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Abstract
In recent decades, higher education has embraced the concept of blended teaching, the design and facilitation of
online and face-to-face learning activities. As such initiatives are embedded in the formal context of an
institution, educational managers and other decision makers are in search of evidence for creating sustainable
conditions that facilitate and support blended teaching. In this paper, the authors present the guidelines
articulated by the European Maturity Model that address such concerns. These were developed during a
three-year joint effort between seven European project partners. For each guideline, background information in
line with the foundations of the European Maturity Model is included, as well as examples and references to
predominantly open access resources. It is hoped that the results might inspire key actors within higher education
or scholars that are investigating models for continuous improvement in the field of blended teaching and
education.
Keywords: blended education, blended teaching, maturity model, EMBED, maturity, guidelines
1. Introduction
Worldwide, higher education institutes (HEIs) are accommodating blended formats of teaching and learning
(BT&L) as these are considered future-proof (Castro, 2019; Duvivier, 2019). Implementing such educational
innovation brings along a series of issues regarding quality and sustainability, including organizational
management and culture (Alebaikan & Troudi, 2010; Osguthorpe & Graham, 2003). When higher education
leaders decide to deploy blended programmes and courses, it challenges them to review and adapt existing
institutional strategies, structures and support (Porter et al., 2014).
Institutional readiness studies, e.g. Keramati et al. (2011) or Aydin and Tasci (2005), advocate particular
organizational characteristics such as culture, rules and human resources, and impact BT&L implementation.
Gregory and Lodge (2015), alongside Lim and Morris (2009) speak of necessary institutional reforms in terms of
staff support, workload and training, leadership, as well as policy development and strategies oriented at
continuous improvement of BT&L. Garrison and Vaughan (2013) note that success stories are „properly
resourced, achievable and sustainable‟ (p. 25), and they emphasize the important role of collaborative leadership
at a strategic level. So are the institutions ready for blended teaching and learning? This remains an open
question.
Analyses of seven cases of synchronous hybrid teaching as described in Bower et al. (2015) resulted in the
Blended Synchronous Learning Design Framework. Among the critical issues are technology, support and
logistics. Similarly, Gedik et al. (2013) refer to support mechanisms presumed indispensable for the creation and
maintenance of BT&L environments, namely: logistics, technical and managerial support. The critical role of
e-learning system infrastructure (i.e. channel management, security and integration) to create organizational
value is demonstrated in Alsabawy et al. (2013).
Graham and Robison (2007) note three hurdles to reaching the full potential of BT&L: (1) failure to create added
value, (2) a lack of focus on purpose(s) and (3) putting efficiency and productivity above effective, innovative
pedagogies. As a consequence, not enough time and costs are deployed and discouragement within the faculty
will undermine the willingness to continue with BT&L. In this regard, Laurillard (2015) discerns institutional
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drivers and enablers. The interplay between these will determine the sustainability of change. The drivers giving
way to the prioritization of activities are not sufficient for effective action without the „enablers‟, i.e. the
mechanisms necessary to respond effectively to the drivers. Laurillard further recommends HEIs to (pp. 7-8):
1.

require each agency responsible for the drivers to report on how it would change its approach to ensure
that academics prioritize innovation in blended learning

2.

update the principal drivers in the education system to harness digital technology and so drive the
development of new practices

3.

develop the enablers to make the new practices effective.

