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Abstract

Currently, blended learning (BL) is trending among higher education institutions
(HEIs) around the globe. Despite its popularity, no model exists that describes the
motivation that affects instructors’ opinions and beliefs regarding online learning.
Therefore, the purpose of this study is to identify the factors responsible for
motivating instructors at HEIs to integrate the BL approach into their courses. Two
categories of motivational factors, namely, extrinsic and intrinsic, have been
identified in the BL literature. These factors have been used to design a motivation
model based on the cause-effect relationship between them. Survey data were
collected from 362 HEI instructors in Turkey and North Cyprus for analysis using a
structural equation modelling method. The results indicated that both extrinsic and
intrinsic motivational factors have a significant impact on the instructors’ motivation
to apply the BL approach. However, the extrinsic factor, i.e., “academic workload”, did
not influence the instructors’ motivation. In general, the findings confirmed that, the
consideration of both extrinsic and intrinsic factors for motivating the application of
blended learning has a 79% impact on the adoption of BL. The findings of this study
provide practical solutions for educational managers, curriculum designers and
faculty members towards creating a cohesive BL environment in HEIs.

Keywords: Blended learning, Higher education institutions, Instructor, Motivation
model, Structural equation model

Introduction
The current trend of technology utilization in our daily routine lives has brought about

changes with regard to knowledge distribution, construction and reconstruction (Lim

& Wang, 2016). The widespread availability of information and communication tech-

nologies (ICT) has also transformed higher education institutions (HEIs) into

multi-choice learning environments that complement classroom learning experience

and increase learning based on individual preference, which is independent of time

and place (Singh & Kaurt, 2016). However, there is a desire to transform teaching and

learning from a teacher-centred model to a learner-centred model through instructor

empowerment with ICT integration in all aspects of teaching and learning (Jani,

Muszali, Nathan, & Abdullah, 2018). Recently, HEIs have experienced a shift in per-

ception from fully online distance learning towards BL as an enhancement of

face-to-face teaching methods (Johnson et al., 2016).
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Blended learning is an effective approach to the passive knowledge engagement of a

massive number of students, which also increases learning outside the traditional

face-to-face learning environment (Oakley, 2016). Additionally, BL is currently trending

among institutions due to its positive impact on student motivation and performance

in general, as indicated by Lu et al. (2018). BL helps instructors engage students in ac-

tive learning that promotes skills such as communication, information literacy, creativ-

ity and collaboration that transform into the ability to use digital technologies for

different purposes. If adopted appropriately, then BL can turn HEIs into a more flexible

and agile state to quickly adapt to contextual changes; in a cost-effective manner

(Oakley, 2016). Although BL has tremendous benefits for academics, there are also cer-

tain drawbacks concerning its implementation, for instance, the absence of an institu-

tional vision shared with the front-line teaching staff. There may be a gap in the area of

capacity building for BL together with the expected level of engagement for the teach-

ing staff. The lack of adequate institutional support for BL may also decrease the motiv-

ation of the instructors to transform their courses into the blended format that can

discourage their commitment to change (Lim & Wang, 2016). Furthermore, the BL ap-

proach offers numerous advantages to instructors, but negative perceptions held by

these instructors may affect its application according to Tshabala, Ndeya-Ndereya, and

van der Merwe (2014).

Additionally, there is a call for further research on different BL models with regard to

experimental research to test the design principles for blended online learning and

principles for face-to-face instruction for different kinds of learners (Means, Toyama,

Murphy, & Baki, 2013). In another effort, to investigate the increasing instructor inter-

action and the levels of learning through active research in a blended course, Çardak

and Selvi (2016) reported the absence of a significant and effective BL process regard-

ing the instructor’s interaction with the learning levels of students. Moreover, a call was

also made for more experience in blended and online learning environments that could

provide opportunities for graduate students or future instructors to shift their attitudes

regarding online learning (Sheffield, McSweeney, & Panych, 2015). Similarly, Rolfe and

Gray (2011) suggested the evaluation of the effectiveness of self-directed studies that

are aided with distance learning resources appropriate for modern educational models.

The literature also shows that, the implementation of BL is more successful with in-

structor motivation in the classroom, but unfortunately, there is a lack of adequate re-

search on instructor motivation with regard to integrating educational technology in

the classroom (Schechter, Kazakoff, Bundschuh, Prescott, & Macaruso, 2017). While

online instructional technologies are becoming more popular in HEIs, the instructor’s

opinions and beliefs regarding online learning tend to be generally negative (Patchan,

Schunn, Sieg, & McLaughlin, 2016). Moreover, despite faculty’s significant role in the

success of a university’s BL implementation efforts, “little has been published regarding

faculty application of hybrid teaching” (Porter, Graham, Bodily, & Sandberg, 2016,

p.17). To realize the potential of BL, there is a need for more investigations on aca-

demic development to better understand the instructors’ concerns regarding BL prac-

tices Torrisi-Steele and Drew (2013). To facilitate BL in academic institutions, there is

an absolute need for the school to have a clear and supportive institutional policy, lead-

ership and practice related to their BL courses (Johnson et al., 2016). Previous research

on technology application often focuses on barriers and concerns regarding utilizing
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technology in the classroom, according to Nicolle and Lou (2008), and there is a glaring

absence of a model to evaluate the effectiveness of blended e-learning by many higher

institutions (Aguti, Wills, & Walters, 2014). Additionally, much of the existing research

on BL; often focuses on its pedagogical benefits, which often project faculty to be less

in the picture of BL research, according to Benson and Kolsaker (2015). All of these

factors necessitate the shift of our focus to the instructors because students are always

the case. Therefore, this study intends to address the problem of the minimal research

focus on instructors in the field of BL, with a goal of supporting their motivation

through a model design and evaluating the model in the context of a higher education

institution.

