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Abstract 

Recent studies highlight institutional readiness as critical to the successful adoption of 

online and blended learning (OBL) in higher education; however, limited research in 

Jamaican vocational institutions presents a risk of implementation failure and reduced 

return on investment for stakeholders. This basic qualitative study explored how 

institutional leaders in Jamaican vocational education institutions describe institutional 

readiness for OBL adoption and implementation. Grounded in facilitating conditions as a 

construct of the unified theory of acceptance and use of technology and guided by the 

blended learning adoption framework, the study focused on the readiness of institutional 

strategy, structure, and support. Semistructured interviews with 12 purposively selected 

institutional leaders from Jamaican government-funded vocational education institutions 

offering OBL courses were analyzed using a theoretical analysis approach that integrated 

a priori codes from the conceptual framework with inductively identified categories and 

themes. Findings indicated that leaders emphasized training and stakeholder buy-in as 

key OBL strategies while focusing little on OBL policy and governance. Leaders also 

described institutional OBL structures as multifaceted but needing improvement, OBL 

support as varied with few incentives, and OBL readiness as dependent on human and 

resource capacities amid inadequate facilitating conditions. This study facilitated social 

change as it addressed a gap in the literature and may inform institutional decision-

making, policy development, and improvements related to OBL implementation while 

contributing to national and regional vocational skills development strategies across 

Jamaica and other Caribbean countries, in alignment with global frameworks.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Study  

Readiness is the state of being prepared for something (Junus et al., 2021). It is a 

critical success factor when technology innovations, such as online and blended learning 

(OBL), are adopted and implemented in educational settings (Ate et al., 2021; Budur et 

al., 2021; Suryanti et al., 2021; Suwawi et al., 2021). In OBL, researchers have identified 

various types and dimensions of readiness, including student readiness, teacher readiness, 

institutional readiness, infrastructural readiness, and organizational culture readiness 

(Nwagwu, 2020; Zine et al., 2023). A plethora of literature explains the dimensions and 

nuances of OBL adoption and implementation readiness relative to teacher and student 

preparedness (Bokolo et al., 2020a; Lane, 2021). However, there remains a lack of 

empirical literature focusing on institutional preparedness or readiness for OBL in higher 

education institutions (HEIs) and what institutional readiness means in various segments 

of the higher education community (Antwi-Boampong & Bokolo, 2021).  

Authors like Venkatesh et al. (2016), Maramba and Mazongonda (2020), and 

Malik et al. (2023) described institutional readiness as the readiness of the facilitating 

conditions within an educational institution that enables the successful adoption and 

implementation of OBL. Other researchers like Zhang et al. (2022) and Hill and Smith 

(2023) found that institutional readiness for OBL includes the readiness of elements such 

as institutional strategy, structure, and support. Despite these descriptions of institutional 

readiness and research findings that highlight its importance to OBL implementation 

success (Abdullah & Kauser, 2023; Groen et al., 2020), the meaning of institutional 

readiness, like other forms of OBL readiness, is often contextually situated and 
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constructed (Badiozaman, 2021). Therefore, as educational practitioners in higher 

education embark on OBL adoption and implementation, they should understand what 

institutional readiness means in its specific application context, including its application 

in vocational education (Edalgo, 2022). 

In this chapter, I provide an overview of the study by summarizing the 

background, the problem and purpose statements, and the research question that guided 

the study. I also summarize the conceptual framework undergirding the research and the 

methodological approach I used to conduct the study. I outline the scope of the study, 

including the definitions and assumptions, the scope of delimitations, and the limitations. 

Finally, I briefly explain the significance of the study. 

Background 

Online and blended learning is now a permanent feature of how small island 

developing states of the Caribbean, like Jamaica, facilitate teaching and learning. The 

impact of the novel coronavirus (COVID-19) on education across the Caribbean during 

the 2020-2022 period demonstrated the vulnerabilities of traditional face-to-face 

instruction. COVID-19 also positioned OBL as a valuable risk mitigation and business 

continuity strategy that educators should embrace (Allert, 2021). Accordingly, Ministries 

of Education and schools at multiple levels in various Caribbean countries are investing 

significantly in deploying OBL resources and services to augment and substitute for face-

to-face learning (Bleeker & Crowder, 2022). In Jamaica, private sector organizations and 

multi-laterals such as the United Nations Educational Scientific and Cultural 

Organization (UNESCO), the International Labor Organization (ILO), and the World 
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Bank are partnering with ministries, other local authorities, and schools to provide 

essential equipment, infrastructure, and training to facilitate the move toward OBL and 

other flexible learning pathways (Barrett-Adams & Hayle, 2021). As the benefits of OBL 

become more evident to education practitioners and stakeholders, the laissez-faire 

attitudes once associated with OBL adoption and implementation have now given way to 

deliberateness and urgency (Cobo-Rendón et al., 2022; Hill & Smith, 2023). 

Before the emergence of COVID-19 in 2020, readiness for OBL in many 

jurisdictions emphasized distributing devices to students and training teachers to integrate 

relevant technologies into the teaching and learning environment (Bokolo, 2021). In 

Jamaica, for example, education officials used initiatives such as the Tablet in Schools 

Program (Johnson, 2016) and the adoption of the ICT Competency Framework for 

Teachers, developed by UNESCO (see UNESCO, 2011), to prepare the education system 

for the gradual implementation of OBL. Given the foci at the time, Jamaican authorities 

gave little attention to other forms of OBL readiness, such as institutional readiness 

(Thomas-Brown, 2020; Webster & Gardner, 2019). 

When COVID-19 emerged, there was a worldwide pivot to emergency remote 

teaching (Ferri et al., 2020). The preparedness of the island’s existing telecom 

infrastructure became the focus of education officials and stakeholders in Jamaica 

(Murphy, 2020; The Jamaica Observer, 2020). The Ministry of Education lost contact 

with many schools, and schools across the island could not account for many students’ 

educational well-being. Many Jamaican students did not have the devices needed to 

access education via the internet, and many Jamaican communities did not have the 
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infrastructure required to facilitate access to the internet (Williams, 2020). In summary, 

the Jamaican education system was not ready for the change it was experiencing.  

One aspect of Jamaica’s education system that suffered significantly during the 

COVID-19 pandemic was technical and vocational education and training (TVET). As in 

other countries across the Caribbean region, many Jamaican TVET institutions offering 

vocational or career education programs at the postsecondary and tertiary levels 

discontinued operations. The ILO reported that 53% of all TVET institutions across the 

Caribbean (including Jamaica) could not respond to the shift to emergency remote 

teaching, as many could not move any aspect of their training into the OBL space (Ndahi, 

2020). The ILO cited four main reasons for this dilemma: (a) no learning management 

system (LMS) existing in the institution or a lack of knowledge about how to use it if it 

existed; (b) instructors and students not trained in the use of information communication 

technologies (ICTs); (c) programs and courses not designed for delivery via OBL; and (d) 

no support services and resources available for teachers and students (Ndahi, 2020). The 

TVET system in Jamaica and the wider Caribbean lacked student, teacher, and 

institutional readiness to facilitate remote learning during the pandemic. 

As the education sector in Jamaica and other jurisdictions moves away from 

emergency remote teaching and into full or partial adoption and implementation of OBL, 

readiness challenges apart from those associated with teachers, students, and 

infrastructure are taking focus (Lane, 2021; Molchanova et al., 2020; Rahmawati et al., 

2021). These include institutional, leadership, and even legislative readiness challenges 

associated with OBL (Bokayev et al., 2021). Scholars with an interest in this issue of 
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OBL readiness highlight the importance of education systems demonstrating some level 

of holistic readiness before and throughout the various stages of OBL implementation 

(Bokolo, 2021; Groen et al., 2020). This importance justifies the attention now being 

given to institutional and other forms of OBL readiness. 

Institutional readiness is an important aspect of OBL readiness in TVET at the 

postsecondary and tertiary levels. Apart from being a critical success factor in OBL 

adoption and implementation, researchers have found that institutional readiness impacts 

other forms of OBL readiness, including teacher and student readiness (Fianu et al., 2020; 

Zhang et al., 2020). Institutional readiness also gauges the input of leadership and 

administration in the OBL adoption and implementation process (Bokolo et al., 2020a), 

providing a framework for operationalizing OBL in the school setting (Goeman et al., 

2021). Researchers also indicate that institutional readiness positively impacts student 

performance (Abdullah & Kauser, 2023) and provides a good starting point for assessing 

overall readiness for successful OBL adoption and implementation in HEIs. Therefore, 

there are benefits in ensuring TVET stakeholders better understand institutional readiness 

as a phenomenon and what it means to those involved in OBL implementation (Malik et 

al., 2023; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). 

Gap and Necessity of the Study 

Despite the level of OBL adoption and implementation in vocational programs, as 

well as existing research examining institutional readiness for OBL, researchers have not 

explored how leaders in Jamaican TVET institutions describe institutional readiness to 

adopt and implement OBL. This study is essential as research points to a need to better 
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understand institutions’ readiness to offer OBL courses and programs, thereby ensuring 

OBL adoption and implementation success (Bokolo et al., 2020a). Understanding 

institutional readiness for OBL in Jamaican TVET institutions will facilitate a more 

strategic approach to OBL adoption and implementation, thereby improving the quality 

of OBL experiences in vocational education on the island and securing returns on recent 

investments made in TVET (Gretch & Camilleri, 2020).  

Exploring and understanding institutional readiness for OBL is becoming more 

relevant to the Jamaican TVET context as the island embarks on digitalization in TVET 

initiatives (Comyn et al., 2021; UNESCO-UNEVOC, 2022). Understanding this aspect of 

OBL adoption and implementation will help stakeholders in vocational training 

institutions in Jamaica, and by extension, the Jamaican TVET system, analyze the current 

level of institutional readiness for the various phases of OBL implementation (Antwi-

Boampong & Bokolo, 2022). It will also help stakeholders identify and, where possible, 

mitigate existing OBL implementation challenges (Dale et al., 2021) and ensure OBL 

adoption and implementation success (Njuguna, 2022). 