Empowering HEIs to promote such sustainable change involves deliberate interventions or reforms, otherwise
“the system will continue to rely on piecemeal local innovations in teaching and learning that have no large
systemic effect” (Laurillard, 2015, p. 16).
2. The European Maturity Model for Blended Education
Against this backdrop the European Maturity Model or EMM was conceived, developed and validated. During a
period of three years (2017-2020) seven European project partners worked together to achieve different
objectives related to the introduction and sustainable implementation of blended education and teaching. One of
the major aims was to develop and validate a conceptual and operational framework which could be employed
by designers of blended courses and programmes or decision bodies in higher education (HE). In May 2020, the
European Maturity Model for Blended Education (EMBED) was published (see https://embed.eadtu.eu/). The
model is the result of an extensive literature review, a screening of proven practices and interviews with different
stakeholders, followed by a 3-round Delphi study among European experts (Goeman & Ubachs, 2018; Goeman
et al., 2019; Van Valkenburg et al., 2020; Goeman et al., 2021). Its original aim was to map practices in a
systematic manner and, ultimately, to identify tracks for optimization or change. Accordingly, implementation
guidelines (Dijkstra & Goeman, 2021) were developed and the MOOC „Making blended education work‟ was
deployed.
During consecutive years, Porter, Graham and different co-authors (Graham et al., 2013; Porter et al., 2014;
Porter & Graham, 2016) developed and tested a framework for BT&L implementation in HEIs. Harnessed by the
adoption literature and buttressed by empirical evidence, their model includes markers to determine blended
practices across three general stages of development (from awareness to mature implementation). The EMM
incorporates a similar line of reasoning but extends the scope of analysis and reporting. In particular, it
comprises more dimensions at different levels of action. In 2017, Adekola et al. pointed out the importance of a
holistic framework to guide institutional transitions towards enhanced BT&L, informed by diverse stakeholders‟
views and experiences. The EMM is drawn up as a multi-layered framework, consisting of three action levels:
course, program and institution. Consequently, it distinguishes maturity at three levels, namely the course,
program and institution levels. In line with Marshall (2010) maturity is regarded as „the degree to which
activities contributing to core work are explicit, understood and systematically controlled and improved by the
organization‟ (p. 144). For each level of maturity multiple dimensions and indicators are established. It is
assumed that a higher level of maturity indicates a more holistic approach, informed by evidence and framed by
instruments and procedures for continuous quality improvement (CQI). There are two major CQI mechanisms
that bridge theoretical underpinnings and practices in blended education: (1) design-based research and (2)
learning and academic analytics (Aldowah et al., 2019; Kuromiya et al., 2020; Ustun & Tracey, 2020).
In this paper, the institutional level is addressed. It explains how a college for higher education or a university
may frame the conditions that target BT&L. It complements a previous contribution which described the
maturity of blended courses (see Goeman & Dijkstra, 2021). In the following sections, the authors present the
EMM framework and the guidelines that are articulated by the EMM.
2.1 The EMM Framework Regarding the Maturity of Institutional Conditions
The EMM framework defines three levels of maturity at the institutional level (ad hoc, consolidated and strategic)
and eight dimensions considered crucial for assessing institutional conditions oriented at BT&L. Lower levels of
maturity refer to an initial awareness and limited provisions for single departments, individual staff members or
separate student groups. Higher maturity levels are assumed to be characterized by institution-wide implemented
conditions and a comprehensively documented strategy. Moreover, it includes a fully articulated, data-driven
CQI cycle aimed at concerted actions. By means of quality assurance (QA) standards and feedback loops the
institutional conditions for BT&L are continuously improved, through management, governance, or both
(Steinhardt et al., 2016). Maturity at the institutional level is assessed in terms of eight dimensions: (1) support,
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(2) strategy, (3) sharing and openness, (4) professional development, (5) quality assurance, (6) governance, (7)
finances and (8) facilities. Table 1 presents the European Maturity Model at the institutional level in a
comprehensive manner (see Appendix 1).
2.2 The EMM Framework and its Guidelines
The guidelines are intended to serve as a guiding resource for key actors within higher education institutions. For
each of the eight dimensions, examples and references to predominantly open access resources are provided. The
guidelines are specified with the aim of tackling questions such as „how do you assess the state of affairs
regarding blended education?‟, „how can our HEIs bring their blended education to the next level, and make sure