This paper is organized as follows. The first section after the introduction presents a

BL theoretical background with a theoretical model and hypotheses. Section two de-

scribes the methodology adopted by the study, and section three presents the results

obtained from structural equation modelling. Section four discusses the findings and

their significance, and section five concludes the paper together with research limita-

tions and future studies.

Theoretical background
Blended learning

Although there are several definitions of BL, it is an instructional model that combines

different forms of media such as text, audio and video at different time scales (syn-

chronous, asynchronous) with the face-to-face method of instruction within the same

course (Roseth, Akcaoglu, & Zellner, 2013). BL combines face-to-face learning with an

online learning style, where 30–79% of the content is delivered online. This model is

also referred to as a blended pedagogical method or a blend of didactic methods and

delivery styles (Al-Busaidi, 2013). Alternatively, BL can be viewed as the combination

of an online teaching method with face-to-face instruction (Ramirez-Arellano,

Bory-Reyes, & Hernández-Simón, 2018). Driscoll (2002, p.1) defines BL by categorizing

the concept into four different groups: “to combine or mix modes of web-based tech-

nology (e.g., live virtual classroom, self-paced instruction, collaborative learning,

streaming video, audio, and text) to accomplish an educational goal; to combine various

pedagogical approaches (e.g., constructivism, behaviourism, cognitivism) to produce an

optimal learning outcome with or without instructional technology; to combine any

form of instructional technology (e.g., videotape, CD-ROM, web-based training, film)

with face-to-face instructor-led training; and to create mixing or actual training or mix-

ing of technology to create harmful tasks and work tasks. Scholars have unanimously

agreed on BL as a form of pedagogy that combines the face-to-face learning method

and online instruction with a certain number of issues remaining in contention. These

issues include what to be blend, whether to add a reduction of seat hours in the defin-

ition or be specific regarding the amount of time for both online and face-to-face in-

struction or to solve the problem of pedagogical quality in the definition (Bocconi &

Trentin, 2014; Porter et al., 2016). Porter, Graham, Spring, and Welch (2014) stressed

the fact that institutions of higher education are adopting blended learning in high

numbers and referred to BL as the combination of technology-supported learning and

face-to-face learning methods. Moreover, the editor of the journal of synchronous
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learning networks forecasted that 80-90% of higher education courses would become

blended in the future, and at the time of this statement, scholars have started to note

the “explosive growth of blended learning” and have mentioned that BL will become

the “new normal” way of learning in higher education (Porter et al., 2014, p.185).

Factors responsible for motivating instructors to adopt blended learning

In this sub-section, the major causes of the application of BL among instructors of

HEIs are reviewed. Lu et al. (2012) indicated that factors responsible for motivating in-

structors to accept BL consist of interest, independent learning, personalized learning,

computer self-efficacy, social perception, external expectation and improvement of

skills. The study also discovered other influential factors grouped into two categories,

extrinsic and intrinsic, based on individual faculty members’ experience in BL practices

(Brown, 2016). Intrinsic influences have its catalyst as the individual cognition of the

instructor. An excellent example of such is the faculty member’s instructional philoso-

phy which is most noticeable in many studies. Additionally, the instructional model

used by the instructors are mental models (Hora, 2012). Although from reflection and

experience, faculty have developed a mental model of practice that indicates how to

carry out instructions (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1999). Depending on the researcher’s

analytic interest, external influences can be termed cultural, structural or instructional

factors. Another investigation by Torrisi-Steele and Drew (2013) viewed the instructor’s

motivation for impacting BL applications as follows: perceptions of usefulness, profes-

sional support, the point of need for technical support, funding, preparation time, insti-

tutional infrastructure, the involvement of senior staff, and efficacy, these factors are

important variables of the technology application among instructors of HEIs. Although

the factors may appear different in meaning from the earlier ones discovered by Brown

(2016), they are more of a breakdown of his extrinsic and intrinsic factors.

Blended learning extrinsic motivational factors

Instructor interactions with technology

High perceived usefulness encourages the instructors’ intention to integrate technology

into their teaching activities (Cigdem & Topcu, 2015). Likewise, the absence of techno-

logical literacy slows BL applications among instructors, and frequent interaction with

technology encourages the intention to blend among instructors. Therefore, the diffi-

culties faced by faculty members with regard to technology depend on the lack of ad-

equate technological literacy (Davis & Fill, 2007). Information and communication

technologies, in general, are an essential factor in the current educational system and

research. Instructors utilize modern technology for education to train students in the

best broader domains and format via collaboration, which subsequently adds to student

motivation (Lyulyaeva & Shapiro, 2018). Specific barriers to technology have been iden-

tified as facility availability, reliability and the complexity of technology itself by Reid

(2014). It is also a fact that faculty members anticipate comprehensive technical sup-

port and readiness from the school regarding professional development technology

training sessions, which has a significant effect on the instructor motivation to use this

technology for teaching according to Nicolle and Lou (2008). The lack of access to ap-

propriate hardware and software can slow and supress the highest motivation, as
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established by Surry, Ensminger, and Jones (2002). Additionally, when the technology

infrastructure becomes unreliable, it has a negative impact on behavioural intention to

blend, which will also result in negative perceptions with regard to integrating technol-

ogy for education (Derntl & Motschnig-Pitrik, 2005). Compatibility was also found to

be positive and highly influential with respect to the attitudes towards the technology

but not necessarily the system use itself (Cheung & Vogel, 2013). However, Schoonen-

boom (2014) reported no connections between tools and tasks used by instructors in

the LMS environment but also their intention to use the actual system. Therefore, from

the related literature above, we can hypothesize that:

