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Abstract

Blended Learning and hence Blended Delivery andribigion have been identified
as the way of the future. This paper will provicemments on my exploration of
research underpinning the decision taken by thee@land Government in the 2006
Queensland Skills Plan to recommend blended legrais a key plank in the
revolution of VET training in Queensland. It wilfgue however that the decision to
proceed on this journey must firstly answer a seokequestions regarding research,
implementation, model selection and experiencetloérs in meeting this challenge.
The application of a carefully planned change memamnt model is essential and
needs to be one which includes all the staff inedhn the implementation of the
policy. The real test of the successful implemeatabf Blended Delivery and the
leadership of it by the Brisbane North InstituteT&FE will significantly depend on
how the staff at the Institute is convinced that filture of education and training will
be enhanced by embracing the principles and clydleaf the Blended Delivery
ethos

1. | ntroduction

A major outcome of the Queensland Skills Plan (Q3R)s the allocation of
responsibility for leadership iblended learning and delivery models to Brisbane
North Institute of TAFE (amalgamated with Open lmag Institute of TAFE) and
Barrier Reef Institute of TAFE.

Queensland Government will reform TAFE by
establishing designated ‘lead institutes’ wittlear
mandate for leading product development and
coordination across the state in designateddield

Institutes assigned a ‘lead institute’ statug halve a
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responsibility for the curriculum management,
development and distribution of training suppuoédterials.
They will also be responsible for coordinatingghuct
guality and consistency. These institutes wittdrae the
primary point of contact for industry to engageliAFE
training and qualifications, and they will worktlvprivate
training providers to achieve best practice acthe

Queensland training system.

Brisbane North Institute of TAFE (is the nominatezhd Institute for
Business, Finance and Information Technology (I)cl{ding
Property Services, Government (excluding Local Gowvent)
Horticulture, Open learning and Blended learmmadels (with

Barrier Reef)

Blended learning is but one component of an oveteditegy of investment decisions
being made by the Queensland Government to bringEl&aining into the twenty
first century. If TAFE Queensland is to survivenigeds to follow through on the
rhetoric and invest the millions of dollars neededdevelop learning management
content and learning management systems, singlecsbér portals, authentication
systems, laptops computers for each teacher, giofed development for all of its
teaching staff so that they can deliver on the déeinearning promises that have been

made to the taxpayers and students of Queensland.

The Queensland Government will provide additidoabing

to upgrade TAFE’s ICT environment. A major comeonof the ICT
investment will be directed towards the Learnitgnagement

System will have enormous benefits for TAFE Qésmd by enabling
a wider range of higher quality programs to biévdesd to

more learners across the state. Students wiél hagess to

more up-to-date technology and more flexibilitythe way

their training.
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This paper has been developed to assist readamderstand the topic of blended
delivery to ensure that when discussions on the tape undertaken that there is a
common understanding of the many and various defits, models, systems, issues
and challenges that are associated with the tetemdBd Delivery is a multi faceted
concept and not a one size fits all generic satutiny organisation undertaking a
blended learning solution definitely needs to spand invest time and resources into
understanding which of the plethora of blendedneay choices would work best for
their organisation and at a micro level for varisub parts of the organisation where

choices of blended learning solutions may differ.

The paper has raised four questions that will kploeed to provide an understanding
of some of the debate surrounding Blended Learning.

+ What research has been identified to supportsat\aable pedagogical model
for the future VET delivery?

+ What are the major issues or trends in Blendedriegrimplementation that

may impact on the TAFE decision to implement it?

+ What are the major issues and challenges that wmeilexpected prior to the

ant implementation efforts?

+ Which systemic models are considered to be mostopppte for the TAFE
Lead Institute model?

3. Findings and discussion

What research has been identified to supports it as a viable pedagogical model
for thefuture VET dédlivery?

The term blended learning to describe forms of E0pport for learning has recently
come into vogue ( Bonk & Graham, 2005). Blendetriang describes technology

facilitated learning that retains a strong andlehte role for the teacher in the
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learning process. Blended learning appears to geostrong support for instructors
looking to create learning settings based on stteamer-centred modes of delivery
(Oliver, Herrington & Reeves, 2005). Such approaghm®vide instructors with a raft
of opportunities for creating engaging and suppertsettings. It is within the
capability of blended learning to draw the maximbenefit from the technology
while retaining the best features of face-to-fazsching which makes it so ideal for

supporting engaging learning activities.