Improving the quality of OBL TVET experiences in Jamaica and, by extension, 

the Caribbean, has significant social change implications. TVET is considered an enabler 

of economic growth and development in small island developing states like Jamaica and 

is a strategy for achieving the United Nations Sustainable Development 2030 Goals 

([SDGs]; Auta, 2022; UNESCO, 2021). Improving the quality of Jamaica’s TVET OBL 

experiences can increase access to TVET training, reduce training costs for TVET 

learners and TVET providers, enhance the quality of TVET training, and increase 
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opportunities for inclusion and diversity in TVET (World Bank, UNESCO, & 

International Labor Organization, 2023). These improvements can positively impact the 

quality of the Jamaican labor force and result in higher employment and productivity 

rates (Gretch & Camilleri, 2020). Understanding how institution leaders describe 

institutional readiness for OBL adoption and implementation in TVET can improve the 

quality of TVET in Jamaica and, by extension, the Caribbean. 

Problem Statement 

The problem this study addressed is the lack of understanding about institutional 

readiness for OBL adoption and implementation in vocational education contexts (Mihai 

et al., 2021; Rahmawati et al., 2021). Little is known about how those operating in 

vocational education institutions perceive institutional readiness for OBL adoption and 

implementation. This issue has created a gap in the literature and affected Jamaican 

TVET institutions in many ways. Firstly, institutional readiness for OBL is a critical 

success factor in OBL adoption and implementation at the institutional level (Saintika et 

al., 2021); not understanding it can lead to implementation failure at the institutional level 

(Rahmawati et al., 2021). Secondly, researchers have also found that institutional 

readiness for OBL is a determinant of student and teacher adoption and implementation 

of OBL (Fianu et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2020). Thirdly, a lack of knowledge or 

understanding about OBL institutional readiness can negatively impact an institution’s 

ability to employ appropriate OBL implementation strategies, deploy relevant 

infrastructure, or provide the required support mechanisms at the various stages of OBL 

adoption and implementation (Bokolo et al., 2022; Graham et al., 2013; Mahdi & Wani, 
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2021). Therefore, the specific problem that this study addressed is the lack of 

understanding about how institutional leaders describe institutional readiness for OBL 

adoption and implementation in the Jamaican TVET context. 

Over the last 10 years, researchers have examined the meaning of institutional 

readiness for OBL and its elements and dimensions (Budur et al., 2021; Graham et al., 

2013; Piña, 2017; Porter et al., 2016). Other researchers have developed implementation 

models and protocols for institutional readiness, focusing on aspects such as strategy, 

support, leadership readiness, and external stakeholder readiness (Alabdaly & Almayali, 

2021; Gigliotti, 2020; Mukaram et al., 2021). A few studies have also focused on 

institutional readiness in TVET (Mahdi & Wani, 2021; Okumu & Kenei, 2022). 

However, in most cases, researchers conducted these studies in developed nations such as 

the United States and Malaysia and in developing economies in the Middle East and 

Africa. There has been little evidence of research conducted about institutional readiness 

for OBL from a Caribbean perspective, and fewer studies from the Jamaican perspective. 

There is also no evidence of existing research focusing on understanding institutional 

readiness for OBL in the Jamaican TVET context. 

Exploring how leaders describe institutional OBL readiness in vocational 

education in Jamaica can yield several benefits. Firstly, understanding institutional 

readiness for OBL from the perspective of some leaders can assist other Jamaican 

vocational institution leaders and TVET policymakers in identifying and addressing the 

institutional readiness needs across the TVET system and in specific TVET institutions 

(Hill & Smith, 2023). Secondly, addressing the gap in the literature may also benefit 
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other countries comprising the Caribbean Community and Common Market 

(CARICOM), of which Jamaica is a member. For example, Bleeker and Crowder (2022), 

in their study of online learning experiences during COVID-19, identified school 

administration reform as an aspect of OBL readiness that needs development in the 

Caribbean. Thirdly, engaging in scholarly inquiry about OBL institutional readiness in 

TVET helps education officials in Jamaica keep abreast of trends in educational 

technology. Valtonen et al. (2022) highlighted that technology integration and the factors 

affecting adoption remain among the most popular issues studied in the field. Yildiz et al. 

(2020), whose findings supported Valtonen et al.’s (2022) conclusions, highlighted that 

further research into systematic change and management of educational technology 

integration from various perspectives is needed to improve the quality of academic 

offerings. Finally, examining this problem of the lack of understanding of institutional 

readiness for OBL adoption and implementation in TVET helps address established 

issues affecting educational technology integration (Thompson et al., 2021). The research 

adds to the discourse about technology and innovation diffusion started by stalwarts like 

Rogers (2003).  

Purpose of the Study 

 This basic qualitative study explored how institutional leaders in Jamaican 

vocational education institutions describe the phenomenon of institutional readiness for 

OBL adoption and implementation. Understanding the perceptions of TVET institution 

leaders about institutional readiness for OBL may help other TVET stakeholders 

understand and better facilitate institutional readiness for OBL in their institutions. The 
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knowledge gained from this study may also assist TVET stakeholders in Jamaica and the 

wider Caribbean with addressing institutional readiness challenges faced in OBL 

integration in TVET. 

Research Questions 

 In this study, I answer one research question:  

RQ1: How do leaders in vocational education institutions in Jamaica describe 

institutional readiness for OBL adoption and implementation? 

Three subquestions supported the research question: 

RQ1a: How do leaders in vocational education institutions in Jamaica describe 

institutional strategy for OBL adoption and implementation? 

RQ1b: How do leaders in vocational education institutions in Jamaica describe 

the institutional structure for OBL adoption and implementation? 

RQ1c: How do leaders in vocational education institutions in Jamaica describe 

institutional support for OBL adoption and implementation? 

Conceptual Framework of the Study 

The concepts and phenomena that grounded this study included the concept of 

facilitating conditions and the blended learning adoption framework (BLAF). Facilitating 

conditions emerged as an element of the unified theory of acceptance and use of 

technology (UTAUT) developed by Venkatesh et al. (2003). Identified in the UTAUT as 

a critical success factor of OBL, facilitating conditions represent the level and quality of 

organizational and technical infrastructure supporting technology adoption and 

implementation. Graham et al. (2013) used the BLAF to posit that implementing OBL 
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requires three critical considerations at the institutional level. These considerations 

include institutional strategy, structure, and relevant and robust institutional support 

systems. 

The UTAUT and the BLAF provided a solid conceptual framework for this study. 

Facilitating conditions, as described by Venkatesh et al. (2003) and Venkatesh et al. 

(2016), include the elements described in the BLAF (Graham et al., 2013). Together, they 

provided specific insight into some of the critical success factors influencing OBL 

adoption and implementation at the institutional level, and they provided a lens through 

which I could analyze descriptions of institutional readiness for OBL (Zhang et al., 

2022). Researchers have extensively applied the UTAUT in studies relating to the 

acceptance, integration, and adoption of technology innovation in institutions of learning, 

especially those at postsecondary and tertiary levels (Valtonen et al., 2022). Graham et 

al.’s (2013) framework provided seminal and substantial foundations to build this study’s 

exploration of the meaning of OBL institutional readiness in vocational contexts, and it 

provided a valuable perspective from which to approach data collection and analysis. I 

provide a more detailed description of the framework in Chapter 2 of this study. 

This conceptual framework supported the design of this study. While the concept 

of facilitating conditions situated the study in institutional readiness for adopting and 

implementing OBL, Graham et al.’s (2013) blended learning adoption framework limited 

the investigation of institutional readiness to strategy, structure, and support. 

Additionally, I used the framework to inform the development of the research question 

and attendant subquestions. I also used the framework to organize the interview protocol 
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and frame the questions I asked each participant. As the study progressed, I used the 

framework to inform the selection of research participants, organize and code the data I 

collected, and generate and analyze the themes derived from the data.  

Nature of the Study 

The specific research design I used in this study was the basic qualitative inquiry, 

which I selected for four reasons. First, the literature supported using this design when 

the phenomenon or concept under investigation is novel and there is a desire to learn 

about the phenomenon in detail (Elliott & Timulak, 2021; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; 

Patton, 2015). The studied phenomenon was institutional readiness for OBL adoption and 

implementation in vocational education, and there was a desire to understand the 

phenomenon in the context of TVET in Jamaica. Additionally, the research question and 

dimensions were new to Jamaica’s research context, which made the basic qualitative 

inquiry appropriate. Second, the literature also supported the use of basic qualitative 

inquiry when the phenomenon or concept is examined based on the perceptions of others 

(Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). I explored the phenomenon from the perspective of Jamaican 

TVET institution leaders. Third, the basic qualitative inquiry facilitated a single source of 

data collection (Elliott & Timulak, 2021; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). This feature was 

important as I was attempting to conduct research alone, and the basic qualitative inquiry 

allowed me to keep the process scalable and manageable. Fourth, the basic qualitative 

inquiry provided the latitude to examine the concept through my perspectives on the 

nature of knowledge and reality, which include a constructivist epistemology and a 

critical realist ontology (see Elliott & Timulak, 2021; Fletcher, 2017; Kahlke, 2014). 
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Last, the basic qualitative inquiry allowed me to analyze the data collected through the 

lens of my conceptual framework (see Bogna et al., 2020) and to possibly realize 

pragmatic outcomes such as social change within my context (see Patton, 2015).  

To gather data for this study, I used data collection methods aligned with the basic 

qualitative inquiry and my purpose for using them. I conducted semistructured individual 

interviews (see Jacob & Furgeson, 2012; Qu & Dumay, 2011) with principals and other 

senior-level leaders in Jamaica’s postsecondary and tertiary-level vocational education 

institutions. I used the Zoom® web conferencing tool to facilitate the interviews. I also 

crafted interview questions based on the principle of facilitating conditions described by 

Venkatesh et al. (2003) and the elements and dimensions outlined in the BLAF (Graham 

et al., 2013). I used an interview protocol to ensure the interview experience was relaxed 

and standardized across participants (Jacob & Furgeson, 2012). I also analyzed the data 

using the theoretical analysis approach (see Kostere & Kostere, 2021), which facilitates 

data analysis using a priori categories and themes derived from my conceptual 

framework and the analysis of new and emergent categories and themes based on 

inductive analysis. Additionally, I used the computer-assisted qualitative data analysis 

software MAXQDA to facilitate data analysis (Basit, 2003; Rodik & Primorac, 2015). 

