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Abstract
This paper aims to explore the benefits of Blended Learning towards students’ learning
experiences at an offshore campus of an Australian university located in Ho Chi Minh
City, Vietnam. At the university campus, the Blended Learning practice in use is the
displacement of content. Content displacement refers to a portion of the learning
content and activities for a course being delivered online via the Learning Management
System. Learning not only happens in face-to-face sessions at a given time but is
extended to online spaces as well, happening anywhere at any time at students’
preference. The focus of this research is its usefulness and effectiveness in promoting
interactions between students and their peers, their teachers, and course materials. An
online survey, which was designed based on a set of validated questions, was used to
collect data from sixty-six students enrolled in eight Blended Learning courses. The
analysis of the survey results provides empirical evidence to the claim that students’
perception of their learning experiences at the university was beneficially impacted as a
result of the Blended Learning environment in each of their classes. Specifically, factor
analysis using oblique rotation method identifies a clear factor structure across survey
questions, representing four dimensions of benefits: Engagement, Flexibility of learning, Online learning experience, and Self-confidence. In addition, significant differences between the clusters on these factors indicate that students vary in their responses
towards the benefits of Blended Learning and their experience with a Blended Learning
approach.
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1 Introduction
1.1 Background
The changing methods of course content delivery have long been an established topic
of discussion and debate among the faculty and more particularly the academic
management of universities around the globe (Hamilton and Tee 2010; Michinov and
Michinov 2008). The latest focus of Learning & Teaching departments in most
universities has been the varied benefits of information and communication technologies and their potential delivery methods of the learning objectives for each course as
well as the extension of the physical classroom beyond its four walls and its assignments, activities or the program itself at the institutional level (Bonk et al. 2012). These
include but are not limited to, Blended Learning, the Flipped Classroom, Active
Learning, Online e-Learning, and Problem Based Learning to name just a few.
These newer modes of content delivery such as Blended Learning, defined as a
combination of digital and face-to-face content delivery method (Graham 2006) have
been viewed by some in Higher Education as a threat to the status quo, and stand to
disrupt the deep-rooted traditions of the time-honoured didactic approach of many brick
and mortar institutions who have until recently, depended solely upon student tuitions
in a face-to-face setting. Although seen by many as a way to bridge the gap between the
traditional pedagogies and those of today’s innovative thinkers, the predictions made in
2000 forecasted a 70% decline in student enrolment at universities across America from
the year 2010 to 2015 (Moskal et al. 2013). These predictions, as it turned out, were not
all as tragic as previously feared. The data in 2014 reported that within this period the
numbers of students enrolled in US universities peaked at 21 million in 2010 and only
dropped by 812,069 students within the next four years resulting in only a 4% decrease
in enrolments (National Center for Educational Statistics - NCES 2014).
This particular study into the learning outcomes and experiences of students,
delivered as a blended curriculum, supports the increasing global trend in the use of
Blended Learning as an effective content delivery method in higher education. The
delivery of this method may include one or any combination of modes to accompany
the face-to-face tutorials from, using social media, to problem-solving gamification, to
video-conferencing with each other or with industry participants, to role-playing
activities, to virtual learning systems, to online interactive quizzes or challenges, to
the multitude of simulations available online (Hamilton and Tee 2010).
This study was set in the South-East Asian campus of a large Australian university and
ran over 2 semesters of a redesign phase (2016 - Semester 2 and 3) and one semester of an
implementation phase (2017 - Semester 1). Eight courses were part of this project (six in
the School of Business & Management and two in the School of Science & Technology).
All these courses are core courses in their respective programs and were delivered entirely
face-to-face before the implementation of the project. The courses were taught in small
groups of a maximum of 30 students and involved lecturing as well as small groups or
individual activities under the lecturer’s monitoring (none of the courses use teaching
assistants). Typically, contact hours amount to 3 h per week in 2 sittings. The first semester
of the redesign phase involved course teams working with academic developers from the
Learning & Teaching unit (central unit within the university) to redesign their course
learning pathways under a Blended Learning model. This involved displacing course