While these stories proliferate the literature réheare equally many counter
arguments warning about previous negative expeggeparticularly in the e learning
or on line learning sphere. Many projects like thi€ eUniversity, NYU Online,
Scottish Knowledge, Universitas 21 and Global Ursitg Alliance, all developed
around e- earning applications, failed to realisgrtaims and goals leading many to
guestion the quality and capabilities of this fooheducational delivery (Garrett,
2004). Like all forms of education, there are bgtlod examples and bad examples in
practical settings. The questions many people @king to answer is, what are the
necessary and optimal conditions for successfuldad learning in higher education
and can these conditions guarantee that blendedidgawill be successful? Many of
these questions have become more important inutient era where accountability is
a key concern in the higher education sector.

McArthur (2001) argues that in any blended learrsatiing should take into account
not only of the technology used but also the bldnéarning strategy. The forms of
strategies guiding the use of blended learning tpotentially large impacts on the
learning achieved. Franks (2002) describes a ftages model for instructors
implementing a blended learning approach thateadrom (1) an initial mode that
simply provides administrative information on a ® (2) through a
communications element, (3) leading to materialsveley, and, finally, (4) a more
engineered and deliberate use of technology foticodar learning needs. Any
attempt to use blended learning to support engdgaching would represent an

activity at this extended stage of this implemeatatycle.

One clear advantage of blended learning in edutaito its connection with

differentiated instruction. de Guia (2004) discuksdifferentiated instruction
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involving “custom-designing instruction based ondent needs.” In differentiated
instruction, educators look at students’ learnitdes, interests, and abilities. Once
these factors have been determined, educators edednich curriculum content,
learning activities, products, and learning enuvinemts will best serve those
individual students’ needs. Blended learning camfo a number of these areas. By
using blended learning, educators are definitetgrialg the learning environment
when students work collaboratively in learning coamities online. For example,
teachers could also add relevant curriculum conteat would be unavailable or
difficult to comprehend outside of the internetat®ing activities and products can

also be changed to use technologies in a classtioanuses blended learning.

So what does the research say? In a study by Dearf2004) and associates research
provides several online options in addition to itiadal classroom training actually
increased what students learnt. Another study wcted by Delacey and Leonard
(2002) showed that student interaction and satistaimproved, along with students
learning more in courses that incorporated blernidadhing. Another advantage of
blended learning is pacing and attendance. In triesded learning classrooms, there
is the ability to study whenever the student chmselo so. If a student is absent,
she/he may view some of the missed materials asdhee time that the rest of the
class does, even though the student cannot begallysn the classroom. This helps
students stay on track and not fall behind, whecespecially helpful for students with
prolonged sicknesses or injuries that prevent thfiemm attending school. Alvarez
(2005) defines these “self-study modules” as alhgwviearners to review certain
content at any time for help in understanding aceph or to work ahead for those
students who learn at a faster pace. Because odilitiey of students to self-pace,
there is a higher completion rate for studentslé@mdbed learning classrooms than to
those in strictly e-learning situations (Flavin,02). This self-pacing allows for the
engagement of every learner in the classroom agaeyn time. Students also see that
the learning involved becomes a process, not iddali learning events. This

revelation allows for an increased applicationhaf learning done in the classroom.

A comprehensive review of North American researcthe area of Blended Learning

and Delivery was conducted in th&LN Conference Workshopn Blended Learning
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& Higher Education by Vigare, Dziuban, Moskal , Luby, Serra-Roldan awbod at
University of Central Floriddovember 17, 2005 .

In the interest of sharing this excellent resourc8lended Learning Research a full

bibliographical reproduction is include as an Apgigrio this paper (Appendix A).

What are the major issues or trends in Blended Learning implementation that
may impact on the TAFE decision to implement it?