These data collection and analysis approaches provided alignment with my selected study 

design and helped me arrive at my research outcomes. 

Definitions 

This section briefly defines the concepts and terminologies germane to this study. 

I have also described the terms used in the study that have multiple meanings, noting the 
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definitions most appropriate to this study. I also highlight the acronyms and abbreviations 

most applicable to my research context. 

Adoption: The “decision to make full use of an innovation” (Rogers, 2003). 

Adoption forms part of the early phases of the innovation diffusion process, and while it 

overlaps with innovation implementation, it generally precedes it (Rogers, 2003). While 

adoption refers to innovation that can be incremental or radical, as well as technological 

or non-technological (Kahn, 2018), in the context of this study, innovation adoption is 

technologically based. 

Blended learning: A strategic combination of online and offline instructional 

strategies, tools, and environments (Im, 2021). It generally includes a blend of face-to-

face, in-person instruction with virtual/web-based tools and strategies (Buchner & Plessl, 

2022; Graham & Halverson, 2023). The term is also applied to the merging of 

synchronous and asynchronous learning technologies and approaches (Sadiq & Malik, 

2022). 

Blended learning adoption framework (BLAF): A framework developed by 

Graham et al. (2013) and used to analyze the extent to which an educational institution 

has adopted and implemented blended learning. The BLAF identifies three main types or 

categories of institutional adoption. Firstly, institutional strategy relates to the overall 

design of blended learning adoption at the institutional level. The next is the pedagogical, 

technological, and administrative structure or framework that supports blended learning 

adoption. The third relates to the technical, pedagogical, and other support that facilitates 

blended learning adoption. 
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E-learning: Also called electronic learning, the term e-learning describes learning 

experiences that are facilitated and supported by electronic technologies and usually 

without the restrictions imposed by time and space (Lucero et al., 2022).  

Facilitating conditions: What one perceives to be the level and quality of the 

organizational and technical infrastructure supporting the use of a technology or 

innovation (Ambarwati et al., 2020; Venkatesh et al., 2012). It is considered a key 

determinant in the acceptance and use of technology (Venkatesh et al., 2012). 

Implementation: When an innovation is put into use (Klein & Sorra, 1996; 

Rogers, 2003; Schneider et al., 2022). Implementation occurs after the adoption of an 

innovation and before “the routine use of the innovation within an organization” (Klein & 

Sorra, 1996). 

Institutional readiness: The level of preparedness an educational institution 

demonstrates to adopt and implement online and blended learning (Bokolo et al., 2020a; 

Saintika et al., 2021). Institutional readiness is also referred to as e-learning readiness or 

e-readiness, and includes assessing the factors that need to be considered when an 

organization decides to adopt and implement online and blended learning (Bokolo et al., 

2020a; Budur et al., 2021; Suwawi et al., 2021). 

Online and blended learning (OBL): The use of online learning, blended learning, 

or both in an educational institution or place of learning (Philipsen et al., 2022). 

Online learning: Learning experiences provided through the use of information 

communication technologies, usually facilitated by the Internet (Anwar & Zebua, 2022). 
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Quality Assurance (QA): The systematic implementation of continuous 

improvement strategies to ensure that OBL meets or exceeds established standards (Wei 

& Yin, 2024) 

Readiness (e-readiness): The state or level of an institution’s preparedness to 

adopt online and blended learning (Bokolo et al., 2020a). 

Technical vocational education and training (TVET): An approach to workforce 

development that focuses on developing technical skills, theoretical knowledge, and 

workplace-based experience (Owais et al., 2020). The term is also used to describe  

those aspects of the educational process involving, in addition to general education, the 

study of technologies and related sciences and the acquisition of practical skills, attitudes, 

understanding, and knowledge relating to occupations in various sectors of economic and 

social life. (UNESCO-IBE, 2013) 

Unified theory for acceptance and use of technology (UTAUT): A theory 

developed by Venkatesh et al. (2003) that identifies key determinants that impact the 

acceptance and use of technology. These determinants include performance expectancy, 

effort expectancy, social influence, and facilitating conditions. 

Vocational education institution leaders: Personnel in vocational education 

institutions who are employed to provide leadership and oversight of the institution’s 

operations, including delivering vocational programs (Organisation for Economic Co-

operation and Development [OECD], 2021). In the context of my research setting, 

vocational education institution leaders include people who function in the following 

positions: principal, institution manager, vice principal, and deputy manager. 



17 

 

 

Assumptions 

Four critical assumptions relating to the topic and audience, the research problem, 

knowledge generation and creation, and the participants guided this study. Firstly, I 

assumed that the topic of focus was of interest to the study’s target audience: vocational 

institution leaders, vocational education institution owners and operators, personnel with 

responsibility for TVET in the Ministry of Education and Youth, and educational 

practitioners and education stakeholders in general. I made this assumption based on 

significant policy and financial investments in Jamaica over the last 5 years into 

advancing OBL in vocational education (HEART/NSTA, 2022a; UNESCO-UNIVOC, 

2022). This assumption influenced my topic selection.  

The second assumption was that others perceived the identified research problem 

as an issue in the Jamaican context. The literature around the issue of readiness for OBL 

identified facilitating conditions supporting OBL implementation as underaddressed in 

many jurisdictions (Bokolo et al., 2020a). International agencies such as UNESCO and 

ILO have also acknowledged the problem among Caribbean small island developing 

states (Ndahi, 2020; UNESCO-UNIVOC, 2022). This assumption influenced my research 

objective and purpose.  

As the study sought to describe the phenomenon from the perspective of a 

specific target group, the third assumption was that knowledge is constructed within the 

context of the community and that while reality is observable, it exists independently of 

human perceptions. I based this assumption on my constructivist epistemology and a 

critical realist ontology (see Cupchik, 2001; Fletcher, 2017). This assumption about how 
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humans construct and analyze knowledge also guided my use of the qualitative research 

design and semistructured interviews as the means of data collection. The assumption 

also informed my use of the theoretical analysis approach to data analysis.  

The fourth assumption was that participants would provide accurate, rich, and 

thick descriptions of the phenomenon under investigation. I assumed this because the 

prospective participants were leaders and professionals in their contexts, guided by 

certain professional ethics. I assumed they could also identify the value of the activity in 

their school operations. Embedded in this assumption was a further assumption that 

participants who met the selection criteria would be adequately familiar with the 

operations of their institutions to speak about institutional readiness for OBL adoption 

and implementation in their institutions. These assumptions about the participants 

influenced my choice of the interview as the data collection method over other methods 

such as observation or case study. 

Scope and Delimitations 

This study explored the phenomenon of institutional readiness for OBL in 

vocational education in Jamaica through the perspectives of TVET institution leaders at 

the postsecondary and tertiary levels. These institutions were owned, operated, or funded 

by the local statutory organization established by the Government of Jamaica to 

capacitate Jamaica’s workforce through TVET skills development. Participants in this 

study included persons serving in TVET institutions as principals, institution managers, 

vice principals, and deputy managers. These persons served in TVET institutions that 

offered or were preparing to offer courses or programs via OBL. All participants in this 
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study served in an institution owned, operated, or funded by the local statutory 

organization. These eligibility criteria facilitated a homogeneous sample and research 

validity (see Patino & Ferreira, 2018; Robinson, 2014). 

Additionally, my exploration of institutional readiness in this study aligned with 

the concept of facilitating conditions as described as an element of the UTAUT (see 

Venkatesh et al., 2003; Venkatesh et al., 2016) and limited to descriptions of institutional 

strategy, structure, and support (see Graham et al., 2013). While there are other forms and 

categories of institutional readiness, my focus on institutional strategy, structure, and 

support facilitated opportunities for potential transferability. These aspects of institutional 

readiness are the most common in educational institutions, and findings relating to each 

are likely to be helpful to leaders and institutions similar to those explored in this study. 

Limitations 

This study faced challenges relating to sample size, access, and bias. At the time 

of data collection, the statutory organization responsible for TVET in Jamaica owned and 

operated only 25 institutions island-wide and funded programs in another 73 institutions. 

This small number of institutions meant that both the size of the research population and 

the size of the sample were small, which made it difficult to find enough willing 

participants. To mitigate this, I used a combination of homogenous and snowball 

sampling approaches to identify potential participants within the population, and I 

monitored saturation (Barghathi et al., 2021; Butts, 2022).  

Secondly, in conducting this study, I faced access challenges. Because of the 

hectic schedule of the potential participants, some struggled to commit time to the 
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interview activity. This challenge became more pronounced after the passage of 

Hurricane Beryl in July 2024. The result was widespread damage to school infrastructure 

across the island, and this added to the workload of potential participants as they engaged 

in clean-up and restoration activities in their institutions. As a result, they had less time to 

participate in the study.  

Physical distance was also a hindrance as participants who expressed interest in 

the study lived and worked in communities dispersed across Jamaica. To mitigate these 

challenges, I used the web conferencing tool Zoom® as the primary interview medium, 

as it allowed flexibility in scheduling the interviews. I consulted with each participant 

before scheduling the interviews so they could select the most convenient days and times. 

Zoom® is very popular in Jamaica, and since the emergence of COVID-19, many 

Jamaicans have become familiar with its features and functionalities. Additionally, Gray 

et al. (2020) and Oliffe et al. (2021) have found that online interviews provide greater 

flexibility and convenience for the participants than face-to-face meetings.  

The third limitation was bias. As a former employee of the statutory organization 

that operated vocational institutions from which I recruited participants, researcher 

positionality was a limitation of the study. To mitigate this, I used reflexivity strategies 

such as identity memos and a reflexivity journal to manage my biases and assumptions 

(Cutcliffe & McKenna, 2004; Houghton et al., 2013; Shenton, 2004). I discuss other 

limitations that may impact trustworthiness, interpretation, and applicability in Chapter 5. 
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Significance 

The results of this study increased knowledge and provided an opportunity to 

inform practice and facilitate social change. Firstly, the study advanced knowledge in 

educational technology integration by increasing understanding of institutional readiness 

for OBL adoption and implementation in vocational education. Exploring the 

phenomenon from the viewpoint of institutional leaders also provided an opportunity for 

other researchers and readers to look at institutional readiness for OBL in TVET from a 

perspective that is not widely documented. The study also offered insights into 

institutional readiness for OBL among TVET institutions in Jamaica and, by extension, 

the Caribbean. This study’s findings addressed the literature gap regarding how TVET 

institution leaders in Jamaica describe institutional readiness for OBL in their context 

(Bokolo et al., 2020a). 