Education and Information Technologies

content from the face-to-face class component to the online component as well as
introducing new online activities (watching videos, completing short quizzes, discussing
a topic on a discussion board, etc) to be completed before the first class of the week or in
between the two classes of a given week. This also included a general wrap-up activity
after the second class. All the online content and activities were hosted on the Learning
Management System (LMS - Blackboard at the time). The second semester of the redesign
phase involved course teams producing orientation modules for their courses. These
orientation modules included a welcome video explaining what the course entails, a video
or animation explaining the real world application of the course and another video or
written narrative explaining what students will be able to do after they take the course.
Finally, these two semesters of redesign were followed by a semester of implementation
where students were taught in a Blended Learning environment which included weekly
online learning pathways available on the LMS as well as face-to-face contact time.
1.2 Aim of the study, contribution to knowledge and research questions
The student perception of a Blended Learning model associated with this study aimed
to discover and has thus far strongly supported the argument that this is a successful
mode of course content delivery and as such adds to the growing body of research
supporting this claim however much of the literature focuses on Western settings and
thus findings may not be as relevant to developing economies and in particular those of
Confucian heritage where passive and rote learning rather than active and studentcentered learning is the norm (Phelps et al. 2012).
This study hopes to contribute to knowledge of blended learning effectiveness in
Confucian heritage contexts.
The overarching research question that supports this study is: “Does a Blended
Learning environment increase the engagement between students and their peers, their
teachers, and the course materials and is it perceived as a positive experience?”
1.3 Structure of the paper
Following this introduction, the article looks at the literature on student engagement with
Blended Learning as well as students’ perception of Blended Learning, and reviews as
much of the contemporary discourse on the topic as possible. The research methodology
details the approach used in this study by describing the methods and instruments used to
collect the data from the students while addressing the stated hypothesis. The section
discussing the results details the analysis of the data collected through the questionnaires
and presents the findings that answer the study’s initial research questions as well as
discuss them in the light of previous studies’ findings. The conclusion provides a summary
of the findings and the impact they have on the discourse and the contribution they make
to the current body of knowledge in this area of study. The limitations will also be
discussed and reviewed for possible suggestions as to the future direction of this research.
1.4 Literature review
Student engagement has an important influence on the achievement and learning in
higher education (Kahu 2013). It mirrors the quality of student university experience
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and is an excellent indicator of student academic success and the institution’s productivity (Coates 2005; Robinson and Hullinger 2008). Coates (2005) defines student
engagement as the students’ interaction with learning activities and resources intended
to produce authentic learning (Coates 2005). Similarly, Kuh (2009) defines student
engagement as the quality of effort and involvement in productive learning activities.
The measures used by the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE), the most
extensive study on student engagement in American colleges and universities, exemplify these definitions. The NSSE measures student engagement in five aspects: (1)
active and collaborative learning, (2) student interactions with faculty members, (3)
level of academic challenge, (4) enriching educational experiences, (5) and supportive
campus environment (Kuh 2009; Vaughan 2010). From the educators’ perspective,
student engagement encompasses involvement with co-curricular activities and interaction with faculty and peers (Pascarella and Terenzini 2005; Kuh 2009 cited in Junco
et al. 2011). Students also share the same perspective. In Collaço’s (2017) focus groups,
students define student engagement as being present and attentive, interaction with
peers and teachers, and enjoyment with the learning tasks. Based on these findings,
Collaço (2017) characterises student engagement as consisting of behavioural, interpersonal, and affective components that need to be addressed if an authentic engagement is desired.
The rise of learning technologies presents tremendous opportunity for educators and
institutions to engage students in innovative ways. When used appropriately, technology can foster student engagement (Revere and Kovach 2011) and consequently,
enhance student performance and course satisfaction (Hsu and Hsieh 2011; Johnson
et al. 2008). Technology mediated courses such as those delivered in purely e-learning
or hybrid learning modes allow students some flexibility in engaging in their courses in
their own space and time (Holsapple and Lee-Post 2006) and facilitate interactions
otherwise not possible in traditional classrooms.
Learning technologies undeniably promote greater student involvement; however,
these well-intended developments could also pose significant risks to learners (Holley
and Oliver 2010). Technology-mediated learning is insufficient to address students’
diverse problems (Johnson et al. 2008) and may disadvantage certain student populations (Chen et al. 2010). Holley and Oliver conclude that students’ success in an online
learning environment largely depend on the students’ prior experiences, personality and
personal circumstances and that for poorly equipped students, online modes of learning
could pose as barriers to course participation and learning. Students’ perception of their
computer efficacy also had an impact on their performance (Venkatesh et al. 2014; Wu
et al. 2010). Hu and Hui (2012) also noted that technology-mediated learning can
unintentionally disadvantage students with low computer-self efficacy as they tend to
engage in online activities less than their counterparts with high-computer efficacy. The
goal for academics and institutions, therefore, is to leverage technology with differentiation to engage students with diverse backgrounds, personality and skills for them to
have equal chances of succeeding in the modern classroom.
The effectiveness of learning technologies primarily depends on a number of factors
(Young and Bruce 2011) including student characteristics and experiences (Holley and
Oliver 2010); teaching skills and practices (Young and Bruce 2011); and other structural and psychosocial influences that impact student engagement (Kahu 2013). Elearning is effective when students are able to interact with the course content, their
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peers and their instructors (Johnson et al. 2008). Interaction is enhanced when social
presence and a shared learning space that instill a sense of belongingness to a learning
community are perceived by the learners (Johnson et al. 2008; Young and Bruce 2011).
It is also enhanced by perceived availability of instructional, peer and technical support
(Yen and Lee 2011). The perception of a shared community and availability of support
stimulate social interaction and dispel the feeling of isolation caused by the lack of faceto-face social interaction in online learning (Muilenburg and Berge 2005). Furthermore,
it has been argued that online platforms can never replace the physical presence and
spontaneous interactions in the classroom (Chen et al. 2010; Sanders 2006). Students’
desire for human touch remains (Holsapple and Lee-Post 2006) despite the advances in
modern education. The issue confronting university education, therefore, is to harness
the transforming power of the technology by defining and shaping learning opportunities without overlooking the value of human touch (Holsapple and Lee-Post 2006).
Blended Learning, a format that integrates both the strengths of face-to-face and online
learning (Garrison and Kanuka 2004), appears to have a considerable appeal to respond
to this challenge.
Blended Learning in particular, helps students increase their interactions, communication skills, self-confidence, self-awareness, as well as encourage discussion and collaboration not only with their lecturers but also with their peer classmates and course materials
leading to an overall positive experience reported by the students (Kumar 2009;
Richardson and Ice 2010; Chan et al. 2016) thus becoming more active in their learning
(Kumar 2010) and creating a more interesting and engaging learning process. This may be
accomplished by introducing modern technologies and tools to enhance the learning
activities in offering courses that many students in this digital age already feel comfortable
using and thus be more willing to participate and collaborate with others in such e-tivities
supporting a constructivist approach (Hoic-Bozic et al. 2016; Cummings et al. 2017).
To achieve these benefits, however, it is crucial to understand the learner’s perception of Blended Learning as these perceptions can be used in designing a more detailed
and realistic strategy for meeting the student’s educational needs (Kim 2012). A study
conducted by Wu et al. (2010) postulated that performance expectations and the
learning environment determined the learning satisfaction of students from a Blended
Learning environment. Students view flexibility of access as an important element of
Blended Learning however, others reported that Blended Learning reduced their
interaction with their teachers and their peers (Kim 2012). Some students may even
feel isolated by Blended Learning if teachers do not promote social networking and
community building (Donnelly 2010) which could lead to reduced motivation to learn
(Osguthorpe and Graham 2003). A recent meta-analysis (Castro 2019) conducted a
comprehensive review of 45 articles on this subject and identified five enabling or
hindering factors being opportunities, barriers, drivers, effects, and challenges that
affect Blended Learning as a system as well as specific tools or technologies that affect
the learning activities within the classroom. The teachers’ effective use of technologies
(computers, electronic devices, and LMS software) and the capabilities of each play a
role in how the Blended Learning approach is viewed by the learners.
Table 1 below includes a summary of the benefits of blended learning from the
students’ perspective.
Apart from the technology, it is important to have a learning environment that
promotes peer to peer, and peer to instructor collaboration (Johnson et al. 2008).
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Table 1 Benefits of blended learning
Themes