With the given research, it is clear that usinghtded learning in education improves
the teaching and learning in a given course. Edusatant to teach in a way that best
reaches all of their students. If blended learr@ngomplishes this more teachers will
begin to use these methods. When teachers begxptore blended learning and the
resources that can be found through the interndt aither technologies, they can
structure their classroom in a way that best sthtsr teaching style and their

students’ learning styles. Blended learning alldjtsachers] and [their] students to
have the best of both worlds.” (Alvarez, 2005) Tineditional classroom and e-

learning both have advantages and disadvantagesAlVssez states, “the online

environment is not the ideal setting for all typ&slearning. Classrooms are not
perfect either. That's why so many teachers an@arate trainers are concentrating
their efforts on integrating internet-based tecbgms and classrooms to create

blended solutions”.

VET teachers increasingly have to develop waysadfieving effective learning
outcomes for their students whilst also offeringrieng environments that make
efficient student learning possible. In additiorettsuring that students’ contemporary
learning needs are met, teaching staff must alsorerthat their teaching practices are
reconciled with their own professional needs arterasts.

The question is therefore often asked - Does uherd of education, learning, and
training belong to a new machine-based digital mmment, or will the best learning
remain a deeply human endeavour conducted persperton in a traditional

classroom setting? | believe the answer is “ye$d both. We will continue to be

influenced greatly by the use of digital media, lhiernet, the World Wide Web, and
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devices and systems yet to be developed. Leawgongnunities through amazing
new electronic technologies will help us learn. t Bueat teachers in face-to-face

classrooms will remain an essential element.

So what does all this mean? Learning Managemesite8s, the on-line learning
community, on-line training initiatives, and blexd&arning are all tools we can
make use of to meet the unique challenges of #oenration Age. Job success in the
information age will present unique challengesdsr We cannot stop change! So

what do we need to do to be successful in todaydsteamorrow’s environment?

This paper argues that we need to focus on usiergdblg the best of online and the
classroom experiences. Blended learning has agraitrelationship with E-learning
and neither is about using the latest technologsepdace the classroom. Nor is it
about posting content on the Web. E-learning glesvia new set of tools that can add
value to all of the traditional learning modes. l&arning moves closer to the job,
blended instruction provides the critical piecgustt-in-time/as needed learning. We
know that face-to-face training plays an importanié for certain types of high level
learning — and it is the way most people prefdeton and how many trainers teach.
Internet training is clearly on the move from $500i@ in 1999 and as at in 2005 had
climbed to $8 b US.

These are the challenges for progressing the Btehdarning Lead Institute Model.
It is not to be seen as a token part of an ovemagclkills Shortage model in
Queensland. It needs to take a primary role andubded appropriately if the
education and training sector is to be preventeoh foeing overrun by multi national
corporations who will be impossible to compete wiith providing cost effective

training solutions that Queenslanders will be segkn the coming years.
The Lead Institute would need to invest in staffl amsources that were able to

provide the service levels to just keep up to deite current research as Blended

Learning has moved to the forefront of educatigai@on in the past few years.
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What are the major issues and challenges that would be expected prior to the

any implementation efforts?

A number of research activities have supportedvibes that any Blended learning
exercise needs careful planning if it is to succegdristensen, (2003). shares the
process she chose to design a blended learningecamirintroductory instructional
design. The process included evaluating purpose®afse, audiences and learning
objectives. Two different pilots of the course warelertaken and statistics regarding
the outcomes and comparison to the same face-toefagrse are included. Personal

reflection, faculty choices and recommendationddture research are included.

The integration of blended learning into traditibieéass room delivery has been
researched by Garrison& Kanuta, (2004) . Blendadhieg represents an opportunity
to support deep learning. The authors build oniezarork using community of
inquiry model to support why institutions shouldest in transforming learning. The
paper outlines what colleges and universities rteedo to move forward blended
learning. The issue of differences in cognitivdest has been researched by Graff,
(2003) who found that intuitive cognitive stylesport a lower sense of community
than students with an intermediate or analyticestifew differences were found with

respect to gender and sense of community in a btelehrning environment.