H1- Interactions of instructors with technology have a positive effect on motivation for

applying blended learning

Instructor academic workload

A frequent question asked by instructors whenever they shift their focus towards the

redesign process is how much time should be devoted to face-to-face classes and online

activities (Owston & York, 2018). According to Meyer and Xu (2009), one of the press-

ing concerns of faculty members regarding employing the services of online tools in

teaching is academic workload. Blending is time demanding; there is no doubt of this,

and faculty is solely responsible for the weighing of its costs. Based on the perceptions

of faculty members, most of the time spent on BL practices came at the expense of re-

search activities (Meyer & Xu, 2009). Notably, faculty members failed to adopt instruc-

tional technology due to a lack of adequate time commitment (Drent & Meelissen,

2008; Simpson, 2010; Zhou & Xu, 2007). The instructional design of blending requires

a time commitment, which has a negative impact on the academic workload (Birch &

Burnett, 2009). As you are designing an instructional system for one system, it may also

require you to redesign to give room for system update or software changes in the fu-

ture (Welker & Berardino, 2005). Another study by Napier, Dekhane, and Smith (2011)

suggests that as workload increases, the chances of blending decreases. It is also the

perception of faculty to view the cost to redesign instruction with regard to blending as

a time-consuming approach (Simpson, 2010). Based on this background, we propose

the following hypothesis:

H2-Academic workload has a positive effect on motivation for applying blended

learning.

Institutional environment

There is no doubt that the implementation of BL must go hand in hand with a change

in teaching practice, which affects many HEI’s core services, including content, learning

interactions, assessment, credentialing, and student support plus technology. These

changes demand that the role of instructors and students to be remodelled and learning

responsibilities renegotiated (Gibson et al., 2016). Institutional administration regarding

strategic planning, policy making or even substitute for incentive structures trigger the

intention to blend (Reid, 2014; Stacey & Gerbic, 2008). According to Benfield, Roberts,

and Francis (2006), models of BL are more likely to have less problems when they align

with local institutional needs. Organizational readiness to assist blended instruction

(Buchanan, Sainter, & Saunders, 2013) and systems of communication between
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students, faculty and administrators (Tabor, 2007) are also deemed vital in influencing

blending. Faculty shows concerns regarding the administrative control of systems

(Johnson, Wisniewski, Kuhlemeyer, Isaacs, & Krzykowski, 2012) and the presence of in-

stitutional support (Buchanan et al., 2013; Calderon, Ginsberg, & Ciabocchi, 2012; Reid,

2014). To make BL a success, there is an absolute need for the school to have a clear

and supportive institutional policy, leadership and practice towards the idea of BL

courses, as is reported to be under-represented in the BL literature according to

Johnson et al. (2016). Jones, Harvey, and Lefoe (2014) developed a conceptual frame-

work by identifying a space in which both academics and professionals can engage one

another collaboratively to trigger expertise, all to address the challenges of administra-

tive concerns for accountability and strategic intellect for blended courses. The pres-

ence of organizational structure, strategy and support fuel the BL process together with

the individual decision making of instructors. While institutional decision making,

strategy, structure and support encourages or discourages BL application, decisions re-

garding infrastructure and institutional support were found to be important motivators

among the faculty members (Porter & Graham, 2015). Accordingly, hypothesis three is

proposed;

The H3-institutional environment has a positive effect on the motivation for applying

blended learning.

Instructor interactions with students

According to Dahlstrom, Walker, and Dziuban (2012), students usually give positive

feedback with regard to BL practice and, based on that, faculty continues to introduce

online tools in their respective courses (Calderon et al., 2012; Holley & Oliver, 2010).

Students have relied less on instructors as the source of knowledge but instead as facili-

tators of learning (Cheung & Vogel, 2013; Holley & Oliver, 2010). Therefore, instruc-

tors are required to have a clear understanding of the students’ motivation to engage in

online or blended education (Vanslambrouck, Zhu, Lombaerts, Philipsen, & Tondeur,

2018). It is always important to train students on how to use online tools, as indicated

by Stacey and Gerbic (2008). Research on blended instruction from the African Univer-

sity indicates that the lack of adequate computer skills and limited access to technology

discourages instructors from adopting blended instructions (Tshabala et al., 2014). Add-

itionally, according to Wach, Broughton, and Powers (2011), a similar concern men-

tioned above was the problem of blending in a particular institution. Therefore,

students’ technological literacy becomes part of the blended course requirement ac-

cording to Stacey and Gerbic (2008) and Wach et al. (2011). Therefore, based on the

literature investigation and discussion above, the following hypothesis is proposed:

H4-Interactions of instructors with students have a positive effect on the motivation

for applying blended learning.

Blended learning intrinsic motivational factors

Instructor attitudes and beliefs

There are two common kinds of attitude and beliefs on BL with regard to instructors

in the BL literature. First, one has to do with attitude and beliefs on technology that in-

fluence and shape the decision made by the instructors. Second, attitude and beliefs
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regarding teaching were salient (Lattuca & Stark, 2011). However, many studies have

identified instructors’ attitudes and beliefs regarding BL applications as a vital influen-

cer for BL implementation (Buchanan et al., 2013; Johnson et al., 2012; Thornton,

2010). Although technological anxiety has a strong negative impact on the faculty’s

intention to adopt BL according to Johnson et al. (2012), at the same time, the chances

of adopting BL is greater with faculty members that have a high degree of internet

self-efficacy (Buchanan et al., 2013). A study of computer science instructors from

Greece found a relation between pedagogical beliefs and approaches to blended instruc-

tion. Likewise, instructors’ beliefs regarding teaching are said to be a significant motiv-

ator for BL application and gives many disciplines to faculty members (Lameras, Levy,

Paraskakis, & Webber, 2012). Therefore, we propose the following hypothesis:

H5- Attitudes and beliefs of instructors have a positive effect on the motivation for ap-

plying blended learning.