that it keeps improving?‟ Using a validated framework, leaders in higher education will assess the maturity level
of blended education at their higher education institution. Thereupon, they are expected to draw up an action
plan. This will allow their institutions to (further) progress towards a higher level of maturity in blended
education.
Dimension 1: Support
Maturity level 2 of this dimension (Consolidated) requires from an institution that it offers dedicated support for
BT&L to all teaching staff and students across departments. This may be a complex endeavour. Relevant
publications include the JISC guide which includes recommendations and uses cases to organise support (JISC,
2015) and SURF‟s decision aid (2018) in which five different approaches for institution-wide support are
explained in greater detail. In order to attain the highest level of maturity (Strategic), institutional support is fully
integrated into the standard services of the HE institution. Aligned with Garrison and Kanuka (2004), this
suggests there are no dedicated support desks for BT&L; help is considered to be a standard, regular service with
one dedicated support desk. CQI processes and products that target support are embedded within this regular
service. These are based on various data sources, among other things user questionnaires and interviews,
complemented by data regarding the most frequently asked questions, the search queries or most often visited
pages of the support website or application. Such information may be generated by means of business
intelligence platforms, website analytics or similar tracking via support ticketing systems.
Dimension 2: Strategy
The institutional strategy describes the extent to which BT&L is embedded in the vision, the educational model
and goals of an institution. At lower levels of maturity, a strategy is characterized by ad hoc decision making. A
strategically more mature approach ensures that various aspects of BT&L (e.g. legal, ethical, privacy and data
management) are embedded in the standard rules and regulations, as well as action plans and guidelines of the
HEI. BT&L in a formal HE context is strengthened by a shared vision of its actual and future purpose(s) (Korr et
al., 2012). According to Chew and Jones (2009), there are two strategic aspects of special importance: (1) a
single strategy for BT&L promotes an institution-wide adoption without confusion; (2) an institutional strategy
ought to be clear, simple and driven by research and support from an interdisciplinary centre.
In order to reach maturity level 2, a dedicated BT&L strategy is established by the HEI. The UK-based
non-profit organization JISC offers a number of resources and tools to start developing a vision and making
explicit a strategy. These include the „Vision and Strategy Toolkit‟ (JISC, 2020a), the „Digital learning in Higher
education‟ (JISC, 2020b) and „Innovation in Higher Education‟ (JISC, 2020c). At the third maturity level 3
(Strategic), the strategic options regarding BT&L are integrally anchored within the institutional strategy. The
strategy is implemented in such a manner that it is actively shared and promoted across the institution, with
different departments and faculties incorporating it into their regular policies, plans and procedures. Alignment
of BT&L approaches is achieved, for example, by anchoring „kernel routines‟; these are precisely specified
routines supported by well-defined tools and strategies (Resnick et al., 2010). These put at the centre of common
understanding, access and mutual trust and promise gradual, although quick, changes in BT&L practices. They
are designed to have users „adapt the routine to their particular conditions and capabilities‟ (p. 293), avoiding
disruptive changes which could lead to conservative reactions (and no change at all). Such a strategy seems to be
adequate for handling ongoing issues, defined by Bunn (2013) as „the culture and core values of the institution‟,
which are „embedded in the strategic thinking of administrators, faculty, and staff, and they influence what
actions are considered appropriate responses to different external events‟ (p. 56). Different stakeholders at
various levels in the institution are actively involved (teaching staff, students, administrative and supportive
services, management). For successful implementation, HE leaders and administrators recognize and advocate
the importance of BT&L (Porter et al., 2014). Therefore, they should use internal and external communication
channels, e.g. consultations, conferences and meetings, education days or events, in newsletters, and so forth.
Dimension 3: Sharing and openness
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The creation of a culture of openness and sharing of practices, materials and courses, improves cost-efficiency
and increases quality in an institution‟s blended approach. By having policies that facilitate communities and
platforms for distribution, a HEI may benefit from an increased number of enrolments and gain international
recognition (Jansen et al., 2015). To achieve this, it is recommended that practices of open education be used to
propagate its vision and mission (Dos Santos, 2019).