Reference

Personalization/Individual learning path

Garrison and Arbaugh 2007; McLoughlin and
Lee 2008; Danker 2015; Khawaja et al. 2013.

Learner centered

Garrison and Arbaugh 2007; McLoughlin and Lee 2008

Enhancing learners motivation and engagement

Garrison and Arbaugh 2007; Littlejohn et al. 2012.

Participation

McLoughlin and Lee 2008.

Self-paced learning

Danker 2015.

Flexibility

Khawaja et al. 2013.

Improvement in learning outcomes/performance

Khawaja et al. 2013; Hsieh and Wu 2013;
Hoic-Bozic et al. 2016.

Critical thinking skills

Yang et al. 2014.

Peer support/peer collaboration

El-Ghareeb and Riad 2011; Li and Chen 2009.

One-on-one tutoring

El-Ghareeb and Riad 2011.

Group tutoring

Kleinert et al. 2015.

Feedback

Francis and Shannon 2013.

Overall, studies have collectively found that students generally have a positive perception of Blended Learning (Uğur et al. 2011). Students like Blended Learning because
online learning allows them to learn repetitively and also review course content (Kim
2012). This study concurred with Harrington and Loffredo (2010) who found that
introverted learners preferred Blended Learning. Women and extraverted learners had a
lower preference for online learning (Kim 2012) and thus enrolled in more face-to-face
courses. Males preferred to learn individually whilst females preferred group work
(Venkatesh et al. 2014). Additionally, students are more likely to adopt technology if
they have committed a lot of time learning that technology and they can make a
connection with industry for their future careers (Venkatesh et al. 2014). Consequently,
it is important to pay attention to nurturing social interaction and fostering an effective
learning environment when designing Blended Learning (Boelens et al. 2017).