Instructor learning

Institutional support concerning training prepares the instructors on how to handle

online tools (Porter et al., 2014). Capacity building in relation to training is the

most critical support that an instructor can tap from the institution (Burton &

Bessette, 2013; Fetters & Duby, 2011; Myers, Mixer, Wyatt, Paulus, & Lee, 2011;

Rienties, Brouwer, & Lygo-Baker, 2013). Guidance and support from the institution

are required by the instructors to aid them in utilizing online tools in teaching

(Keengwe, Kidd, & Kyei-Blankson, 2009). Additionally, professional development

programmes must be made available, specifically for pedagogical and technological

skills together with a good strategy (Wach et al., 2011). Organizing training pro-

grammes such as online tutorials also widen the technological skills of the instruc-

tors (Rienties et al., 2013). However, broad technological skills boost the intention

of the instructors to use online tools for teaching. Being an active participant of

the capacity mentioned above helped instructors to address the issue of technology

anxiety and skepticism for successful implementation. Hands-on practice also

shaped faculty members’ perceptions of some issues regarding the quality of teach-

ing that can be achieved using online tools (Johnson et al., 2012). Therefore, from

the discussion above, the following hypothesis is proposed:

H6- Instructor learning has a positive effect on the motivation for applying blended

learning.

The concept of motivation with respect to BL application

Motivation has to do with energy and all other aspects of initiation and intention. Al-

though we tend to become motivated due to numerous factors that are unique to spe-

cific experiences and consequences, strong extrinsic coercion is a strong influence on

individuals without a doubt (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Copriady (2015) reported motivation

as an active mediator that helps instructors become ready to apply ICT in their teach-

ing and learning. The idea of motivation is divided into categories, extrinsic and intrin-

sic motivation. Extrinsic motivation is committing an action based on the perceived

importance of achieving that task, while intrinsic motivation refers to acting based on

interest in the action itself against extrinsic influences (Ifinedo, 2017; Lin & Lu, 2011).
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Motivation is also regarded as a product of the interaction between a person and a par-

ticular situation and is not a personal trait. The entire process of motivation symbolizes

how one’s effort is encouraged, positioned and maintained towards attaining a particu-

lar goal. This process is claimed to work effectively when the individual needs are not

in conflict with the target goals. According to early theories of motivation, Maslow’s

hierarchy of needs (theory) is divided into five levels, i.e., from lower order to higher.

Individuals must satisfy lower-order needs to attain higher-order needs. Lower-order

needs are termed extrinsic needs, namely, physical and safety, while higher-order needs

are referred to as intrinsic needs, namely, social, esteem and self-actualization (Robbins,

De Cenzo, and Coulter, 2008). Prior research has shown that perceived usefulness is a

good representation of extrinsic motivation and perceived playfulness as intrinsic moti-

vators (Chang, Hung, Cheng, & Wu, 2015; Ifinedo, 2017). However, Herzberg’s motiv-

ation theory (hygiene theory) considers motivation to be a product of two factors,

namely, hygiene factors, also termed extrinsic (environmental), which are factors that

are responsible for job dissatisfaction. The second factor is the motivator, referred to as

intrinsic factors responsible for the creation of job satisfaction (Robbins, De Cenzo, &

Coulter, 2008). In essence, motivation theory is about behaviour and offers some clues

regarding what instigates a person to intend to repeat a particular behaviour or action

(Ifinedo, 2017). In addition, other studies (Chang et al., 2015; Ifinedo, 2017; Kim, Chan,

& Gupta, 2007; Lin & Bhattacherjee, 2008; Lu & Su, 2009; Moon & Kim, 2001; Teo,

Lim, & Lai, 1999; Van der Heijden, 2004) all discovered perceived usefulness to be an

extrinsic motivation and perceived enjoyment as an intrinsic motivator.

Moreover, it was confirmed that the two motivational factors are essential influencers

to intentionally use and accept information technology. “The importance of BL to in-

structors is that blending can personalize learning by adjusting their pedagogy and on-

line environment to the motivation of students, which helps them perform at more

personal levels” (Vanslambrouck et al., 2018, p.34). Therefore, based on the discussions

above, we hypothesize the following:

H7-Motivation for applying blended learning has a positive effect on applying blended

learning.

Overview of the proposed motivational model

Considering the related literature, influential factors are commonly grouped into two

categories: extrinsic and intrinsic, because they influence an individual faculty member’s

experience in BL practice. For extrinsic factors, determinants such as instructor interac-

tions with technology, academic workload, institutional environment and students are

found to be essential motivators for applying BL. Intrinsic factors, such as instructor at-

titude and beliefs regarding technology and instructor learning, are important motivat-

ing factors when applying online tools for teaching. The proposed motivation model

illustrated in Fig. 1. has motivation for applying blended learning as the dependent vari-

able and the two categories of motivational factors, which are extrinsic and intrinsic,

are considered independent variables. In the other part of the model, the motivation for

applying blended learning serves as the dependent variable and applying blended learn-

ing serves as an independent variable. Figure 1. is the proposed motivational model,

and Table 1 presents a summary of the explanations for the model constructs.
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Research methodology

Development of the instrument

To develop an active survey for data collection, 31 items relevant to the 8 constructs of

the proposed model are adopted from the related literature including Venkatesh, Mor-

ris, Davis, and Davis (2003), Chen (2011), Akçayır (2017), Sundaravej (2010), Wang and

Wang (2009), Chiu and Wang (2008), and Roca, Chiu, and Martínez (2006). The items

are refined according to the needs of this study. The questionnaires were administered

to instructors across different HEIs in Turkey and North Cyprus. Items were measured

based on a five-point Likert scale, ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly

agree.