Secondly, the institution leaders recruited to participate in this research can use 

the findings to inform decisions about better supporting OBL implementation at the 

institutional level. Doing so will help to bolster the facilitating conditions that assure 

OBL adoption and implementation success, not just for school administrators but 

ultimately for teachers and students (Bokolo et al., 2020a). The statutory organization in 

Jamaica that operates the vocational institutions from which I recruited participants can 

use the findings of this study to improve the quality of the OBL adoption and 

implementation experience for students, teachers, and administrators in their other 

training institutions (25 in total) and the many community-based TVET projects that they 

fund across the island of Jamaica. This application of the findings can be especially 
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significant as national protocols implemented in response to COVID-19 during the 

pandemic severely curtailed face-to-face TVET instruction across the island. There is, 

therefore, a greater need to ensure the success of TVET programs offered blended or 

online, as OBL is now experiencing greater utilization in TVET in Jamaica. 

The findings can also impact social change at the national and regional levels. The 

statutory organization that owns and funds TVET institutions and initiatives in Jamaica 

can use the results to inform national policy that can guide institutional adoption and 

implementation of OBL in all TVET institutions across Jamaica. The government of 

Jamaica can also use the findings of this study to inform its approach to the global TVET 

strategy (UNESCO, 2021). In so doing, they can capitalize on OBL in TVET as a way to 

advance the country’s 2030 vision, i.e., Jamaica as the “place of choice to live, work, 

raise families and do business” (Planning Institute of Jamaica [PIOJ], 2009; p. 7). 

Countries that make up the Caribbean Community (CARICOM) can use the findings of 

this study to inform their approaches to implementing OBL in TVET across CARICOM 

and the wider region.  

Summary 

In Jamaica, little is known about how institutional leaders describe institutional 

readiness for OBL adoption and implementation in vocational education. Understanding 

how Jamaican TVET leaders describe institutional readiness is vital, as this phenomenon 

is critical to OBL adoption and implementation success. This study used a basic 

qualitative research design with interviews to gain knowledge about institutional 

readiness for OBL from leaders in vocational education institutions. The conceptual 
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framework I used to inform data collection and analysis included the UTAUT (Venkatesh 

et al., 2003; Venkatesh et al., 2016) and the BLAF (Graham et al., 2013), which 

examined institutional readiness for OBL through the lens of facilitating conditions 

specific to institutional strategy, structure, and support. 

In this chapter, I presented the background of the study, the problem statement, 

the purpose of the study, the research question, the conceptual framework, and the nature 

of the study, including the rationale for selecting the proposed research design. I also 

included a definition of the critical concepts and outlined the major assumptions of the 

study. I discussed the scope, limitations, and delimitations, as well as the significance of 

the study. In Chapter 2, I outline my literature search strategy, provide further details on 

the conceptual framework used, analyze the empirical literature related to the problem of 

institutional readiness for OBL, and examine the major themes from the literature. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

Although readiness is considered a critical success factor for OBL adoption and 

implementation (Suwawi et al., 2021), researchers and practitioners have generally 

focused on teacher and student readiness and have not given much attention to 

institutional readiness (Bokolo et al., 2020a; Lane, 2021). Despite the lack of attention 

given to the issue in many jurisdictions, some researchers have found that institutional 

readiness, while contextual (Badiozaman, 2021), facilitates the creation of the conditions 

required to enable teacher and student readiness for OBL (Antwi-Boampong, 2020; Fianu 

et al., 2020) and facilitates successful adoption and implementation by all educational 

stakeholders (Zhang & Zhu, 2023). Notwithstanding these findings, little is known about 

how leaders in Jamaican vocational institutions describe institutional readiness for OBL 

adoption and implementation in TVET. The purpose of this basic qualitative study was to 

explore how institutional leaders in Jamaican vocational education institutions describe 

the phenomenon of institutional readiness for OBL adoption and implementation.  

Many researchers have validated the relevance of the research problem I have 

outlined in this study. Mihai et al. (2021) commented on the lack of research on 

institutional-level adoption and implementation of OBL. Goeman and Dijkstra (2022) 

also substantiated the lack of research in this area. They argued that the recent increase in 

the adoption and implementation of OBL among HEIs worldwide has made it necessary 

for researchers to take institutional readiness for OBL “out of the closet” (p. 39).  

The proposed focus on institutional readiness for OBL adoption and 

implementation from the perspective of institutional leaders is also relevant to practice. 
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Antwi-Boampong and Bokolo (2021) found that understanding the conditions that 

facilitate OBL implementation in HEIs was critical to OBL adoption and implementation 

success. They recommended that institutional leaders and managers approach OBL with 

an understanding of the factors that influence successful institutional-level adoption and 

implementation. According to Rahmawati et al. (2021), a lack of knowledge of this vital 

area of OBL integration can lead to implementation failure. 

In this chapter, I summarize the literature search strategy used to conduct the 

literature review, outline the conceptual framework guiding this study, and justify why I 

selected the framework. I also discuss the key terms and concepts relating to this study 

and the main findings from the literature pertaining to these key terms and concepts. I 

provide a brief historical overview of vocational education in Jamaica and summarize the 

current state of TVET on the island.  

Literature Search Strategy 

I utilized various search tools to identify and locate scholarly, peer-reviewed 

articles to inform this literature review. I primarily used the Thoreau multi-database 

search tool found in the Walden University Library and the Education Source database 

accessed through the library. Other databases accessed through the Walden Library were 

Academic Search Complete, ERIC, APA PsycINFO, Teachers Reference Center, 

Business Source Complete, and Google Scholar. I also sourced and accessed peer-

reviewed articles through my professional organizations: The Institute of Electrical and 

Electronics Engineers and The Association for Educational Communications and 

Technology. Most articles selected for this review were published within the last 5 years, 
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except for those articles considered seminal works or those used to provide historical 

context.  

The three main search strategies I utilized were keyword searches, Boolean 

searches, and reference list checking (Bramer, 2018; Ridley, 2012). I also used the 

Walden Search Log and the Walden Literature Review Matrix templates to manage my 

searches and the web-based application Airtable® as a flexible research database tool to 

facilitate data comparison, analysis, and interpretation. Table 1 summarizes the keywords 

and Boolean phrases used during the search. 

Table 1 

 

Key Search Terms and Phrases 

Research Topics Search Terms or Phrases Used 

Management/Institutional Readiness 

for Online/Blended Learning  

Online education or online learning or distance 

education or distance learning AND 

Administration or management or leadership 

 

Leader* management readiness AND online 

learning OR e-learning OR distance learning 

OR blended learning 

Online Blended Learning Adoption 

Success 

Factors, online blended learning, adoption 

Facilitating Conditions for Online 

and Blended Learning Success  

Facilitating conditions AND online education 

OR online learning OR distance education OR 

distance learning OR e-learning OR blended 

learning 

Online/Blended Learning in 

Vocational Education  

Institution* organization* readiness AND 

online learning OR e-learning OR blended 

learning AND vocational education OR 

technical education OR TVET OR Career 

education 

Note. This table outlines the search terms used in this study in relation to specific 

research topics and themes. 
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Conceptual Framework 

The conceptual framework used in this study is derived from the UTAUT by 

Venkatesh et al. (2003) and the BLAF by Graham et al. (2013). I selected two concepts 

for the framework, as there is precedent in the literature that allows for pairing the 

UTAUT with another model when there is a need to examine OBL adoption and 

implementation factors (see Apandi & Raman, 2020; Bamoallem & Altarteer, 2022). The 

UTAUT posits that the successful implementation of any technological innovation 

depends on facilitating conditions, such as solid organizational systems and required 

technical infrastructure (Venkatesh et al., 2003; Venkatesh et al., 2012). Without these 

facilitating conditions, OBL adoption and implementation in educational institutions are 

at greater risk of failure (Almaiah et al., 2020; Fianu et al., 2020). Graham’s framework 

identifies three facilitating conditions at the institutional level that are critical to 

successful blended learning adoption and implementation: a clear and effective blended 

learning strategy, an effective organizational structure, and robust support systems. When 

these three conditions are in place, faculty and students can better operationalize and 

benefit from OBL (Bervell & Arkorful, 2020; Li et al., 2022). This section will provide 

an overview of the UTAUT and BLAF, identify the key concepts from these frameworks 

relevant to this study, show how empirical studies have applied these concepts, and 

describe how the concepts are essential to my research. 

UTAUT 

Human intent to use and the actual use of technology significantly impact 

technology adoption and implementation in any organization, and these are the principles 
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underlying the UTAUT (Venkatesh et al., 2003; Venkatesh et al., 2016). UTAUT also 

highlights four key determinants influencing the intention and actual use of technology: 

performance expectancy, effort expectancy, social influence, and facilitating conditions. 

Performance expectancy and effort expectancy refer to the perception that utilizing the 

technology will improve job performance and that the technology is easy to use. Social 

influence speaks to the impact of others on a person’s intent and use of technology. At 

the same time, facilitating conditions focus on what one perceives to be the level and 

quality of the organizational and technical infrastructure supporting the use of the 

technology. The conceptualizers of the UTAUT further postulated that the four key 

determinants operate differently based on four key moderators: age, gender, voluntary 

use of technology, and experience with the technology (Venkatesh et al., 2003; 

Venkatesh et al., 2012). The fourth determinant, facilitating conditions, is the focus of my 

discussion about the UTAUT, as it is the most relevant to my research topic. Figure 1 

presents a graphical representation of the UTAUT. 
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Figure 1 

 

The Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology 

 

Note. Figure reprinted from “Using the UTAUT model to understand students’ usage of 

e-learning systems in developing countries,” by M. M. Abbad, 2021. Education and 

Information Technologies, 26(6), p. 7212 (https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-021-10573-5). 

Copyright 2021 by Springer Science + Business Media. Reprinted with Permission.  