2 Research methods and methodology
2.1 Project model and theoretical framework
This project and study adopted a Blended Learning model as defined by Graham
(2006), which combines face-to-face and online, and computer-mediated instruction.
To redesign Blended Learning courses (modules or units), the project on which this
study is based used the RASE (Resources–Activity–Support–Evaluation) learning
design model (Churchill 2006). In this model, units of interactivity (where students
engage with each other and course material, learning objects, and other tools), and
applications of Web 2.0 and other social media, and educational technologies are
central. There has been a tendency for new technologies to be added to existing
curriculum design and learning and teaching practice in an ad hoc, isolated manner,
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rather than as part of an overarching learning design which incorporates both new
technologies and traditional techniques and understanding of pedagogic principles and
practice (Churchill et al. 2013). The central idea behind the RASE model is that
‘content’ resources are not sufficient for the full achievement of the learning outcomes;
it is also important to plan for activity, support and evaluation from both lecturers and
peers. The model builds upon important theoretical work and concepts such as a
constructivist learning environment (Jonassen 1999), engaged learning (Dwyer et al.
1985–1998), problem-based learning (Savery and Duffy 1995), technology-based
learning environments (Wang and Hannafin 2005), interactive learning environments
(Oliver et al. 2002), and situated learning (Brown et al. 1989). The figure below is a
visual summary of the RASE pedagogical model (Fig. 1).
This project involved teaching staff across the courses to use the RASE model and to
design learning experiences that have several consistent elements and principles. These
include, but are not limited to, a consistent learning management system experience,
content displacement (Blended Learning), course orientation modules that are fully
online, cross-course learning activities. Key principles for the learning design are:
&
&
&

Curriculum is designed so that learning opportunities span the digital and physical
environment, inside and outside the classroom;
Digital and physical learning environments are inclusive;
Increased interaction between lecturers and students, among students, and students
with course materials.

Fig. 1 RASE pedagogical model (Churchill 2006)
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2.2 Research methodology and participants
This study involved the collection of quantitative data from students, which utilises
survey methodology. During the first implementation semester, the students in each of
the respective courses were surveyed using the questionnaire that is detailed in the
following section. They were typically second year students with the overwhelming
majority of students being of Confucian-learning heritage.
Participants of the survey were recruited from all the courses that were part of the project.
Students in these courses were invited to participate in the study by way of invitation
through an online survey on Qualtrics with a link posted on the LMS of each course.
To address the research questions, the data that was collected in the quantitative
phase of the project was trying to address the following areas and was based on the
following references:
&
&

Blended Course Student Survey (Student Next Generation Learning Challenges
(NGLC) Survey, University of Central Florida (UCF) and the American Association of State Colleges and Universities (AASCU) (UCF and AASCU 2017);
Student Approaches to Learning - deep and surface (Biggs 1987).

2.3 Research instrument and data collection technique
Data were collected during Semester 1, 2017 from a primary data source. The primary
data source is a questionnaire which assesses the level of interaction between students,
students and teachers, and with the course material as a result of the implementation of
a Blended Learning approach.
Nine out of fifteen questions were developed based on the questions in Blended
Course Student Survey by UCF and AASCU (2017) and measured four dimensions of
students’ online learning experiences: (1) convenience and flexibility of online learning
in comparison with in-class learning (Question 9 and 10); (2) clarity of online course
requirements (Question 15); (3) quantity and quality of students’ interaction with
lecturers, with other students, and with learning materials (Questions 2, 11, 12, 13
and 14); and (4) students’ attitudes and engagement with learning (Question 5).
The remaining six questions referred to Student Approaches to Learning survey by Biggs
(1987) and investigated the importance of online learning in supporting in-class learning and
developing deep study approaches for students. Questions 1, 4 and 7 were concerned about
the content consistency between online learning and in-class learning; while Questions 3, 6
and 8 asked whether online learning motivated students to dig deeper into topics and apply
them in class. Note that the questions were slightly reworded to better reflect the learning
environment at the university, particularly the use of Blackboard as the LMS (Biggs’ survey
was developed before the advent of the Internet and thus did not include matters related to
online learning) as well as to fit the scale of measurement. However using previously tested
questionnaires, albeit in a modified way, ensured the validity of the questionnaire.
The full questionnaire is in Table 2 below.
Additionally, students were asked if they had taken any of the business foundation
courses in previous semesters as these courses had been redesigned the year before as
part of a similar project and a comparison between those who did and those who did not
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Table 2 Questionnaire
No Question
1

Activities I completed in Blackboard prepared me for in-class learning.

2

Online materials help me gain a clearer understanding of the subject.

3

Understanding online materials helped me move the topics further in class.