Experience from lecturers involved in teaching éaegprolment course using a hybrid
models had been researched by Johnson (2002) wdhicated concerns with his
traditional large-enrolment lectures, including itial accessibility to course content,
limited effectiveness of instruction, and low levelf connectivity between instructor
and students. Given these concerns, Johnson deidegeriment with holding the
course in a hybrid format. He found that planningl aeveloping a large-enrolment
hybrid course takes two to three times the amoudntime a traditional large-
enrolment class would take, with many activitiesngecompleted before the
beginning of the semester. He also found that implging and maintaining a hybrid
course takes more time than a traditional coursecamcluded that accessibility to
course content and connectivity with students iased in the hybrid format, while no

differences were found in terms of effectivenesmsiruction.
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Appropriate didactical models for blended delivahs been researched by De Witt et
al. (2003) who explore a didactical framework whiacludes three components:
content, communication and constructivism. The 3@deh can be applied to any
learning environment but in blended learning itigical to design how much time
should be spent on each component. The role obwsiearning theories and media
theories and uses are explored as background fooaghing didactical design. The
blend should consider the learning goals, the sanal issues, target group and

institutional issues to create an optimal blen@zarling environment.

Which systemic models are consider ed to be most appropriate for the TAFE lead

I nstitute model?

Khan (2003) outlines an excellent summary of a rhedgch involves a systemic

understanding of the factors which can enable dessgto create meaningful blended
learning environments. These factors comprise Kh&tagonal Framework. The
framework has eight dimensions. Each dimensionh& framework represents a
category of issues that need to be addressed.mtdkel could be used to facilitate
and organise thinking, and ensure that the reguitision statement that reflects the
wide variety of inputs that needed to be considdéoedsuch an important aspect of

BNIT's identification as a Lead Institute. .

institutional
pedagogical
technological
interface design
evaluation,
management

resource support

= &= &£ = &= = & =

ethical
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Institutional

The Institutional dimension addresses issues comger organizational,
administrative, academic affairs, and student sesvi Personnel involved in the
planning of a learning program could ask questietested to the preparedness of the
organization, availability of content and infragttwre, and learners’ needs. Can the
organization manage offering each trainee the iegrdelivery mode independently
as well as in a blended program? Has the needgsidleen performed in order to

understand all learners’ needs?

Pedagogical

The Pedagogical dimension is concerned with thebomation of content that has to
be delivered (content analysis), the learner néaddience analysis), and learning
objectives (goal analysis). The pedagogical dinmnsilso encompasses the design

and strategy aspect of e-learning.

Traditionally, the classroom has provided the oizmtional framework and
motivation, to enable people to learn through tipelers’ experiences. However in a
blended learning environment a plethora of otheicgs are opened up to educational

staff in developing a solution to a need for tnagnincluding:

Interactive Web-based Training
Self-paced content

Email based communication
On-line references

On-line testing

Print-based workbooks

On-line pre-course work
On-line job aids

Virtual classroom

Threaded discussion

Collaboration software (i.e. NetMeeting - Centeic.)

kR E R

Video presentations
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Interactive Computer-based Training (CD-ROM)
Print-based job aids

Distance Learning

On-line mentoring

On-the-job-training

Chat-room

In-person mentoring

Web-based peer community

Knowledge Management System

Audio (cassettes & CDs)

Instant messaging

Peer review

Video recording of learners for feedback
Closed Circuit TV courses or course modules

Special programs at trade schools - community gele or universities

o e ke EEEEEEE

Internships that guarantee employment with your aoization upon
completion

Teleconference

Blogging

Mobile learning

Podcasting

Blue Tooth

QR codes

= &k k&

Driscoll, (2002) and Osguthorpe and Charles (2@d3the other hand, stress factors
such as pedagogical models and the personal nde@arners. A compilation of

factors to consider when defining blended learmiatude:

+ blends of online and offline (or f2f) activitieSiagh, 2001)
+ self-paced and live, collaborative learning (Singd01)

+ structured and unstructured learning (Singh, 2001)

+ custom content with off the shelf content (Singb02)

+ blending work and learning (Singh, 2001)
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+ pedagogical models - blending constructivism, behaism and cognitive
(Driscoll, 2002)

+ synchronous and asynchronous communication metf®ekx, December,
2001)

+ blending online and f2f instructors and learnersg@horpe, 2003)

Technological

Once we have identified the delivery methods tihatgwing to be a part of the blend,
the technology issues need to be addressed. Issukmle creating a learning

environment and the tools to deliver the learniragpam.