Data collection

Criteria sampling was utilized to determine the instructors from the HEIs. Participation

for this research was voluntary, and instructors provided their consent to participate. The

Fig. 1 Proposed motivational model with Hypotheses

Table 1 Research Model Constructs Summary Explanation

Construct Description

Instructor Interaction with
Technology

Instructor technological literacy due to frequent interaction with technology.

Academic Workload The time required to integrate technology with instructional task.

Institutional Environment Preparing the institution in terms of necessary facilities that aid blending.

Interaction with Students Retrieving positive feedback from students on what encourages migration
to BL.

Motivation for Applying
Blended Learning

Instructor satisfaction with factors that aid BL Application in teaching.

Instructor Attitude and Beliefs Instructor personal attitude and beliefs with respect to integrating technology
with teaching and learning.

Instructor Learning Instructor capacity building in terms of training, seminar etc.

Applying Blended Learning The outcome of satisfaction with motivational factors that influence the end
result of Applying blended learning.
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questionnaires were administered across the instructors of different HEIs in North Cyprus

and Turkey. The data were collected using both hard copy and online questionnaires. In

total, 500 questionnaires were sent, 415 responses were returned, and 53 responses had

missing data; therefore, 362 valid responses were evaluated. The rate of user responses for

this study settled at 72.3%. The tool used for the analysis was IBM SPSS/AMOS 23.

Demographics data and descriptive statistics

Table 2 presents the characteristics of the respondents: 43.6% were female and 56.4%

were male. Of the respondents, 16.6% were between 25 and 30 years of age, 19.1% were

between 36 and 40 years of age, and 9.4% were between 51 and above. The title demo-

graphics of the respondents indicate that 24% of the respondents are associate profes-

sors and 19.6% of the respondents are professors. The years of teaching experience,

which are placed on five different categories, indicate that 23.2% of the respondents

have been teaching under five years, 28.2% have been teaching 11–15 years and 16.3%

have been teaching 20 years or greater. Additionally, 84.8% of the respondents indicate

that they apply BL in their courses, while 15.2% indicate that they do not engage BL

practice. Finally, 14.4% of the respondents indicated that they did not receive any form

of training on BL, while 61% indicated that BL training that they received lasted be-

tween 1 and 5 h. Table 1 summarizes the demographic data.

Results
Reliability and constructs validity analysis

Reliability refers to the consistency of a test or measurement (Weir, 2005; the concept

was used in this study to conduct a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of the measure-

ment model so that the internal consistency of the data could be validated. First, the

analysis of the measurement was carried out by comparing the eight-factor model (In-

structor Interaction with Technology, Academic workload, Institutional environment, In-

structor interactions with students, Instructor Attitude and Beliefs, Instructor learning

with motivation for applying blended learning towards the final construct, applying

blended learning). Internal consistency and reliability were evaluated using Cronbach’s

alpha coefficient analysis for each construct. If Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of items for

each construct is higher than 0.7, then the items are considered highly reliable accord-

ing to Kannan and Tan (2005). All the respective Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of the

eight constructs were greater than the recommended value of 0.7 or higher, as sug-

gested by both Kannan and Tan (2005) and Wang and Wang (2009). The values of

standardized loading estimated for all the items were higher than 0.5, while the com-

posite reliability (CR) was recommended to be higher than 0.7 and the average variance

extracted (AVE) was higher than 0.5. Therefore, the values for the AVE and composite

reliability (CR) were all higher than 0.5 and 0.7, respectively, as recommended by

Šumak and Šorgo (2016), Chauhan and Jaiswal (2016) and Tosuntaş, Karadağ, and

Orhan (2015). Table 3 presents the reliability analysis.

Model fit measurement

Statistical significance levels are estimated utilizing the fit indices of the confirmatory

factor analysis, as indicated in Table 4 below. Moreover, the fit indices checked are as
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follows: goodness-of-fit index (GFI), adjusted goodness-of-fit index (AGFI), root mean

square error approximation (RMSEA), normalized fit index (NFI), comparative fit index

(CFI) and ratio of chi-square to the degree of freedom, i.e., x2/df, which are very im-

portant to use as the major indicator of goodness-of-fit. If all values satisfy the recom-

mended values, then it is an indication that the data collected are appropriate to the

scale items and the model’s goodness-of-fit indices signify that the model proposed for

the scale is appropriate. Therefore, at this stage, a statistically compatible model with

Table 2 The demographic characteristics of the sample

Category Frequency Percentage%

Gender

Female 158 43.6

Male 204 56.4

Total 362 100.0

Age (in Years)

25–30 60 16.6

31–35 78 21.5

36–40 69 19.1

41–45 62 17.1

46–50 59 16.3

51 and Above 34 9.4

Total 362 100.0

Title

Research assistant 37 10.2

Lecturer/Instructor 92 25.4

Assistant Professor 75 20.7

Associate Professor 87 24.0

Professor 71 19.6

Total 362 100.0

Years of Teaching experience

Under 5 84 23.2

6–10 64 17.7

11–15 102 28.2

16–20 53 14.6

20 and above 59 16.3

Total 362 100.0

Do you Apply BL to your course(s)

Yes 307 84.8

No 55 15.2

Total 362 100.0

Received training in BL

None 52 14.4

1–5 Hours 221 61.0

More than 5 Hours 89 24.6

Total 362 100.0
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the relationships between variables would be obtained. Table 4 presents the values for

the model fit indices.