4

I feel more confident coming to the class with certain knowledge in advance by studying online.

5

My online experiences helped me engage actively in my learning.

6

With a certain understanding before coming to class, I’m more likely to ask questions in the class.

7

My online learning experience using Blackboard were well-integrated with my face-to-face learning.

8

Blackboard materials provided me with opportunities to apply or practice what I learned during in-class
sessions.

9

With online materials provided on Blackboard, I can study anytime, anywhere I can.

10 With online materials provided on Blackboard, I can study at my own pace.
11 With this Blended Learning approach, I interact more with other students inside and outside of classroom
12 With this Blended Learning approach, the quality of my interaction inside and outside of classroom with
other students is much better
13 With this Blended Learning approach, I interact more with my lecturers inside and outside of classroom
14 With this Blended Learning approach, the quality of my interaction with my lecturers inside and outside
of classroom is much better
15 It was clear about the expectation of lecturers in terms of students’ participation and output from studying
online.

take these courses could shed some light on whether having a prior Blended Learning
experience improves the students experience with the course overall.
2.4 Hypotheses
Using statistical analysis of survey results and based on the findings of the literature
review above, the study expects to provide evidence to the following hypotheses:
&
&
&
&
&
&

Hypothesis 1: a Blended Learning environment increases the engagement between
students and their peers;
Hypothesis 2: a Blended Learning environment increases the engagement between
students and their teachers;
Hypothesis 3: a Blended Learning environment increases the engagement between
students and the course materials.
Hypothesis 4: a Blended Learning environment increases the flexibility of learning
Hypothesis 5: a Blended Learning environment constitutes a positive online learning experience.
Hypothesis 6: a Blended Learning environment increases students self-confidence.

Testing these hypotheses will provide an answer to the research question that supports
this study: “Does a Blended Learning environment increase the engagement between
these students and their peers, their teachers, and the course materials and is it perceived
as a positive experience?”
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3 Results and discussion of results
This section examines students’ responses to a survey of fifteen questions about their
Blended Learning experience. The sample size is sixty-six (response rate: 8%) with
68% of students having prior Blended Learning experience. These are mainly second
year students who have finished their eight foundation courses with the same Blended
Learning approach. This survey uses a 4 point Likert scale with “1″ being Totally
Disagree, “2″ being Disagree, “3″ being Agree, and “4″ being Totally Agree.
Firstly, Table 3 provides the descriptive statistics of responses to all questions which
shows that students are positive about online materials found on Blackboard (the LMS
system used in this study) providing them with more flexibility to study (Question 10),
helping them understand the face-to-face session better (Questions 3,4 and 9).
3.1 Factor analysis
Factor analysis using an oblique rotation method is used to identify a simple structure, by
eliminating items (questions) with low loadings (less than 0.5) and/or cross-loadings
between factors. Among the fifteen questions, fourteen questions (excluding Question 15)
with a clear factor structure across four factors are identified. The four factors are labelled
Table 3 Descriptive statistics for all questions
No Question

Mean

SD

10 With online materials provided on Blackboard, I can study at my own pace.

3.2121 0.62055

9

With online materials provided on Blackboard, I can study anytime, anywhere I can. 3.1667 0.73554

3

Understanding online materials helped me move the topics further in class.

3.1364 0.67679

4

I feel more confident coming to the class with certain knowledge in advance by
studying online.

3.1212 0.7749

2

Online materials help me gain a clearer understanding of the subject.

3.0758 0.7506

6

With a certain understanding before coming to class, I’m more likely to ask questions 3.0758 0.72982
in the class.

15 It was clear about the expectation of lecturers in terms of students’ participation and 3.0758 0.72982
output from studying online.
8

Blackboard materials provided me with opportunities to apply or practice what I
learned during in-class sessions.

3.0303 0.7226

5

My online experiences helped me engage actively in my learning.

3

1

Activities I completed in Blackboard prepared me for in-class learning.

2.9848 0.61999

0.70165

14 With this Blended Learning approach, the quality of my interaction with my lecturers 2.9545 0.66638
inside and outside of classroom is much better
13 With this Blended Learning approach, I interact more with my lecturers inside and
outside of classroom

2.9538 0.64758

7

2.8939 0.76719

My online learning experience using Blackboard were well-integrated with my
face-to-face learning.