While often overlooked in OBL implementation, the existence or lack of 

facilitating organizational and infrastructural conditions significantly impacts technology 

adoption and implementation. Venkatesh et al. (2003) developed the UTAUT based on 

eight technology adoption theories and models (Bokolo et al., 2021a) and identified 

facilitating conditions as a major determinant of technology adoption. UTAUT aimed to 

provide a comprehensive and relevant framework that organizations could use to assess 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-021-10573-5
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the likelihood of technology implementation success in their contexts and help managers 

and leaders understand some of the main factors influencing technology use intention and 

actual use (Venkatesh et al., 2003; Venkatesh et al., 2012).  

According to UTAUT, facilitating conditions impact an organization’s actual use 

of technology, not the intention to use the technology, unlike the other determinants 

featured in the model (Venkatesh et al., 2003; Venkatesh et al., 2012). In their study of 

the relationships among facilitating conditions, the voluntariness of use, and actual use 

behavior relative to LMS usage, Bervell and Arkorful (2020) provided a helpful 

description of facilitating conditions. They described facilitating conditions as the 

existence and availability of institutional policy, relevant ICT infrastructure, technical 

support, and enthusiastic leadership. Maramba and Mazongonda (2020) defined 

facilitating conditions as institutional and technical support for technology or innovation 

implementation. It should be noted that the literature around the UTAUT highlights that 

the levels of existence and availability of facilitating conditions lie mainly in the 

perceptions of end users, for example, faculty and students (Zhou et al., 2022). As such, it 

is fair to conclude, as Zhao and Song (2021), that the organization or institution 

implementing the relevant technology is responsible for establishing these facilitating 

conditions through their institutional leaders, managers, and administrators. 

Current literature from economically developing and developed countries 

substantiates the relationship between facilitating conditions and technology use. Fianu et 

al. (2020) investigated the factors that influence the use of massive open online courses 

(MOOCs) by university students in Ghana and found that among the 270 tertiary students 
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surveyed, facilitating conditions significantly impacted students’ adoption of MOOCs. 

Maramba and Mazongonda (2020) also recorded similar findings when they investigated 

teacher technology use in Zimbabwe. They found that when moderated by voluntariness, 

the impact of facilitating conditions on technology adoption was even more significant. 

In a similar study, Bervell and Arkorful (2020) found significant relationships between 

and among facilitating conditions, the voluntariness of use, and teachers’ actual LMS use 

behavior in Ghana. Bamoallem and Altarteer (2022) realized similar findings in a study 

of the factors that impact student attitudes to blended learning in Saudi Arabian 

universities. They found that facilitating conditions significantly and positively impacted 

student perceptions and attitudes toward blended learning, which is important to this 

study as it underscores the importance of facilitating conditions to OBL implementation 

success.  

Despite the plethora of empirical research validating the place of facilitating 

conditions in the UTAUT, note that facilitating conditions are not always featured in 

empirical studies as significant to technology adoption and implementation. In a recent 

study conducted among 301 students domiciled in tertiary institutions in Zimbabwe 

during the 2020 COVID-19 lockdown period, Zhou et al. (2022) found that facilitating 

conditions did not impact behavioral intention to use virtual learning technologies. Zhou 

et al. (2022) also found that a lack of alternatives significantly affected the actual use of 

technology (precipitated by movement restrictions and lockdowns during the first wave 

of the COVID-19 pandemic). Consequently, the authors proposed adding pandemics as a 

moderating variable to the UTAUT. While there may be some merit to this 
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recommendation, it should be noted that the developers of the UTAUT did not propose 

facilitating conditions as impacting use intention but rather significantly impacting actual 

technology or innovation use (Venkatesh et al., 2003; Venkatesh et al., 2012). Any 

attempt to prove otherwise should be considered a deviation from the model.  

Other researchers have validated the UTAUT. In a study of students’ usage of e-

learning systems in developing countries, Abbad (2021) surveyed 370 undergraduate 

university students in Jordan and found that the principles espoused in the UTAUT 

remained valid, even in the context of a pandemic. The finding is represented graphically 

in Figure 2, where facilitating conditions directly impacted students’ use of Moodle in 

Jordanian universities. These findings support similar results by Ambarwati et al. (2020), 

whose work examined the role of user habits and facilitating conditions in online learning 

platform usage. According to Ambarwati et al. (2020), facilitating conditions and user 

habits significantly influence the intention to use online learning platforms, contradicting 

the findings of Zhou et al. (2022) about the import of facilitating conditions as well as 

countering the argument put forth by Venkatesh et al. (2003) that facilitating conditions 

do not impact behavioral intention. While these findings are drawn from quantitative 

studies, they align with the findings of Irianto et al. (2023), who identified a relationship 

between facilitating conditions and successful online course adoption. Irianto et al. 

(2023) applied the UTAUT in a qualitative investigation of the adoption of massive open 

online courses in public sector training in Indonesia.  
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Figure 2  

 

The Impact of Facilitating Conditions on Use Behavior 

 

Note. Figure reprinted from “Using the UTAUT model to understand students’ usage of 

e-learning systems in developing countries,” by M. M. Abbad, 2021. Education and 

Information Technologies, 26(6), p. 7212 (https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-021-10573-5). 

Copyright 2021 by Springer Science + Business Media. Reprinted with Permission.  

BLAF  

Graham et al. (2013) designed the BLAF to demonstrate the institution’s or 

organization’s role in creating the facilitating conditions required to support technology 

use. Considered groundbreaking (Goeman et al., 2021), Graham et al.’s framework 

proposes that blended learning adoption and implementation at the institutional level span 

three main stages: awareness and exploration, adoption and early implementation, and 

mature implementation and growth. The BLAF also suggests three implementation types 

at each stage, each critical to the overall adoption and implementation success. The first 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-021-10573-5
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is strategy, focusing on how people define blended learning in an institution, its perceived 

purpose, issues relating to its design, attendant policies, and forms of advocacy. The 

second type of implementation focuses on the various organizational frameworks (or 

structures) that facilitate the adoption and implementation of blended learning. Here, the 

structures include the governance and management structure of the institution, existing 

technical infrastructure, and pedagogical and administrative frameworks that facilitate 

blended learning.  

Additionally, matters relating to evaluation, quality assurance, and quality 

improvements are also considerations regarding structure. The third type of 

implementation addresses technical, pedagogical, and other types of support, including 

faculty incentives (Graham et al., 2013). Figure 3 summarizes the stages and categories 

of implementation that comprise the BLAF. The main implication of the BLAF is that 

successful OBL implementation is mainly determined by (a) the level of adoption by 

teachers and students and by the appropriate management of the stages and (b) the types 

of implementations at the institutional level (Rahmawati et al., 2021b).
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Figure 3 

 

The Blended Learning Adoption Framework 

 

Note. Figure reprinted from “A framework for institutional adoption and implementation of blended learning in higher 

education,” by C. R. Graham, W. Woodfield, and J. B. Harrison, 2013, The Internet and Higher Education, 18, p. 7  

(https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2012.09.003). Copyright 2012 by Elsevier Inc. Reprinted with permission.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2012.09.003
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 Graham et al. (2013) developed the BLAF in response to a need for research that 

guided higher education institutions in adopting and implementing blended learning 

strategically (see also Porter et al., 2014). Despite the institutional-level implications 

raised in Graham et al.’s work, much of the focus of research in OBL adoption and 

implementation has been on the level of adoption by students and teachers. Researchers 

have conducted far less research on institutional adoption (Alomari et al., 2020). Bokolo 

et al. (2020a) highlighted the lack of guiding research specific to institutional-based 

blended learning implementation in a study examining the factors that impact the 

administration’s readiness to diffuse blended learning. In their research, Bokolo et al. 

found that using readiness assessment models such as the BLAF provided good indicators 

of institutional structure, management strategies, resource support, technology 

infrastructure, and ethical considerations needed for blended learning implementation at 

the institutional level.  

Rahmawati et al. (2021) outlined a similar concern about the lack of research in 

this area of institutional-level blended learning implementation. They commented on the 

frequency of blended learning implementation failure due to a limited understanding of 

institutional implementation strategies and approaches. In their study, Rahmawati et al. 

applied the BLAF in a university in Indonesia using a case study methodology. The study 

revealed the importance of strategic implementation initiatives to the success of OBL in 

HEIs. While the sample size was considerably small (three teachers), the study 

highlighted the need for the university to create a structure that supported OBL success, 
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an idea that, when considered against other research findings, facilitates extrapolations 

that may be relevant to similar contexts (McCarthy & Palmer, 2022).  

Other investigations have applied and substantiated the value of the BLAF. For 

example, Zhang et al. (2022) used a quasi-experimental design to implement and evaluate 

the BLAF in a selected university in China over seven years and across 66 courses. At the 

end of the study, the researchers found that the systematic use of the BLAF took the 

selected university to the mature implementation and growth stage within seven years 

(see Graham et al., 2013). In contrast, Zhang and Zhu (2023), in a quantitative study 

conducted among 762 students from five Chinese universities, incorporated the BLAF 

into an already modified community of inquiry (CoI) framework (Shea & Bidjerano, 

2010) to create and implement an extended CoI. The CoI was first developed by Garrison 

et al. (1999) as a model for developing meaningful learning experiences in OBL spaces. 

Central to Garrison et al.’s model are three elements: social presence, teaching presence, 

and cognitive presence (Garrison, 2009; Garrison & Arbaugh, 2007). Shea and Bidjerano 

(2010) later modified the CoI to include learner presence, and Zhang and Zhu (2023) 

added institutional presence based on principles in the BLAF. Zhang and Zhu used factor 

analysis and structural equation modeling to realize findings supporting institutional 

presence integration into the modified CoI. They also found that institutional presence 

significantly correlated with teaching, learner, and social presence. Zhang and Zhu’s 

findings validate the relevance and strength of the BLAF as an effective tool for 

successful OBL implementation at the institutional level. 
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Justification for the Use of the BLAF 

While Graham et al. (2013) developed the BLAF over a decade ago, the 

framework remains valuable to my research for several reasons. Because of its focus on 

whole-institution readiness, scholar-practitioners consider the BLAF a multi-layered and 

comprehensive tool (Porter et al., 2014; Porter et al., 2016), as it examines three types of 

OBL implementation (strategy, structure, and support) across three stages of adoption 

(awareness/exploration, early adoption, and mature implementation). Its scope also 

makes it very applicable to the level of investigation and analysis proposed in this study 

since my target population is school personnel functioning in leadership roles.  