However, if the ratio of x2 to the degree of freedom df (x2/df) value is less than 3,

then the model fit is acceptable, and it is 1.55. Other fit indices results include the GFI,

which is 0.9, and the RMSEA, which settled at 0.039. The AGFI is 0.8, the NFI is 0.9,

and the CFI is 0.9. As presented in Table 4, all these fit indices are in the recommended

ranges, as suggested by Wang and Wang (2009); El-Masri and Tarhini (2017) and Has-

sanzadeh, Kanaani, and Elahi (2012). Moreover, with the findings from all these fit indi-

ces used, it is a good indication that the data used in this study affirmed to have

reasonable compatibility with the proposed model. Next, the discriminant validity,

Table 3 Result for Reliability and Constructs validity test

Construct Items CR AVE Factor loading Cronbach’s alpha

AW AW1 0.873 0.633 0.84 0.871

AW 2 0.78

AW 3 0.75

AW 4 0.80

IE IE1 0.908 0.711 0.82 0.906

IE2 0.83

IE3 0.86

IE4 0.86

MA MA1 0.883 0.654 0.82 0.882

MA2 0.82

MA3 0.84

MA4 0.75

AB AB1 0.845 0.645 0.81 0.845

AB2 0.83

AB3 a 0.44

AB4 0.77

IT IT1 0.880 0.649 0.69 0.870

IT2 0.87

IT3 0.92

IT4 0.72

IS IS1 0.803 0.505 0.73 0.802

IS2 0.72

IS3 0.70

IS4 0.69

IL IL1 0.871 0.629 0.73 0.866

IL2 0.86

IL3 0.84

IL4 0.73

ABL ABL1 0.842 0.640 0.82 0.841

ABL2 0.79

ABL3 0.80
a: deleted
NB: IL Instructor learning, AW Academic Workload, IE Institutional Environment, MA Motivation for applying blended
learning, AB Instructor Attitude & Beliefs, IT Instructor Interaction with Technology, IS Instructor Interaction with Students,
ABL Applying Blended learning
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which provides evidence on the internal and external validity of the measurement in-

strument and scales for the construct, was checked, which was also determined by

comparing the squared correlation between the two constructs and their AVE values.

All of the squared correlations were found to be less than the average variance ex-

tracted values, which indicates sufficient discriminant validity as recommended by

Cheung and To (2016), Prasad, Maag, Redestowicz, and Hoe (2018), and Mohammadi

(2015) Table 5 presents the discriminant validity values for the constructs.

Convergent validity measures suggest that items can effectively reflect on their corre-

sponding factors (Mohammadi, 2015), and it was investigated using the Cronbach

alpha, AVE and CR. Hence, the three criteria for measuring the convergent validity

were all attained according to the recommended values. The Cronbach’s alpha of the

entire construct exceeded the minimum value of 0.7, and the composite reliabilities of

the factors fulfilled the required minimum value of 0.7, whereas the average extracted

variance attained the required value of 0.5, as shown in Table 3 above.

Hypothesis testing

After establishing a good reliability test, convergent and discriminant validity, the re-

gression analysis was used to test the hypotheses. The values of the standardized coeffi-

cient (β), standard error and t-value were considered to determine if all the relationship

points in the assumed direction were statistically significant. Table 6 displays the

Table 4 Model Fit indices

Fit indices Recommended value Structural Model

x2/df < 3 587.24/377 = 1.558

P (p-value) > 0.05 0.999

GFI > 0.9 0.904

RMSEA < 0.08 0.039

AGFI > 0.8 0.881

NFI > 0.9 0.913

CFI > 0.95 0.967

Table 5 Discriminant validity

IL AW IE MA AB IT IS ABL

IL 0.793

AW 0.504 0.795

IE 0.371 0.403 0.843

MA 0.516 0.388 0.463 0.809

AB 0.492 0.380 0.299 0.529 0.803

IT 0.383 0.276 0.340 0.522 0.635 0.806

IS 0.335 0.407 0.421 0.385 0.297 0.230 0.711

ABL 0.556 0.431 0.402 0.751 0.618 0.633 0.372 0.800

Note: Diagonals stands for the average variance extracted, and the other matrix entries represent the squared
factor correlations
NB: IL Instructor learning, AW Academic Workload, IE Institutional Environment, MA Motivation for applying blended
learning, AB Instructor Attitude & Beliefs, IT Instructor Interaction with Technology, IS Instructor Interaction with Students,
ABL Applying Blended learning
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complete regression test values and pathway analysis for the model. Likewise, Fig. 2

presents the result of the structural equation model.

Structural model and path analysis

The model structure was investigated after checking the constructs with the measure-

ment model. We used the structural equation modelling method to establish the rela-

tionship between the constructs for the proposed model through the use of the

maximum likelihood estimation method. The SEM approach was considered by exam-

ining the standardized beta coefficients and t-values of the hypothesized model. The

chi-square result for the structural equation model is 587.24, while the degree of free-

dom is at 377; therefore, the ratio of x2 to df = 587.24/377 = 1.5, which is a clear pass to

proceed with the hypothesis testing. However, factors such as instructor interactions

with technology, academic workload, institutional environment, instructor interaction

with students, instructor attitude and beliefs and instructor learning are the independ-

ent variables and motivation for applying blended learning is the dependent variable.