12 With this Blended Learning approach, the quality of my interaction inside and outside 2.8485 0.80846
of classroom with other students is much better
11 With this Blended Learning approach, I interact more with other students inside and 2.8
outside of classroom

0.81394

Education and Information Technologies

Engagement, Flexibility of learning, Online learning experience, and Self-confidence.
The four identified factors show that the total percentage of variation explained is
78.977%. The Table 12 in the Appendix 1 shows the items and factor loadings.
Table 4 shows the result of the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett’s test, the
KMO coefficient (measure of sampling adequacy) is 0.806 and the Bartlett’s test of
Sphericity shows significant result, which means that this factor analysis is useful for
this data set.
3.2 Reliability test
Reliability test is conducted using Cronbach’s alpha with results ranging from 0.713
(Self-confidence), 0.766 (Flexibility of learning), 0.905 (Online learning experience),
and 0.913 (Engagement). These results suggest that the items in each factor have
relatively high internal consistency or can be used to measure the same underlying
meaning of the factors, which again confirms the adequacy of the factor analysis.
3.3 Descriptive statistics for each factor
As a result of the factor analysis, the descriptive statistics and frequency analysis are
provided in groups of questions which are considered to be similar in nature. This
shows a more detailed picture of the students’ experience and perception toward
Blended Learning.
Questions 7, 11, 12, 13, and 14 in Table 5 focus on the quantity and quality of the
interaction between students and their lecturers as well as their peers inside and outside
of the classroom; and the integration of online and face-to-face learning.
Questions 7, 13 and 14 show a positive experience where the percentage of Agree
and Totally Agree are more than 80%. This confirms previous findings around increased engagement with teaching staff (Cochrane and Bateman 2010; Chen et al.
2010). However, Questions 11 and 12 with a higher percentage of Disagree and Totally
Disagree and relatively lower mean and higher standard deviation compared to the
other questions, suggest that students consider their interactions with student peers to be
less frequent and of a lower quality. This finding would tend to confirm previous
studies which have found Blended Learning to lack social connectivity (McLoughlin
and Lee 2010) or even lead to dissociation from peers (Reese 2015) but contradicts
Cochrane and Bateman (2010) who found an enhanced engagement between students.
Questions 9 and 10 focus on the Flexibility of learning. The results shown in Table 6
suggest that students tend to see the benefit of the online platform where they can study
anywhere, at any time (84.3% Agree or Totally Agree) and especially at their own pace

Table 4 KMO and Bartlett’s test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity

.806
Approx. Chi-Square

762.865

Df

105

Sig

.000
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Table 5 Descriptive statistics for questions focusing on student engagement with peers, lecturers and material
No Question

Mean

S.D.

Likert scale response (%)
Totally Disagree Agree Totally
Disagree
Agree

11 With this Blended Learning approach, I interact 2.8000 .81394 6.2
more with other students inside and outside
of classroom.

26.2

49.2

18.5

2.8485 .80846 7.6
12 With this Blended Learning approach, the
quality of my interaction inside and outside
of classroom with other students is much
better.

18.2

56.1

18.2

14 With this Blended Learning approach, the
quality of my interaction with my lecturers
inside and outside of classroom is much
better.

2.9545 .66638 3

15.2

65.2

16.7

7

2.8939 .76719 7.6

12.1

63.6

16.7

13 With this Blended Learning approach, I interact 2.9538 .64785 1.5
more with my lecturers inside and outside of
classroom.

18.5

63.1

16.9

My online learning experience using
Blackboard were well-integrated with my
face-to-face learning.

(92.4% Agree or Totally Agree). These findings echo Kim’s (2012) where students
favoured learning flexibility afforded by Blended Learning.
Questions 1, 2, 3, 5 and 8 in Table 7 focus on Online learning experience (enriching
educational experience). Students’ responses are generally positive regarding the benefit of using materials on an LMS to better prepare for, understand and engage with inclass activities (between 83% and 93% Agree or Totally Agree). These findings
confirm the general consensus around the benefits of Blended Learning as a learning
experience (Cochrane and Bateman 2010; Kumar 2010; Vaughan 2010).
Questions 4 and 6 in Table 8 focus on improving students’ self-confidence and
participation in class. Students are positive about online studying helping them to be
confident about engaging with in-class activities which echoes previous studies around
the benefits of Blended Learning on self-confidence and collaboration (Kumar 2009;
Richardson and Ice 2010; Chan et al. 2016).
Table 6 Descriptive statistics for questions focusing on the flexibility of learning
No Question

Mean

S.D.

Likert scale response (%)
Totally Disagree Agree Totally
Disagree
Agree

9

With online materials provided on Blackboard, 3.1667 .73554 1.5
I can study anytime, anywhere I can.

15.2

48.5

35.8

10 With online materials provided on Blackboard, 3.2121 .62055 1.5
I can study at my own pace.

6.1

62.1

30.3
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Table 7 Descriptive statistics for questions focusing on the online learning experience (enriching educational
experience)
No Question

Mean

S.D.

Likert scale response (%)
Totally Disagree Agree Totally
Disagree
Agree

2

Online materials help me gain a clearer
understanding of the subject.