On the second maturity level (Consolidated), professional communities are facilitated. These may be inspired by
models such as the „Community of practice‟ for strengthening networking and sharing of experiences between
instructors (Wenger, 2011; Farnsworth et al., 2016). Platforms may facilitate such actions, for example within
one institution (e.g., Online learning Hub at TU Delft, CELT Toolboxes at UTwente or OpenED from The
University of Edinburgh). Also, at an international level platforms were created with similar objectives (e.g.,
SURF Communities, EADTU Empower). Besides this, standardized templates enable an institution to exchange
best practices (Alwazae et al., 2015). By establishing an open courseware (OCW) website an institution
demonstrates a mature dimension of sharing and openness. Examples include MIT, University of Michigan,
Harvard or TU Delft. At the maturity level 3 (Strategic) professional communities are more purposefully built
and maintained, for example by „community facilitation teams‟. Such teams schedule meetings, organise events,
edit publications, and so forth. Moreover, pertinent QA regarding sharing and openness is in place. As such, the
standards and processes may be based on a framework such as „OERTrust‟ (Almendro & Silveira, 2018) or the
„Quality Assurance of Open Educational Resources‟ (SURF, 2020).
Dimension 4: Professional development
To provide dedicated pedagogical and technological professional development (PD) for staff, it is vital to create
effective BT&L in HE (Owens, 2012). It is important to note that besides organising an array of training
possibilities, the competences and achievements of teaching staff in BT&L are formally recognized and awarded
by the HEI.
At maturity level 2 (Consolidated), the PD of teaching staff is organised by way of online and offline workshops,
short courses, showcases and other formats such as lunch meetings. In „Building blocks for effective professional
development‟ one finds scenarios, as well as thirty-seven building blocks for the PD of HE instructors (Zone
Facilitating Professional Development for Lecturers, 2020). Blended education at the third maturity level
(Strategic) signifies that all teaching staff have received dedicated PD. These are incorporated into mandatory
training for educators, for example as a part of University Teaching Qualifications, or in a portfolio of
continuous PD. The European Digital Competence Framework (Redecker & Punie, 2017) includes relevant
guidelines in this regard. It presents six categories with 22 competences deemed necessary for instructors to
acquire when involved in digital education. In addition to this publication, one finds in „Evolving as a digital
scholar‟ three different tracks for continuous PD of teaching staff in HE (Van Petegem et al., 2021). Finally, the
TPACK model has the merit of making explicit how „technology-related professional knowledge is implemented
and instantiated in practice‟ (Koehler et al., 2013, p. 18). Recognition and appreciation of teaching staff‟s PD is
institutionally embedded at maturity level 3, in contrast to maturity level 2. Both may be organized, for example,
by using the open-access resource „The Career Framework for University Teaching‟ (Graham, 2018). Among
other aspects, this source presents a framework and a reward system that HEIs may embed in their approach
regarding teaching staff qualification, PD and career progression. Although it is not explicitly mentioned in the
maturity model, it is also important to embed CQI procedures in-house in order to evaluate PD initiatives.
Furthermore, a peer review involving external organisations may assess critically the array of PD opportunities
(see VSNU, 2018).
Dimension 5: Quality assurance
The fifth dimension, quality assurance, (QA) refers to the process during which conditions related to BT&L are
evaluated and revised on a regular basis. A common practice is first to define the expected outcomes and then
assess the contribution of processes, systems and services in a HEI towards their achievement (Varlamis &
Apostolakis, 2010). In this respect, one can rely on different frameworks stemming from the literature (see for
example the PDPP model of Zhang & Cheng, 2012) or quality criteria which are often benchmarked. QA shows
improved maturity if the actual QA standards are grounded in a theoretical base that „promotes coherence
between quality assurance and improvement processes‟ (Barrie et al., 2005, p. 641).
In line with the EMM, maturity level 2 (Consolidated) requires that dedicated QA processes are implemented. It
is advisable to use frameworks for this purpose, like the generic „Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance
in the European Higher Education Area‟ (ENQA et al., 2015), alongside specific QA guidelines for blended
learning programmes such as the Irish „Statutory Quality Assurance Guidelines‟ (QQI, 2018). Besides quality
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frameworks, the use of validated instruments to evaluate courses or innovation projects can also be used in the
quality assurance process. Lai and Bower (2019) provide an overview of validated instruments to evaluate
educational technology. To reach maturity level 3, labelled as „Strategic‟, quality assurance for blended