Furthermore, the model actual end result factor “applying blended learning” is

Table 6 Results in Summary

Hypotheses and pathways Standardized coefficient (β) Std. error t-value Result

H1 IT → MA 0.256 *** 0.066 4.000 Supported

H2 AW → MA 0.031 0.540 0.540 Not supported

H3 IE → MA 0.181 *** 0.042 3.332 Supported

H4 IS → MA 0.119 * 0.045 2.095 Supported

H5 AB → MA 0.189 ** 0.065 2.701 Supported

H6 IL → MA 0.231 *** 0.059 3.792 Supported

H7 MA → ABL 0.789 *** 0.052 12.847 Supported

Note: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
NB: IL Instructor learning, AW Academic Workload, IE Institutional Environment, MA Motivation for applying blended
learning, AB Instructor Attitude & Beliefs, IT Instructor Interaction with Technology, IS Instructor Interaction with Students,
ABL Applying Blended learning

Fig. 2 Structural equation model
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considered as the dependent variable with its independent variable as motivation for

applying blended learning. Table 6 shows the standardized estimates, standard errors

and significance levels for the respective construct hypotheses. For hypotheses number

one (H1) and three (H3), if frequent instructor interactions with technology and the in-

stitutional environment have a positive effect on the motivation for applying blended

learning, then the path coefficient values as indicated in Table 6 were determined as β

= 0.256, P < 0.01; β = 0.181, and P < 0.01. Thus, these values indicate a highly significant

level of support for the two hypotheses, one (H1) and three (H3). Hypothesis two (H2)

examines whether academic workload has a positive effect on the motivation for apply-

ing blended learning. An examination of the beta coefficient value (β = 0.031) shows

that the academic workload does not influence the motivation for applying BL; there-

fore, the hypothesis is rejected. However, hypotheses four (H4) and five (H5) test the

positive effect linkages between instructor interactions with students and instructor atti-

tude and beliefs with the motivation for applying blended learning. The AMOS-SEM

finding for the path coefficient values (β = 0.119, P < 0.10; β = 0.189, P < 0.05) disclosed

that both instructor interactions with students and instructor attitude and beliefs had a

significant effect on the motivation for applying blended learning; therefore, the hypoth-

eses are supported. Alternatively, hypotheses six (H6) and seven (H7) test the influence

of instructor learning on the motivation for applying blended learning and motivation

for applying blended learning on applying blended learning. The results path coeffi-

cients revealed values as follows: β = 0.231, P < 0.01 and β = 0.789, P < 0.01, confirming

that instructor learning is a significant predictor for the motivation for applying blended

learning. Additionally, the linkage of the motivation for applying blended learning with

applying blended learning revealed a significant positive effect on the instructors. This

strength is due to the strong bonds attained between the independent factors on the

dependent factors (motivation for applying blended learning); hence, hypotheses six

and seven were endorsed.

Discussion
This study explored some factors responsible for the motivation of BL among in-

structors of HEIs and designed and tested a theoretical motivational model for BL.

Hypothesis one (H1), instructor interactions with technology have a positive effect

on the motivation for applying BL, shows a highly significant relationship between

the instructor’s frequent interactions with technology and the motivation for apply-

ing blended learning. This hypothesis is in line with the findings of Cigdem and

Topcu (2015), Davis and Fill (2007), and Nicolle and Lou (2008), which imply that

frequent instructor interactions with technology have a positive influence on the

instructor’s motivation to apply BL. Therefore, it is important for instructors to be

technology savvy for integrating technologies into their courses. Additionally, this

knowledge can increase the level of confidence and motivation of the instructors

for successful BL implementation.

Hypothesis two (H2), which hypothesized that the academic workload has a positive

effect on the motivation for applying blended learning, was not supported, which im-

plies that the academic workload does not influence the instructors’ motivation for ap-

plying blended learning. This result also agrees with the findings in the literature by

Meyer and Xu (2009), Drent and Meelissen (2008), Simpson (2010), Zhou and Xu
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(2007), Birch and Burnett (2009), Napier et al. (2011), and Simpson (2010), who all re-

port that blending is time consuming and increases the academic workload, which has

a negative impact on instructor motivation towards the whole idea of blending. There-

fore, it is clear that delivering a BL course comes with a price of increased academic

workload for the faculty. It has now become imperative to be specific with course re-

quirements and instructions while designing a BL environment to reduce the workload

on instructors and enhance their motivation; hence, this hypothesis was not supported.

However, hypothesis three (H3), which checked the positive effect of the institutional

environment on the motivation for applying blended learning, displayed a strong posi-

tive relationship between the right facility/policy in the institutional environment with

instructor motivation towards blending. This finding is also in agreement with previous

studies by Reid (2014), Stacey and Gerbic (2008), Buchanan et al. (2013), Calderon et

al. (2012), Johnson et al. (2016), Jones et al. (2014), and Porter and Graham (2015), in

which these authors state decisions regarding infrastructure and institutional support

as vital motivators among instructors towards BL practice. The technological readiness

of the institutions is an important factor in promoting BL practices. The absence of

strong technological readiness discourages instructors with respect to BL. As a result,

instructors would rather spend much of their instructional time managing technical

problems associated with the poor system.