3.0758 .75060 4.5

10.6

57.6

27.3

1

Activities I completed in Blackboard prepared 2.9848 .61999 3
me for in-class learning.

10.3

71.2

15.2

3

Understanding online materials helped me
move the topics further in class.

3.1364 .67679 3

7.6

62.1

27.3

8

Blackboard materials provided me with
opportunities to apply or practice what I
learned during in-class sessions.

3.0303 .72260 4.5

10.6

62.1

22.7

5

My online experiences help me engage actively 3.0000 .70165 6.1
in my learning.

6.1

69.7

18.2

3.4 Correlation analysis
Table 9 presents the results of internal consistency tests between the different factors.
Correlation analysis with alpha = 0.01 as level of significance indicates that
there is a significant correlation among the factors ranging from 0.389 to 0.709
and thus that the results are reliable. The results show that the constructs are
overlapping to a certain extent. For example, a positive online learning experience may be due to a high interaction with the lecturer or peers in the course
(r = 0.709).
3.5 Cluster analysis
Cluster analysis is used to identify subgroups of students who vary systematically
according to their responses to questions about their Blended Learning experience,
specifically about the level of Engagement, Online learning experience, Flexibility of
Table 8 Descriptive statistics for questions focusing on improving students’ self-confidence
No Question

Mean

S.D.

Likert scale response (%)
Totally Disagree Agree Totally Agree
Disagree

4

I feel more confident coming to the class 3.1212 .77490 3
with certain knowledge in advance
by studying online.

15.2

48.5

33.3

6

With a certain understanding before
coming to class, I’m more likely to
ask questions in the class.

3.0758 .72982 3

13.6

56.1

27.3
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Table 9 Correlations between engagement, online experience, flexibility of learning, and self-confidence
Interaction/Integration Online
Flexibility of learning Self confidence
experience
1. Interaction/Integration

1

2. Online experience

.709**

3. Flexibility of learning

.511**

1
.4**

4. Self-confidence

.509**

.447**

1
.389**

1

**. Correlation is significant at
the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

learning, and Self-confidence. Using a two-step cluster analysis, the students are
categorized in four clusters which are the best representations of similarities and
dissimilarities among groups of students. Table 10 provides the distribution of observations in each cluster or the number of observations in each cluster.
The results of the cluster analysis in Table 10 show that, Cluster 1, which accounts
for 34.8% of the total number of respondents, can be characterised as a group of
students who have relatively consistent and fairly high scores for all four factors
(ranging from 2.96 to 3.15); the group of students in Cluster 2 accounts for 33.3%
and have consistently high scores (ranging from 3.4 to 3.77); Cluster 3 accounts for
16.7% and can be characterised with students having relatively low scores, especially
on Engagement (mean = 1.95); Cluster 4 accounts for 15.2% and is characterised with
students having relatively high scores on Online learning experience and Flexibility of
learning, but relatively low on Self-confidence and Engagement.
The differences between the clusters on the above factors are all statistically
significant, which means that students vary in their responses toward the benefit of
Blended Learning and their experience with a Blended Learning approach confirming
previous literature (Kim 2012) showing mixed results regarding students’ experience
with Blended Learning with some benefits like Flexibility of learning being
counterbalanced by disadvantages such as lack of engagement with peers or teachers.
Table 11 shows the results for the ANOVA comparing the four factors between
students who were experiencing Blended Learning for the first time and those who had
a prior experience.

Table 10 Descriptive statistics for responses on blended learning experience by cluster membership
Factor

Cluster 1 (n = 23)

Cluster 2 (n = 22)

Cluster 3 (n = 11)

Cluster 4 (n = 10)

Mean

Mean

Mean

Mean

S.D.

S.D.

S.D

S.D

Engagement

2.97

.10962

3.4

.49677

1.95

.51452

2.60

.51452

Online experience

3.03

.10962

3.54

.36716

2.13

.64667

3.02

.64667

Flexibility of learning

2.96

.29822

3.77

.33549

2.64

.80904

3.05

.80904

Self-confidence

3.15

.31748

3.64

.38365

2.77

.68424

2.15

.68424
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Table 11 Analysis of variance - ANOVA (of factors)
Sum of Squares
Engagement

Between Groups

Self-confidence

F

Sig.