education is encapsulated in the standard QA approach of an HE institution. Continual improvement is a
taken-for-granted practice in the event that a „quality culture‟ has been established within a HE institution. The
report „Quality culture in European universities: A bottom-up approach‟ (EUA, 2006) provides insight into this
and related matters. Besides striving towards full-blown CQI or a quality culture, the third maturity level expects
that an institution has a research agenda for its blended courses and programmes, Individual researchers or that a
department may be involved for this purpose. Zeichner (2005) shows how to design and execute such a research
agenda. Collaboration with other higher education institutions or research institutions can enhance research and
the dissemination of findings and results. The „UCD Quality Framework‟ of University College Dublin (2018) is
a relevant example.
Dimension 6: Governance
Governance refers to the way in which the vision and strategy of a HE institution are translated into rules,
regulations, action plans and guidelines regarding blended education. Maturity level 2 (Consolidated) describes
how these are developed and implemented. During their development process, different key actors are involved;
educators, students, policy officers, educational advisers, deans and/or (vice)rectors. To identify the key actors,
Mirriahi et al. (2012) offer a useful approach. Among other things, firm governance assumes that standardized
models for BT&L are in place. It is strongly recommended that recognition is provided directly from the top
management and that excellence in education and research is valued in relation to BT&L, as indicated by Chew
and Jones (2009).
Dobbins et al. (2011), in addition to Mader et al. (2013) offer some insights into effective governance. In
addition, the guide „Developing organisational approaches to digital capability (Killen et al., 2017) explains how
to develop a culture, infrastructure and practices regarding digital capacity of the organisation. Robust models
such as UTAUT (Venkatesh et al., 2016) and ISSM (DeLone & McLean, 2003) may inspire institutional actions
to increase the adoption and diffusion of BT&L.
Maturity level 2 of the governance dimension describes how the final stage in terms of maturity level is the
sharing of the models for blended course and programme design within the institution. This will lead to a more
standardised approach to developing blended education. Maturity level 3 (Strategic) calls for policies, rules,
regulations, action plans and guidelines to be embedded in the standard governance structure of a HE institution.
There are no separate policies or regulations regarding BT&L; they are part of the default or standard education
formats. The governance of a HE institution is also systematically reviewed and adjusted. In this context, Davies
(2000) offers research methods to evaluate and review policies. Building upon level 2, key actors at different
levels of the institution are involved in the process of reviewing, adjusting and developing policies. This
necessitates the involvement of a series of stakeholders among other policy officers, students, instructors, and the
educational management. Finally, the institution provides standardized models for the development of blended
education.
Dimension 7: Finances
Financial support, project funding, incentives or other rewarding initiatives contribute to mature blended
education (Oh & Park, 2009).
In order to reach maturity level 2 (Consolidated), financial resources are allocated ad hoc to develop, support,
stimulate and improve blended learning and teaching. Besides external funds (e.g., from the government), it is
important to allocate internal budgets to innovation. As Schophuizen and Kalz (2020) indicate, if
experimentation is not only dependent on external funds, this will contribute to an increase in the adoption,
implementation and long-term sustainability of initiatives.
Budgets can be used for hiring (more) staff, student assistants, for conducting experiments and pilots, for
engaging an innovation team, for buying new educational tools, awarding grants, prizes, and so on. A study of
five HE institutions in the Netherlands shows that funds are mostly used to employ people. Approximately half
of a regular innovation budget (40 to 70%) goes to providing various types of support. Depending on the
institution, between 15 and 40 percent is invested in facilities, licenses and tools (SURF, 2018). Also, some
Dutch institutions have „education fellows‟ who experiment with innovative methodologies and technologies.
They receive a budget for this purpose and each becomes a „champion of innovation‟ (Centre for Academic
Teaching, 2020; TU Delft Teaching Academy, 2020). Such an approach accelerates innovation.
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Maturity level 3 (Strategic) entails that financial resources are structurally allocated to innovation and BT&L, in
addition to occasional or recurring funds. Nevertheless, it might be difficult to distinguish between both types of
budgeting (SURF, 2018). Therefore, it is crucial to systematically assess and finetune the HEI‟s finances in this
regard. This is executed by using clear criteria, budgets, results and timelines for projects (e.g., project plans),
