 2010).

The results reveal that (H8), BL practice adopted by learners significantly influences
learning effectiveness. This finding is supported by Mohd et al. (2016); Al-Rahmi et al.
(2018); Fisher et al. (2018) in which the researchers found that students’ satisfaction,
self-efficacy, and enjoyable experience from adopting BL practices is mostly associated
with the ease of use of the platform in accessing online content which affects the quality
and impact of students’ learning outcome. Additionally, findings from Savara and
Parahoo (2018) revealed that students’ ability to integrate technologies positively
influence their learning quality. Finally, in regard to the teaching outcome (H9), the

@ Springer



3460 Education and Information Technologies (2019) 24:3433-3466

results indicate that BL initiatives adopted by academic staffs positively influences
teaching effectiveness. This result is similar to findings from previous studies (Rahman
et al. 2015), where finding from the authors showed that effective teaching activities is
centered on the lecturers integration of technologies which comprise of equipment and
applications that should be usable, available and reliable, to provide adequate teaching
functionalities to lecturers (Savara and Parahoo 2018). The adopted BL initiatives
should be easy to use in improving teaching effectiveness among lecturers. In this
regard, the competence of lecturers to integrate technologies is significant for the
success of BL, because an academic staff with strong technical skills can teach with
improves learning designs, therefore making learning more personalized and interactive
(Graham et al. 2013).

6 Implications of study
6.1 Practical implications

The results from this research offer some practical implications for academicians,
practitioners and policy makers in institutions of higher learning. First, this research
suggests the significance of providing required management supports for learners to
create positive experiences that facilitates teaching and learning effectiveness in BL
environment. The results from this research suggest that administrators should make
prodigious efforts to promote students’ BL self-efficacy and emphasis should be
employed on enhancing learners’ self-confidence. This can be achieved by organizing
training session to help students in familiarizing the adoption of BL practices. As such
early training is required in making learners more interested in BL approaches, because
if students’ perceives that BL approach of complex, they may become unwilling to
adopt it, consequently undermining the capabilities of IT integration in higher educa-
tion. Moreover, results from this research can be utilized as a guide for institutions of
higher learning in both developed countries and developing countries such as Malaysia
to promote BL adoption practice for student which comprises of F2F, activities,
information, resources, assessment, and feedback for effective learning that can shape
future trend of BL sustainability.

Practically, the model developed in this study can be employed by university
management to design practices and strategies that support continuance effective-
ness of BL approach among learners, academic staffs and management. Similarly,
university management should also conduct professional development workshops
for academic staffs to expand their knowledge and capabilities in adopting BL
approaches. Such initiatives can help in building lecturers aptitude regarding
course design, pedagogy, teaching delivery of blended courses that is to be
personalized to meet the educational needs of students in order to support learning
effectiveness. Moreover, in order to improve the overall awareness of BL adoption
in universities, findings from this study suggest that BL initiatives which com-
prises of teaching strategies, technology integration, and curriculum design. Thus,
lecturers should provide up-to-date, useful, and user-friendly interactive course
contents to students. This study also provide recommendation for university
management towards enhancing learning and teaching effectiveness by increasing
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both tangible and intangible resources for students and lecturers by re-prioritizing
funds allocated to promote development of BL courses and curriculum.

6.2 Theoretical implications

Findings from this study possess theoretical implications to educators, BL de-
signers, and decision makers in institutions of higher learning by providing crucial
insights on how BL practice to be adopted by students to sustain learners’ learning
performance and BL initiatives to be employed by lecturers to improve learning
delivery approaches for promoting lifelong learning. In addition, the attitude and
responsiveness of lecturers were significant in influencing learners’ perceptions of
BL adoption. Therefore, considering pedagogies lecturers should rethink their duty
and the role of the students in BL process as this is important for motivating
students to fully engage and interact in learning activities in class and off class-
room. The study provides new insights into the factors that influence learners,
academic staffs, and managements’ perception towards BL.

Our results confirms that learners’ perception is based on (supportive factors,
attitude, and learning mode), academic staffs entails (satisfaction, course management,
and ease of use), and managements relates to (strategy, structure and support) which are
all important factors required for sustaining positive perception of BL adoption. Our
results indicate that the adoption of BL by learners and lecturers is also determines by
the ease with which the services provided by BL approaches are accessed. Hence, it is
based on the reliability, availability, and durability of the hardware, software, computer
communication network deployed to support BL environment. This research also
reveals the importance of lecturer’s attitude toward BL in motivating student’s percep-
tion towards BL as compared to conventional teaching. Thus, the lecturers’ control and
ease of use of the technology is an important factor for the adoption of BL. The findings
stressed the importance of management support towards BL initiatives. Accordingly,
we argue that management should provide more support to both student and lecturers as
such support influence their perception toward adopting BL.

7 Conclusion
7.1 Summary

BL effectiveness in institutions of higher learning may be initiated by lecturers and
students, but its sustainability can be attributed to university management involvement.
Accordingly, a research model was developed to examine factors that influence learners,
academic staffs, and management perception towards BL adoption. Moreover, findings
from this study confirms that BL practices to be adopted by learners in universities
comprises of F2F, activities, information, resources, assessment, and feedback and BL
initiatives to be adopted by academic staffs includes teaching strategies, technology
integration, and curriculum design which are required to improve teaching and learning
effectiveness outcome. The empirical assessment of BL adoption using PLS-SEM based
on innovation adoption framework, course re-design outcome framework and BL approach
has been statistically tested and validated and all nine hypotheses were supported.
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7.2 Limitations

Like in every study, this research has some limitations. The first limitation relates to
sample size, where data was collected from 78 samples. However prior study (Yeou
2016) employed only 47 samples. Secondly, our sample involved data collected from
three universities in Malaysia, to generalize these results it is necessary to compare this
sample with other universities in Malaysia. Thirdly, the samples was conveniently
collected which may imply same behaviors and learning style of students but different
pedagogy styles of teaching learning for lecturers. Fourth, whereas this research
explored learners, academic staffs, and management awareness in regard to BL adop-
tion for teaching and learning effectiveness, the moderating influence of age, gender,
education, IT experience was not examined in this study.

7.3 Future works

In future, it is required to address the sample by collecting data from other geograph-
ically distant populations from both developed and developing countries to enhance the
generalization of the results. In future research, a sampling frame such as randomly
sampling will be employed to collect data. Moreover, future research will investigate
the moderating effect of gender, age, education, and IT experience on learners, aca-
demic staffs, and management awareness towards BL adoption as a means of improv-
ing t learning performance of students and teaching effectiveness of lecturers in
universities.
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