37.299

.000

36.804

.000

21.011

.000

28.544

.000

3

5.520

9.176

62

.148

Total

25.738

65

Between Groups

14.591

3

4.864

8.193

62

.132

Total

22.784

65

Between Groups

12.292

3

4.097
.195

Within Groups
Flexibility of learning

Mean Square

16.561

Within Groups
Online experience

df

Within Groups

12.091

62

Total

24.383

65

Between Groups

16.595

3

5.532

Within Groups

12.015

62

.194

Total

28.610

65

The results show that students have significantly different experiences of a Blended
Learning model in terms of Engagement, Online experience, Flexibility of learning and
Self-Confidence depending on whether they had a prior Blended Learning experience
or not.
However, when we test for differences between students who had a prior Blended
Learning experience and students who were introduced to Blended Learning for the
first time at the question (as opposed to factor) level, the t-test shows no significant
results (p > 0.05) which is consistent with some literature (Kim 2012) about mixed
findings of the impact of Blended Learning on students’ experience or may indicate that
the benefits of Blended Learning are acquired from the first exposure.

4 Conclusion
4.1 Summary of findings and contribution to knowledge
The research into Blended Learning is not new. The research conducted in this
study seeks to approach the subject from the standpoint of understanding the
impact of student engagement and experiences delivered through a Blended
Learning model used at the university. This type of content delivery is very
new to Vietnam and therefore the perception of this innovative approach in a
culture that had traditionally followed a rigid teacher-centered didactic structure,
is unknown at this stage.
This study was conducted over the last two (2) semesters of 2016 as well as
the first semester of 2017, and included eight (8) different student groups and
subjects across the schools of Business & Management as well as Science &
Technology within the university. The students surveyed for this research were
second year undergraduate students. Each student participant was asked about
their perceived Blended Learning experience and answered fifteen (15)
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questions pertaining to those experiences and outcomes of using the Blended
Learning format in their respective courses.
The results of the study support the claim that student perception of their
learning experiences as well as their engagement with peers, lecturers and
content at the university were beneficially impacted as a result of the Blended
Learning environment. These findings support the need to move away from the
traditional pedagogical practices currently modelled in the national school
programs in Vietnam, and towards a broader learning spectrum to include not
only a teacher-student interaction, but a peer interaction as well as a digital
online interaction component, however given the somehow mixed nature of the
results and in particular how this new environment affects groups of students
differently, further research is needed regarding how students make use of the
Blended Learning environment and in particular the online component. These
findings are important as they run counter to expectations related to passive
learning in Confucian cultures and the idea that students in these cultures like
to be ‘talked at’, prefer to listen rather than interact with peers or instructors
and adopt surface learning approaches to learning.
4.2 Limitations
Due to the numbers of student surveys conducted by the university each
semester, the initial limitation is the ability to survey future classes to check
for a continuous positive perception of Blended Learning (university policy
strictly limits the number of surveys the students are subject to every semester).
Another limitation is that this study did not investigate the effect of the
different types of online activities or learning materials that the students were
exposed to. And in order to reduce the length of the survey, it did not include
any demographic data questions which prevents the research on investigating
the differences in the gender, age, etc.
4.3 Future research
Further studies may find that some selected combinations of activities in
Blended Learning along with the face-to-face delivery of the content are more
effective or perhaps more beneficial than other models. Deeper studies are
needed to determine the appropriateness and effectiveness of each individual
activity and/or learning material used in the delivery of every program having
implemented a Blended Learning model.
Abbreviations RASE, Resources - Activity - Support - Evaluation; NCES, National Center for Educational Statistics; NSSE, National Survey of Student Engagement; LMS, Learning Management System;
NGLC, Next Generation Learning Challenges; UCF, University of Central Florida; AASCU, American
Association of State Colleges and Universities; KMO, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (test); ANOVA, Analysis of
Variance

Education and Information Technologies

Appendix 1

Table 12 Factor analysis structure for blended learning experience
Items

Factor
Interaction/ Flexibility Online
Self
Integration of learning experience confidence

11. With this Blended Learning approach, I interact more .902
with other students inside and outside of classroom.
12. With this Blended Learning approach, the quality of .865
my interaction inside and outside of classroom with
other students is much better.
14. With this Blended Learning approach, the quality of .708
my interaction with my lecturers inside and outside of
classroom is much better.
7. My online learning experience using Blackboard were .675
well-integrated with my face-to-face learning.
13. With this Blended Learning approach, I interact more .581
with my lecturers inside and outside of classroom.
9. With online materials provided on Blackboard, I can
study anytime, anywhere I can.

.858

10. With online materials provided on Blackboard, I can
study at my own pace.

.773

2. Online materials help me gain a clearer understanding
of the subject.

.891

1. Activities I completed in Blackboard prepared me for
in-class learning.

.742

3. Understanding online materials helped me move the
topics further in class.

.730

8. Blackboard materials provided me with opportunities
to apply or practice what I learned during in-class
sessions.

.630

5. My online experiences help me engaged actively in
my learning.

.576

4. I feel more confident coming to the class with certain
knowledge in advance by studying online.

.942

6. With a certain understanding before coming to class,
I’m more likely to ask questions in the class.

.762
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