Moreover, hypothesis four (H4), Instructor interactions with students, showed a sig-

nificant positive effect on motivation for applying blended learning. This significant

finding is in line with those who reported (Dahlstrom et al., 2012; Stacey & Gerbic,

2008; Wach et al., 2011) instructor interactions with students to normally results in re-

trieving positive feedback with regards to BL practice. Therefore, while considering BL

implementation, it is important for the instructor to understand the students’ percep-

tions of BL technology as a whole. Probing is necessary, especially in the area of ease of

use, with respect to the students’ familiarity with the BL environment. Flexibility in the

sense that students demonstrate a more timely submission of homework, i.e., it is easier

to post an assignment online rather than the traditional way of typing, printing and

then driving to campus to submit it. Additionally, the ability to verify electronically if

all assignments have been submitted and verify adequate interaction time between the

instructors and students. Students can have access to course materials any day and any

time with rapid responses for their feedback from the instructor. All of these factors

must be understood by the instructors to ascertain their students’ readiness to BL,

which will subsequently add to their motivation. Hence, in the context of this study,

the hypothesis was upheld. Hypothesis five (H5) revealed some level of significance be-

tween the constructs, instructor attitudes and beliefs and instructor motivation for

blended learning. This finding is in agreement with the findings of Buchanan et al.

(2013), Johnson et al. (2012), Thornton (2010), and Lameras et al. (2012), who state that

instructor attitude and beliefs with regard to BL is a mediating factor to motivation for

applying blended learning. Therefore, the chances of adopting BL are greater with an

instructor that has a high degree of internet self-efficacy. Moreover, this factor corrobo-

rates the fact that there is a relationship between pedagogical beliefs and approaches to

blended instruction. The instructors’ attitude and beliefs regarding teaching are con-

firmed as a significant motivator for the application of BL with a considerable sense of

discipline to the faculty members; hence, the hypothesis was supported.

Ibrahim and Nat International Journal of Educational Technology in Higher Education           (2019) 16:12 Page 16 of 21



For hypothesis number six (H6) instructor learning, there is a highly significant posi-

tive effect of the model construct with the motivation for applying blended learning.

This finding is in line with the results of previously reported literature, which empha-

sized institutional support concerning training to prepare the faculty on how to handle

online tools (Porter et al., 2014). Additionally, capacity building in relation to training

is the most important support to give to the instructors by the institution, as affirmed

by Burton and Bessette (2013), Fetters and Duby (2011), Johnson et al. (2012), Rienties

et al. (2013). It is therefore very important to plan and coordinate periodic training,

workshops and seminars for instructor development in the aspect of BL. Furthermore,

training can add to instructor motivation towards a successful BL implementation. Hy-

pothesis seven (H7), construct the motivation for applying blended learning, has a posi-

tive effect on the model’s final construct, applying blended learning. This hypothesis is

also in agreement with the findings that emphasize motivation as the energy and all

other aspects of initiation and intention towards achieving a goal according to Ifinedo

(2017), Chang et al. (2015), Ryan and Deci (2000), Robbins De Cenzo and Coulter

(2008). These results show that motivation is a strong mediator that encourages in-

structors to be ready to apply BL to their teaching and learning, as is confirmed by

Copriady (2015).

Moreover, with the confirmation of the motivation model as an important medi-

ating factor for BL implementation, the extrinsic and intrinsic motivational factors

have a strong positive influence on instructors’ motivation towards BL application

in HEIs. It is also vital for any HEI to examine their instructor satisfaction/motiv-

ation on any form of technology before considering its final implementation. This

model can serve as a framework to that effect, and the HEIs are free to explore

and add any other factor that might add to their instructor’s motivation concerning

the BL environment.

Conclusion
In this study, a motivational model for predicting instructors’ motivation for applying a

BL approach in the context of HEIs is developed. The proposed model is empirically

examined using the structural equation modelling method. The results provide convin-

cing support for the proposed model. Six out of the seven hypothesized relationships

between the model factors were found to be significant, giving greater insight into the

instructor motivation for BL in the context of HEIs. However, the proposed model not

only can predict instructors’ motivation towards BL practice but also all faculty mem-

bers can use it to probe the possible reasons for the lack of motivation for BL. There-

fore, adjustment strategies can be proposed to have the user’s theoretical and practical

understanding of a BL system that is viable to instructors and their respective institu-

tions. The study contributes to a body of BL literature by exploring the causes of BL

motivation among the instructors at HEIs. In addition, most importantly, the study pre-

sents a practical solution to the user’s theoretical and empirical understanding of a de-

sign model system that can support instructors in an effective BL practice. The design

of the proposed model and findings also have tremendous potential value to

policy-makers, educational managers, curriculum designers and the entire faculty mem-

bers in creating a cohesive and effective BL environment in HEIs.

Ibrahim and Nat International Journal of Educational Technology in Higher Education           (2019) 16:12 Page 17 of 21



Research limitations and future studies

Similar to many other studies, this research has its own limitations. The first major

challenge encountered by the researchers is in the area of data collection. The partici-

pants, important members of the faculty, are always busy; thus, there was a delay in re-

trieving the questionnaires. The same experience occurred with the online version of

the questionnaire; the researchers had to send a reminder and waited for some time to

collect the required data. The second challenge was related to the scientific quality and

interpretation of the research data, which includes ensuring that the data passed the re-

liability and model fit indices test to proceed with the study. The researchers managed

the issues professionally by ensuring the data are free from random error; an internal

consistency was established, and model fit indices were realized.

However, the motivational model designed here in this study is only applicable to instruc-

tors of HEIs; it does not extend beyond instructors of other types of learning institutions,

such as high schools. Hence, there is a need for further research that can expand the scope

of this study beyond the different classes of instructors with their respective institutions. To

make this idea more comprehensive, we encourage further investigations and discoveries

for more factors responsible for motivating instructors towards a BL approach. Additionally,

these studies will provide a more complete idea of the motivation towards the effective ap-

plication of BL across different categories of instructors with their institutions.
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