support staff (e.g., personal development plans), pilots (e.g., pilot plan), and so forth. Afterwards, qualitative and
quantitative data are needed to evaluate the allocation of resources.
Dimension 8: Facilities
Tong and Trinidad (2005) explain that „providing appropriate and sufficient computer facilities and digital
resource materials, reliable technological infrastructure, and on-site and just-in-time technical support for
teachers‟ (p. 11) are necessary conditions for facilitating any kind of technology-enhanced education. The extent
to which institutions are equipped with physical and digital facilities that make possible BT&L is described by
means of the dimension „Facilities‟. On the one hand, this refers to physical spaces and equipment to create
media for educational purposes, such as a video recording and editing studio, a lightboard (see Peshkin, 2020), or
a virtual reality studio. These facilities are to be staffed and financially supported (see also the dimension
„Support‟). On the other hand, this refers to different classroom setups.
At KU Leuven, for example, different spaces were built and equipped for flexible hybrid teaching purposes.
Joint systematic research is carried out in order to assess the impact of such spaces on teachers‟ and learners‟
experiences (Raes et al., 2019; Raes et al., 2020). Choosing consciously between different classroom setups can
be challenging, but tools like the Education Spaces Viewer (TU Delft, 2020) can assist when doing so.
Furthermore, the e-book „Learning Spaces‟ (Oblinger, 2006), the „Cookbook Education spaces‟ (Van der Zanden
et al., 2018), as well as the „UK higher education Learning Spaces‟ (JISC, 2018) provide readers with inspiring
ideas and guidelines in this regard. The dimension „Facilities‟ also refers to instructional tools for information
processing, communication and interaction purposes. Typical digital facilities include the university-wide virtual
learning environment (VLE), which has become indispensable for BT&L. Others are, for example, publicly
available websites dedicated to the development of media such as video (e.g., Create at the University of Derby).
All tools offered by a HE institution should align with those used in courses and programmes. Alhogail and
Mirza (2011) describe the implementation of a VLE from a change management perspective.
Maturity level 2 (Consolidated) states that a wide variety of both types of facilities is available. At maturity level
3 (Strategic), instructors have an influence on scheduling (room) facilities. For example, instructors may choose
the classroom set-up for their face-to-face sessions. This prevents, for example, a project-based course being
scheduled in a lecture theatre. Level 3 also indicates that the range of teaching facilities, both physical and digital,
is evaluated and adjusted systematically, based on clear criteria and multiple data sources. Contributions such as
„A Rubric for Evaluating E-Learning Tools in Higher Education‟ (Anstey & Watson, 2018) and „Evaluating
Virtual Learning Environments‟ (Dyson & Campello, 2003) provide adequate frameworks for the evaluation of
digital facilities. The chapter „Assessing Learning Spaces‟ from Hunley and Schaller (2006), is helpful in
assessing physical facilities and deciding upon the type of method to adopt for this purpose (e.g., photographic
study).
3. Conclusion and Future Work
It seems that ever since the idea of institutional maturity with regard to BT&L was coined, relatively few
publications have followed up on this. Only recently have we noticed the first systematic analyses of
institutionalised BT&L in the European Higher Education Area (e.g., Mihai et al., 2021). These confirm the need
for comprehensive institutional frameworks for BT&L, as well as strategic projects steered at the institutional
level (Dale et al., 2021).
The present contribution has attempted to respond to this gap/call, by taking institutional maturity out of the
closet and demystifying it in two ways. First, a multi-layered, multidimensional framework was developed under
the umbrella of a European project with seven partners in HE, which led to the EMM. It aims to guide HEIs to
address institution-wide implementation of BT&L, whether at the start or in a particular phase of transition.
Similarly, scholars may use the EMM to assess systematically at what stage a HEI is situated. Therefore, specific
indicators for each dimension and per stage are identified. Secondly, a series of examples and guidelines in line
with the framework are searched for and presented. The series of weblinks, documents and articles articulate
interventions for implementing (more) mature blended education. They intend to help decision makers and
educational managers of HEIs carry through planned and well-governed change. Nevertheless, further work is
needed in terms of specific examples of how the path to maturity has helped institutions to prosper in the digital
age. As such, the authors of this contribution are eager to receive suggestions, examples or other information
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from readers.
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Appendix
Appendix 1
Table 1. Dimensions and indicators at the institutional level, according to the European Maturity Model*
Dimension