This dimension addresses the need for the mostibdaiitearning management system
(LMS) that would manage multiple delivery types anl@arning content management
system (LCMS) that catalogues the actual contemlin® content modules) for the

learning program.

BNIT currently used_earning Edge (uella) as its Learning Content Management
system andWEB CT CE6 as the Learning Management platform. TAFE
Queensland has procured Janison as the LMS Platform

Interface Design

The Interface Design dimension addresses facttatedeto the user interface of each
element in the blended learning program. One neeé@ssure that the user interface
supports all the elements of the blend. The interfaas to be sophisticated enough to
integrate the different elements of the blend. Wit enable the learner to use each
delivery type and switch between the different syp&he usability of the user
interface will need to be analysed. Issues liket@at structure, navigation, graphics,
and helpalso can be addressed in this dimension. For ebeanmpa higher education
course, students may study online and then atteledtare with the professor. The
blended learning course will allow students toradate both the online learning and

the lecture equally well.
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In a large study of technology-based learningmglas undertaken in Australia in
2003, a number of different learning designs sufpppruality learning experiences
were identified and described and exemplars incdud®® an online database (AUTC,
2003). The database was designed with supportifegniration and resources to
facilitate the implementation of the learning desidpy teachers in areas beyond their
immediate contexts. Within this database, qualiBarhing designs are all
characterised as being forms of problem types ddrivom the work of Jonassen
(2000). The learning designs are based on probtdutiens of either a rule-based, an
incident-based, a strategy-based or a role-based(foliver, Harper, Hedberg,

Wills & Agostinho, 2002).

Evaluation

The Evaluation dimension is concerned with the ilisalof a blended learning
program. The program should have the capabilisvaluate how effective a learning
program has been as well as evaluating the perfurenaf each learner. In a blended

learning program, the appropriate evaluation mestaalld be used for each delivery

type.

Management

The Management dimension deals with issues retatdte management of a blended
learning program, such as infrastructure and lmgisto manage multiple delivery
types. Delivering a blended learning program iseneork than delivering the entire
course in one delivery type. The management diroanalso addresses issues like

registration and notification, and scheduling & thfferent elements of the blend.
Resour ce Support
A work based learning approach would underpin tie fBr on line developers.

Teams would identify what they need to learn, hbeytplan to learn it and what

resources they would need through a PD programaoning plan.
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A skills development facilitator would support eadam to ask critical questions
about pedagogy and teamwork. A web coaching prog@uid also be considered to
provide teams with access to expertise in speaifitne design technologies. As
expertise within the Institute grew team membersildidboe encouraged to take on

roles as mentors in successive roll out exercises.

The development of on line programs for Project 8gers, Instructional Designers
and getting started with Toolboxes would provideadepers the opportunity to learn
on line i.e. to experience the environment. Itnseasential component of the PD that

developers understand what it is like to be aatudine learner.

I mplementation

A key implementation initiative would be to encogeanetworking and sharing of
learning and information between individuals anahte involved or interested in on
line learning. An on line site could be developedgrovide staff with a focal point
for community building and learning to provide duiand targeted access by those

seeking further opportunities to develop theirlskil

Ethical

The ethical considerations of e-learning relatestoial and political influence,
cultural diversity, bias, geographical diversity, learner diversity, information

accessihility, etiquette, andthe legal issues.

4. Conclusion

The paper has therefore addressed the four quedtioprovide an understanding of
some of the debate surrounding Blended Learningreefutline the proposed lead

Institute model resulting from the Reframing theuUfe project.

+ What research has been identified to supportsat\dable pedagogical model
for the future VET delivery?
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+ What are the major issues or trends in Blendedrliegrimplementation that

may impact on the TAFE decision to implement it?

+ What are the major issues and challenges that wmeilexpected prior to the
ant implementation efforts?

+ Which systemic models are considered to be mosiopppte for the TAFE
Lead Institute model?

The reader should be assured that the decisiomoe@d with a blended learning
strategy is undoubtedly the right decision based research evidence. The
development of responses to the questions willstap. New research findings and

new technological solutions are continually beiegeloped.
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