Another advantage of the BLAF is that the research findings that supported the 

development of the tool have been widely accepted among researchers in the field (Dale 

et al., 2021; Groen et al., 2020). Many researchers exploring topics similar to my study 

have referenced these findings and have utilized the BLAF in their studies (see Camilleri 

& Camilleri, 2022; Chen et al., 2022; Rahmawati et al., 2021; and Suwawi et al., 2021). 

This recognition and acceptance may be attributable to the level of academic rigor 

demonstrated by Graham et al. (2013), as evidenced by the use of the qualitative case 

study design.  

Finally, I selected the BLAF because of its alignment with the principles outlined 

in the UTAUT (see Venkatesh et al., 2003). The concept of facilitating conditions 

embeds the main elements of the BLAF, which, according to Venkatesh et al. (2003), is a 

critical determinant of technology acceptance and use. Figure 4 summarizes the 

convergence of both models. 



39 

 

 

Figure 4  

 

Theoretical/Conceptual Alignment 

 

Note. Alignment of the BLAF and the UTAUT 

Although the BLAF is a valuable tool for assessing the understanding of 

institutional-level OBL readiness, some may argue that the BLAF is not the most 

appropriate tool for exploring Jamaica’s institutional-level readiness for OBL 

implementation in vocational education. One could say that the BLAF addresses blended 

learning and not online learning, that researchers developed the tool for institutions 

operating in a developed economy, and that the model does not address the peculiarities 

of vocational education. In response, I highlight three critical characteristics of the model. 

Firstly, the concept of online learning is inherent in the definition of blended learning 

(Alqahtani & Rajkhan, 2020). Accordingly, school administrators can apply the 

framework by Graham et al. (2013) in cases where institutions offer fully online or 

blended learning options. Secondly, given the model’s focus on e-readiness from an 
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institutional perspective, researchers and practitioners can easily apply the principles 

outlined in the model to various socio-economic contexts. Existing precedence for using 

the model in the context of HEIs operating in developing economies substantiates its 

flexibility (Al-Ayed & Al-Tit, 2021; Muhuro & Kang’ethe, 2021). Thirdly, Bokolo et al. 

(2020b) found that the model is adaptable and suitable for vocational education contexts. 

As such, researchers can modify elements of the model, where necessary, to suit the 

specific context in which they will apply the model. That includes any necessary changes 

required to account for the particular nuances of vocational education. Finally, using the 

framework can prove helpful in addressing the gap in research on the lack of knowledge 

and understanding about perceptions of institutional readiness for OBL in Jamaican 

TVET institutions. (Im, 2021; Mahdi & Wani, 2021). 

Literature Review Related to Institutional Readiness for OBL 

OBL is a concept often misunderstood in educational settings, both in traditional 

academia and vocational contexts. In their quantitative study examining teachers’ 

perception of institutional support for OBL, Philipsen et al. (2022) described OBL as a 

compound term generally referring to two types of e-learning approaches utilized to 

facilitate teaching, learning, and assessment. E-learning, or electronic learning, began in 

the 1980s and facilitated learning without the restrictions imposed by time and space 

(Lucero et al., 2022). Online and blended learning later emerged as two forms of e-

learning facilitated by advances in modern technology. Prevailing literature often 

describes online learning as using internet technology and electronic devices in the 

teaching and learning process (Sabariah, 2022). Some define blended learning as the 
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combination of face-to-face and online learning (Alqahtani & Rajkhan, 2020). Others 

have proposed that including 30% to 70% of online learning in the face-to-face setting 

creates a blended learning environment (Ranjan, 2020). The reality, however, is that OBL 

is much more complex than described in some of the literature. Philipsen et al. (2022) 

defined online learning as ICTs and supporting teaching methodologies to facilitate 

synchronous and asynchronous learning experiences via the Internet. This definition 

suggests that any examination of online learning should bear in mind the implications 

raised by using terms such as teaching methodologies and synchronous and 

asynchronous learning.  

Similar implications surface in other definitions of BL. In a mixed-methods study 

that determined the status of OBL in vocational studies in South Korea, Im (2021) 

defined BL as the strategic combination of online and offline instructional strategies, 

tools, and environments. Cronje’s (2020) study supported this definition of BL by 

highlighting the combination of face-to-face and web-based technology tools, 

instructional technology, pedagogical approaches, and classroom and job-related 

activities. These works point to online learning and BL being far more nuanced than 

simply using the internet to teach or mixing online and face-to-face teaching. Embedded 

in the definitions are established complexities and nuances grounded in theory and 

practice; if these are not acknowledged, any attempt at defining OBL will not be 

beneficial for application (Graham & Halverson, 2023). 

Accordingly, this study embraces all the nuances and complexities identified in 

current literature as those embedded in the term OBL. These nuances and complexities 
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include considerations relative to technology and other infrastructure, pedagogical 

methods and strategies, the delivery modalities, and the support systems most appropriate 

for the specific educational context. While BL implies the existence and complementarity 

of online learning (Philipsen et al., 2022), the two concepts are not interchangeable but, 

when used together, indicate the presence of both constructs in a single context (Kumar 

& Selva Ganesh, 2022; Topping et al., 2022). Also, there is precedence in the literature 

for using OBL as a stand-alone term that covers any configuration or degree of online or 

blended learning (Blieck et al., 2020; Diep et al., 2019). Ranjan (2020) also supported 

using OBL as a stand-alone term. Ranjan used an experimental study to compare the 

effectiveness of face-to-face learning versus online learning versus blended learning in a 

Bachelor of Education program in India. Ranjan (2020) described a continuous spectrum 

of learning modes that move from face-to-face to distance learning. In between both 

modes, he positioned online learning and various types and levels of blended learning, 

including web-enhanced learning, hybrid learning, converged learning, conflex learning, 

and computer lab-based or computer-aided instruction. As such, this study refers to OBL 

as using any form of online or blended learning in a postsecondary or higher education 

institution. The references also include the nuances and complexities highlighted above. 

Apart from the complex nature of the definition, educational practitioners must 

consider other issues when examining OBL. Recent research suggests that OBL is 

growing in popularity among various stakeholders, especially since the advent of 

COVID-19, because of its flexibility (Bordoloi et al., 2021) and its ability to facilitate 

growth and expansion in the educational sector (Im, 2021). Research also suggests that 
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OBL is just as effective or modestly more effective than face-to-face instruction (Ranjan, 

2020). These findings challenge long-held notions of no significant difference in student 

performance in face-to-face and OBL modalities (Stevens et al., 2021).  

Notwithstanding these benefits, current literature also highlights the challenge 

many educational institutions face in implementing OBL. Transitioning from face-to-face 

instruction to OBL can be very difficult (Conklin & Bove, 2021; Cutri & Mena, 2020; 

Nasution et al., 2021) and requires careful consideration and mitigation of the factors that 

impede adoption and, ultimately, implementation (Goeman et al., 2021). For example, 

Cutri and Mena (2020) found in a qualitative study that transitioning from face-to-face to 

online delivery can create emotional and identity issues and disruptions for faculty. 

Goeman et al. (2021), in a Delphi study, found that OBL implementation required the 

consideration of many dimensions at the course, program, and institutional levels. 

Therefore, OBL is not a simple concept, and successful diffusion requires careful and 

multi-dimensional considerations at various points in the implementation process.  

In the remaining sections of this chapter, I review and synthesize the literature 

surrounding the factors that impact OBL adoption and implementation. I also closely 

examine the documented factors that impact institutional readiness for OBL 

implementation in general and their specific application to vocational education. I briefly 

outline the history of vocational education in Jamaica and establish the gap in the 

literature relative to my research topic. 
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Factors Affecting OBL Implementation  

The factors that affect the successful implementation of OBL are as varied as the 

contexts within which implementation occurs. As no two implementation experiences are 

exactly alike, the factors impacting these experiences are not identical but are determined 

by the people engaged in the implementation process and the specific circumstances they 

face. Despite this, some factors emerged from the literature as typical among 

postsecondary and tertiary-level institutions in many jurisdictions. Existing literature 

broadly categorizes these factors as student-related, teacher-related, and institutional-

related factors. According to Anglum et al. (2020), these categorizations are in keeping 

with the established change audiences in educational institutions.  

Student-Related Factors  

Researchers have found that OBL adoption and implementation success rely 

heavily on human factors such as student-related characteristics, dimensions, and issues 

(Alomari et al., 2020). Also called student-related factors, these factors help determine 

the level of OBL adoption among students and ultimately impact the level of OBL 

implementation and diffusion school-wide. Researchers have highlighted that student-

related factors can be grouped into three main categories: learner characteristics, learner 

experiences, and external learner influences (Azizi et al., 2020; Chatti & Hadoussa, 2021; 

Zhang et al., 2020). 

Learner Characteristics. According to the literature, learner characteristics are 

some of the main student-related factors influencing successful OBL implementation in 

postsecondary and tertiary institutions. Learner characteristics focus on those attitudes 
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and traits that affect how the learner interacts with the learning experience. They include 

student demographics, commitment, motivation, and knowledge of computer systems 

(Alqahtani & Rajkhan, 2020). One type of learner characteristic that researchers highlight 

in the literature is self-efficacy. A concept made popular by Bandura (1977), self-efficacy 

refers to the belief one has in one’s ability to perform in a given context (Taufikin et al., 

2021). In a quantitative study conducted among college-level students in Malaysia, 

Bokolo et al. (2020b) highlighted that students were likelier to utilize OBL tools if they 

believed they could use the tools required for OBL implementation. Bokolo et al. used a 

partial least square–structural equation model to analyze student data. They found that 

students enrolled in HEIs were more likely to accept and use BL if their perceived self-

efficacy for BL was high. These findings align with the limited research of this nature 

emanating from Jamaica. Barclay et al. (2018) found in a quantitative study that student 

self-efficacy (among other factors) was critical to the success of e-learning adoption 

among students. While the study conducted by Barclay et al. (2018) is outside of my five-

year reference threshold, I have included the findings to show the similarities across the 

different geo-political jurisdictions. 