Description

Support

The manner in which
an
institution
supports
BT&L
practices.

Maturity level
Ad hoc
Limited support for
BT&L, aimed at
individual educators
and students

Consolidated
Dedicated support for BT&L,
available to all educators,
students and departments.
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Strategic
Dedicated support for BT&L, part of
the standard support services at the
HEI. CQI procedures are embedded
in order to improve the support
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Strategy

The extent to which
BT&L are embedded
in
the
vision,
educational model
and goals of an HEI.

No uniform BT&L
strategy is in place.

A dedicated BT&L strategy is in
place.
HE
administrators
recognize and advocate the
importance of BT&L.

Sharing and
openness

The degree to which
an
institution
facilitates
the
sharing of BT&L
practices.

Individual teachers or
departments
share
(best) practices of
BT&L.

Communities for sharing (best)
practices
of
BT&L
are
facilitated. Procedures and/or
platforms are in place for sharing
materials and/or courses.

Professional
development

The extent to which
teaching staff are
able to develop their
blended
teaching
skills.

A few different PD
initiatives related to
blended teaching are
offered by the HEI to
the teaching staff.

Various different PD initiatives
related to blended teaching are
offered by the HEI to the
teaching staff. PD in blended
teaching
is
incidentally
recognized by the HEI.

Quality
assurance

The process where
BT&L
courses,
programmes,
strategy, rules and
regulations
are
assessed and revised
on a regular basis.
The extent to which
a vision is translated
to policies, rules,
regulations and
action plans that
facilitate BT&L.

No specific quality
assurance of BT&L
practices.

Specific quality
assurance of BT&L practices is
developed and implemented.
Some dedicated BT&L research
is conducted.

No policies, rules,
regulations,
action
plans and guidelines
related to BT&L are
in place. No use of
models for blended
course and program
design.

Policies,
rules,
regulations,
action plans and guidelines
related to BT&L are developed
and implemented in the HEI. A
few key actors of the HEI are
involved in the governance
process. Models for blended
course and program design are
available and shared in the HEI.

Finances

The extent to which
financial resources
are allocated to
develop,
support,
stimulate
and
improve BT&L.

No allocation of
financial
resources
specifically
for
BT&L purposes.

Financial
resources
are
incidentally
allocated
tto
develop, support, stimulate and
improve BT&L. The allocation
of these resources is evaluated.

Facilities

The extent to which
institutions
are
equipped to facilitate
blended learning and
teaching.

Limited availability
of
facilities for BT&L.

A wide variety of facilities for
BT&L is available. This includes
both digital and physical
facilities.

Governance

Note. BT&L = blended teaching and learning; HEI = higher education institution; QA = quality
improvement; PD = professional development
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services.
BT&L is an integral part of
the institutional strategy. The
strategy is embedded in the whole
institution (throughout faculties and
departments), well documented, and
evaluated and adjusted on a regular
basis. HE administrators and
departments recognize and advocate
the importance of BT&L.
Communities for sharing (best)
practices of BT&L are facilitated,
actively built and maintained.
Procedures and/or platforms, as well
as QA are in place for sharing
materials and/or courses. The HEI
regulates sharing, sharing is executed
under an open license.
All teaching staff are trained in
blended teaching; it is included in
their (basic) qualification. The
institution offers an aligned portfolio
of PD initiatives related to BT&L to
the teaching staff. PD in blended
teaching is recognized and valued by
the HEI.
The QA of BT&L practices is
encapsulated in the standard QA
approach of the HEI. The HEI has a
research agenda related to BT&L
which aims to assess and improve
practices, based on multiple data
sources and clear criteria.
Policies, rules, regulations, action
plans and guidelines related to
BT&L are embedded in the standard
governance of the HEI. These are
systematically
reviewed
and
adjusted. Key actors, at different
levels in the institution, are involved
in all processes. Standardized models
for blended course and program
design are provided.
Financial resources are structurally
allocated to to develop, support,
stimulate and improve BT&L. The
allocation of these resources is
systematically
evaluated
and
adjusted, based on clear criteria and
qualitative and quantitative data
sources.
A wide variety of facilities for BT&L
is available. This includes both
digital and physical facilities.
Teaching staff impact the scheduling
of the
facilities. The development of
facilities is aligned with the
institutional strategy. CQI are
embedded in order to improve the
facilities. These focus on the
assessment and adjustment of the
facilities‟ quality, quantity and
assortment, based on clear criteria
and multiple data sources.
assurance; CQI = continuous quality
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* As compared to the published version on the EADTU website, minor differences in terms of wording of the model components are present.
This is done for reasons of enhanced comprehension.
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