Perceived usefulness and intention to use are other learner characteristics that 

influence OBL implementations. Perceived usefulness concerns the perceived positive 

impact students believe OBL will have on their learning experience and learning 

outcomes (Alomari et al., 2020; Chatti & Hadoussa, 2021). Intention to use speaks to 

one’s willingness or plan to engage with OBL tools and approaches. While intention to 

use is a learner characteristic that researchers have explored independently (Bokolo, 
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2020), Al Kurdi et al. (2020) and Alomari et al. (2020) both found that perceived 

usefulness significantly influenced intention to use. Al Kurdi et al. (2020) also found that 

students’ computer self-efficacy significantly and positively affected their perceived 

usefulness of e-learning. Al Kurdi et al. (2020) examined the critical success factors that 

impact student e-learning adoption in the United Arab Emirates, while Alomari et al. 

(2020) conducted a mixed-method investigation among Kuwaiti faculty and students 

from public and private HEIs to determine the impact of human dimensions on the 

effectiveness of LMS use in BL adoption.  

Learner Experiences. Learner experiences such as pleasure (hedonic motivation) 

and ease of use impact OBL adoption and implementation among students. Researchers 

in the field have identified hedonic motivation as a primary influencing factor among 

students (Alomari et al., 2020; Azizi et al., 2020). In a quantitative study focusing on BL 

adoption among medical students, Azizi et al. (2020) found that students who enjoyed 

their experience with OBL tools and initiatives were likelier to adopt OBL as a part of 

their everyday learning experience. Alomari et al. (2020) yielded similar results in a 

mixed-methods study that explored the impact of human dimensions on LMS use in 

universities in Kuwait. While the study conducted by Alomari et al. (2020) focused on 

students and faculty, the research context was similar to that of Azizi et al. (2020), which 

was of a Middle-Eastern developing state. These findings align with the revised UTAUT 

by Venkatesh et al. (2016), where hedonic motivation was added to the original 

framework (see Figure 5). In a similar study out of China, Zhang et al. (2020) found that 

students who considered OBL tools generally easy to use were more willing to engage in 
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OBL implementation activities. This finding is in keeping with data on the impact of ease 

of use on OBL implementation highlighted by Azizi et al. (2020).  

Figure 5  

 

The Revised Unified Theory of the Acceptance and Use of Technology 

 

Note. Figure reprinted from “Consumer acceptance and use of information technology: 

extending the unified theory of acceptance and use of technology,” by V. Venkatesh, J.Y. 

Thong, and X. Xu, 2012, MIS Quarterly, p.157-158 (https://doi.org/10.2307/41410412 ). 

Copyright 2012 by the Management Information Systems Research Center. Reprinted 

with permission. 

The level of learner engagement in OBL contexts is another experiential factor 

that encourages OBL adoption among students. Anglum et al. (2020) surveyed and 

interviewed 43 middle-school mathematics teachers to assess the enablers and barriers to 

BL adoption. They found that low student engagement was a hindrance to BL adoption. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/41410412
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While some researchers argue that student engagement often depends on the pedagogical 

experiences created by teachers (Lomer & Palmer, 2023), the findings realized by Groen 

et al. (2020) also support those highlighted by Anglum et al. (2020). In their case study 

implemented in a medium-sized Canadian University, Groen et al. (2020) found that 

students who perceived BL added value to the learning experience were more motivated 

to participate in BL courses. These findings suggest that students’ level of engagement in 

the OBL process influences how willing they are to adopt and implement OBL.  

External Learner Influences. According to the literature, external learner 

influences such as social pressure impact student intention and actual use of OBL. Firstly, 

students are often influenced into adoption by their peers. Azizi et al. (2020) and Zhang 

et al. (2020) highlighted the strength of social influence on student BL adoption or non-

adoption. Secondly, teachers influence student adoption of OBL. In a quantitative 

investigation of the main factors that affect e-learning adoption among tertiary-level 

students in Saudi Arabia, Chatti and Hadoussa (2021) found that teacher influence 

significantly impacted OBL adoption among students. Interestingly, their study also 

found that the influence of classmates did not affect student adoption, a finding Chatti 

and Hadoussa (2021) noted was not in keeping with findings from similar studies. 

Teacher influence on student OBL adoption also includes how successful teachers 

integrate OBL into the teaching-learning experience. According to Groen et al. (2020) 

and Zhang et al. (2020), this strongly predicts students’ intention and actual use of OBL. 

For example, when faculty require submissions of assignments through an LMS only, 

students are more likely to adopt LMS use in an OBL environment. However, Lomer and 
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Palmer (2023) suggested that this kind of integration often impacts use behavior and not 

necessarily behavioral intentions, as students can feel forced into OBL adoption.  

Finally, enabling or facilitating conditions is another important factor influencing 

students’ OBL adoption. Fianu et al.’s (2020) study of the factors that influence students’ 

use of MOOCs in Ghanaian universities found that when institutions provide the required 

technology infrastructure and relevant support systems, OBL adoption among students is 

higher. Zhang et al. (2020) realized similar findings in exploring e-learning adoption 

among Chinese universities.  

Teacher-Related Factors 

Teacher-related factors also impact OBL adoption and implementation in 

educational contexts (Alomari et al., 2020). Like student-related factors, researchers 

generally group these factors into teacher characteristics, teacher experiences, and teacher 

influences. Because teachers are a critical stakeholder group in any educational 

institution, researchers have found that teacher-related factors significantly influence the 

success of OBL adoption and implementation (Antwi-Boampong, 2020; Bryan et al., 

(2021); Sangeeta & Tandon, 2021). 

Teacher Characteristics. Teacher or instructor characteristics are important 

factors impacting OBL adoption and implementation. One primary characteristic 

influencing OBL adoption and implementation is teacher efficacy and, by extension, 

teacher self-efficacy. Research indicates that faculty are more likely to adopt OBL if they 

can effectively use the technologies and other innovations associated with OBL 

implementation (Alomari et al., 2020; Suryanti et al., 2021). According to Leacock and 
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Warrican (2020), teachers’ ability to use e-learning technologies (efficacy) challenged the 

implementation of OBL in the Eastern Caribbean in the early days of COVID-19. 

Suryanti et al. (2021) realized similar results in a study that assessed the readiness of 209 

university teachers in Indonesia to engage in online learning. They found that perceived 

self-efficacy to engage in online learning positively impacted teacher readiness for online 

learning adoption.  

Another teacher characteristic that influences OBL adoption and implementation 

is the motivation among faculty to utilize OBL tools and resources in their delivery and 

attendant academic duties. Leacock and Warrican (2020) observed that faculty 

unwillingness to adopt OBL could derail OBL implementation significantly. Joshi et al. 

(2023) highlighted a similar finding in a study investigating the adoption and 

implementation of e-learning tools before and after COVID-19. In that study, they found 

that before 2020, OBL implementation in Nepal was weak because of issues such as 

teacher resistance. They also found that the restrictions of COVID-19 lowered resistance 

and, by extension, increased OBL adoption among teachers. Joshi et al.’s (2023) work 

substantiates research conducted by Antwi-Boampong (2020) with university teachers in 

Ghana. They recommended that institutions adopting OBL should address the factors 

influencing teacher motivation, given its impact on implementation success.  

Emotional readiness to adopt OBL is a third teacher characteristic that impacts 

successful implementation (Bruggeman et al., 2021). Cutri and Mena (2020) found that 

faculty often experience affective and identity displacement challenges when 

transitioning from face-to-face instruction to OBL. They found that faculty’s inability to 
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handle these emotional challenges frequently stymied OBL implementation efforts. Zhao 

and Song (2021) expanded on Cutri and Mena’s findings in a study conducted among 123 

teachers in higher education institutions in China. They found that teachers identified 

emotional recognition and support as critical aspects of the support they needed in BL 

contexts.  

Teacher Experiences. Faculty perceptions about the difficulty associated with 

OBL integration can significantly impact OBL implementation success. In a study among 

276 distance education centers across Ghana, Bervell and Arkorful (2020) found that 

effort expectancy (or perceived ease of use) was a significant determinant of tutor 

attitudes toward LMS implementation. Similarly, Bokolo (2022) found that among 413 

faculty from universities, colleges, and polytechnics in Malaysia, the perceived ease of 

use of BL significantly impacted teachers’ actual use of BL. These findings imply that 

where teachers perceive OBL implementation will require too much work/effort or 

believe the technology and associated innovations and systems are difficult to use, OBL 

adoption will be negatively affected (Sangeeta & Tandon, 2021).  

While closely associated with effort expectancy, the perceived impact of OBL 

implementation on faculty workload is another experiential factor to consider (Antwi-

Boampong, 2020), along with the perceived impact on performance (Bokolo et al., 

2021a). In a quantitative study among 643 university teachers, Sangeeta and Tandon 

(2021) found that many faculty from HEIs in India resisted OBL adoption because they 

believed that implementation increased and complicated their work as academics. This 

has led to faculty in many HEIs across varying jurisdictions advocating for improved 
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rewards and incentives for OBL use (Adarkwah, 2021; Schophuizen & Kalz, 2020). 

Researchers found that faculty adoption improved when institutions provided rewards 

and incentives (Al-Ayed & Al-Tit, 2021; Groen et al., 2020). Faculty’s level of 

performance expectancy is another factor identified as impacting OBL adoption among 

faculty (Joshi et al., 2023). According to Sangeeta and Tandon (2021), when faculty 

perceived that OBL could improve their job performance and output, they adopted OBL 

more readily. It is important to note that Antwi-Boampong (2021) realized similar 

findings in a study conducted in the developing nation of Ghana, while Bokolo (2022) 

substantiated the result in the more developed country of Malaysia. 

Teacher Influences. Social influences and pressures also influence faculty 

adoption and implementation of OBL. Both Bokolo (2021) and Bryan et al. (2021) found 

that peer support and peer pressure influenced faculty adoption of OBL in their respective 

research contexts. In their study that targeted administrators and faculty in a health 

science college in Southern Louisiana (United States), Bryan et al. (2021) found that 

faculty who felt they had the support of their peers or felt left behind in OBL 

implementation tended to show greater motivation either to adopt or to resist OBL 

strategies and tools. In contrast, however, Sangeeta and Tandon (2021) found that while 

teacher peer influence positively impacted adoption behavior, it negatively impacted 

adoption attitude among teachers.  

Institutional pressure also affects faculty adoption. Antwi-Boampong (2021) and 

Bokolo (2022) found that HEIs used normative and coercive pressures to counter OBL 

resistance among faculty. These pressures include the application of values and standards 
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(normative) and rules and regulations (coercive). Latif et al. (2020) highlighted that 

exerting such pressures is a common practice within organizations embarking on 

technology or innovation diffusion. Additionally, the experiences with OBL adoption 

during the early stages of the COVID-19 outbreak provide examples of how 

governmental and parental pressures can influence faculty adoption of OBL (Asvial et al., 

2021; Lee et al., 2022; Qiao et al., 2021). Lastly, I have already mentioned the impact of 

rewards and incentives, which are other forms of institutional pressure (Adarkwah, 2021). 

Institutional-Related Factors (Facilitating Conditions)  

The discussion about the impact of institutional pressure on faculty OBL adoption 

provides a suitable launch pad for examining the institutional-related factors that impact 

OBL adoption and implementation. Institutional-related factors impact OBL adoption and 

implementation but fall within the remit and responsibility of institutional leaders, 

managers, and other administrators (Bokolo et al., 2020a). Note here that OBL 

implementation at the institutional level focuses on change implementation and 

management (Weiner, 2020). Accordingly, and in keeping with the social change focus 

of innovation adoption, implementation, and diffusion (see Rogers, 2003), the following 

discussion occurs within an underlying context of change leadership and management. 

Based on current research conducted by scholars in the field of OBL, I have organized 

the discussion around the institutional factors using the categories outlined in the BLAF: 

strategy, structure, and support (Graham et al., 2013).  

Strategy. Strategic planning and leadership are significant factors impacting the 

success of OBL implementation in HEIs. Researchers in change management and OBL 



54 

 

 

implementation point to the need for a clear strategic direction for OBL if institutions 

want to succeed in the adoption and implementation stages (Alqahtani & Rajkhan, 2020; 

Budur et al., 2021). This strategic direction includes a clearly outlined definition of OBL, 

school vision and mission statements aligned to OBL adoption principles, and 

institutional policies supporting OBL adoption and implementation (Bokolo et al., 2020a; 

Zaugg et al., 2021).  

Another success factor is an OBL strategic plan driven by school leaders and 

managers (Bokolo et al., 2020a). According to Fawns et al. (2021), OBL implementation 

is less likely to succeed if no strategic plan is in place to guide implementation. In 

comparing two digital education programs at the University of Edinburgh, Fawns et al. 

found that full institutional adoption was less likely to occur when faculty leads and 

drives OBL implementation across the institution. More successful implementation 

models showed leadership and management crafting a plan that assured the inclusion of 

the various facets and dimensions of OBL diffusion (Bokolo & Noel, 2021). The strategic 

plan also includes how the institution will manage the change to OBL at all levels 

(Weiner, 2020).  

Beyond the plan, scholars in this area suggest the need for strategic or whole-of-

institution commitment if HEIs are to realize OBL adoption and implementation success 

(Groen et al., 2020; Fawns et al., 2021). This commitment requires the strategic 

deployment of resources (human and otherwise) needed to support OBL implementation. 

Bokolo et al. (2020a) supported this argument by pointing out that OBL implementation 

requires more than what is within the scope and capacity of students and faculty. The 
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BLAF referenced in the conceptual framework includes these functions of school 

leadership and management as part of the strategy that supports BL implementation 

(Graham et al., 2013). Graham et al. (2013) and Mihai et al. (2021) both suggested that 

without an OBL strategy, measuring the level of institutional adoption and 

implementation is complex. 

Structure. Scholars believe a robust institutional framework or infrastructure to 

support any technology implementation is a critical institutional-related factor (Hertati et 

al., 2020; LaBelle et al., 2020). Whittingham and Hoffman (2020) describe institutional 

infrastructure as those aspects of school operation that contribute to the school’s 

functional health without being explicitly related to teaching and learning outcomes. It 

includes physical and organizational structure, technical infrastructure, and evaluation 

systems, among other things. According to Bokolo et al. (2022) and Lane (2021), many 

HEIs implement OBL without the requisite organizational infrastructure. For example, 

Hill and Smith (2023) found many institutions do not plan for adequate governance and 

management support when implementing OBL. In many instances, no department or 

personnel is dedicated to managing the implementation of OBL, nor are OBL 

implementation models identified and utilized. Additionally, change management efforts 

to support OBL implementation are either weak or non-existent (Conklin & Bove, 2021), 

even among school administrators and managers (Lane, 2021).  

Technical and technological infrastructure and other hard and soft resources that 

support OBL are also considered under structure (Al-Ayed & Al-Tit, 2021; Anglum et 

al., 2020; Azizi et al., 2020). Resources such as a stable LMS, reliable bandwidth, and 
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adequate internet server capabilities are some examples. Acquiring relevant licenses and 

subscriptions and establishing non-traditional staff roles, such as instructional designers 

and e-learning developers, support OBL implementation and adoption. Researchers also 

point to a lack of quality management frameworks and mechanisms to support OBL 

(Golding & Jackson, 2021; LaBelle et al., 2020; Lane, 2021). These frameworks and 

tools apply to the management of pedagogical quality and the supporting administrative 

systems such as program accreditation, human resource recruitment and capacitation, risk 

management, and business continuity (Khalidi et al., 2021). 

Notwithstanding the importance some researchers place on institutional structure 

for OBL implementation success, a few researchers have found otherwise. The study 

conducted by Chen et al. (2022) is one example. In their study, Chen et al. tried to 

determine the factors impacting BL adoption readiness among HEIs in Pakistan. They 

found that institutional structure had a positive but insignificant relationship with BL 

implementation. While Chen et al. used the BLAF developed by Graham et al. (2013) to 

inform a significant portion of the eclectic readiness model used in their study, they did 

not organically apply the BLAF. For example, Chen et al. evaluated technological 

infrastructure separately from institutional structure and included BL policies as a part of 

institutional structure. These modifications may have accounted for the difference in 

results from other studies concerning the significance of the relationship between 

institutional structure and BL implementation. In the BLAF, OBL policy is a feature of 

institutional strategy, and technical infrastructure forms part of the institutional structure 

(see Graham et al., 2013). 
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Support. The third category of institutional-related factors that emerge from the 

literature is the ability of the institution to support the day-to-day implementation of 

OBL. Researchers have found that the existence of ongoing support mechanisms, such as 

technical and pedagogical training for students and faculty, facilitates successful OBL 

implementation (Alqahtani & Rajkhan, 2020; Bartlett & Warren, 2021; Gigliotti, 2020; 

Groen et al., 2020). In a study exploring the readiness challenges experienced and the 

response approaches used by Bangladeshi universities during COVID-19, Roy et al. 

(2021) found that institutions need to provide pedagogical and technical support for 

teachers and students to support OBL implementation. Lane (2021) also referenced other 

forms of support, such as online library and registry services and remote access to student 

counseling services. Antwi-Boampong (2020) has also pointed to the working conditions 

for faculty and other OBL staff as an important OBL success factor. Working conditions 

also include the management of the workload of those serving in the OBL environment 

(Antwi-Boampong, 2020), as well as the rewards and incentives offered to staff who 

operate in the OBL space (Al-Ayed & Al-Tit, 2021; Groen et al., 2020). 

The Importance of Institutional-Related Factors 

Of note is that institutional-related factors appear to be the most complex and 

most encompassing of the three categories of OBL success factors explored so far. While 

these factors impact implementation at the school level, they also directly and indirectly 

impact some faculty-related and student-related factors examined earlier. An example is 

the impact of institutional-related factors on the intention to and actual use of OBL 

among faculty and students (Ambarwati et al., 2020; Fianu et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 
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2020). This example demonstrates how institutional-related factors make up the 

facilitating conditions associated with OBL adoption and implementation (see Rogers, 

2003; Zhang et al., 2020). These examples also contradict Venkatesh et al. (2003) and 

Venkatesh et al. (2016), who argued that facilitating conditions do not impact behavioral 

intention to use technology innovations but rather the actual use of technology 

innovations. Zhang et al. suggested that strong facilitating conditions make it easier for 

students to use OBL systems, which can impact behavioral intentions. Zhang et al.’s 

findings appear reliable as they employed a quasi-experimental design with a large 

sample of 14,000 students and 2000 instructors. Dmello et al. (2023) also substantiate 

their findings by showing that facilitating conditions significantly influence students’ 

intention to use e-learning. 

Researchers also suggest that while institutional-related factors are the least 

researched in comparison to student and teacher-related factors (Mihai et al., 2021), they 

are gradually emerging as the most important to OBL success (Bokolo et al., 2020a; 

Fawns et al., 2021). In HEIs, institutional-related OBL factors span the entire gamut of 

OBL implementation: the strategic (leadership), the tactical (management), and the 

operational conditions (support) that promote and sustain effective implementation 

(Mihai et al., 2021; Qiao et al., 2021). As stated, Zhang and Zhu (2023) highlighted the 

importance of institutional-related factors in their revised CoI framework by adding 

institutional presence to the original framework developed by Garrison et al. (1999). The 

revised framework is represented in Figure 6 and supports the argument that HEI leaders 
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and managers should not take institutional-related factors for granted or ignore them 

when implementing OBL.  

Figure 6  

 

The Revised Community of Inquiry Framework 

 

Note. Figure reprinted from “Institutional presence: Toward a further developed 

Community of Inquiry model integrating institutional functions in online and blended 

learning environment,” by W. Zhang, and C. Zhu, 2023, Frontiers in Psychology, 14, p.8 

(https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1132204). Copyright 2023 by Zhang and Zhu. 

Reprinted with permission under open access license (CC BY). 

To conclude this section, the successful adoption and implementation of OBL in 

HEIs rely on various factors. Based on the findings from relevant literature, I have 

categorized these factors as student-related, teacher-related, and institutional-related. 

While student and teacher-related factors are well-researched, institutional-related factors 

remain understudied; the literature suggests that these factors are significant as they 

impact all facets of OBL implementation. This impact includes student and teacher 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1132204
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implementation of OBL. Given the findings outlined in the literature and the alignment of 

those findings with the BLAF, I have categorized institutional-related factors into three 

types: strategy, structure, and support. 

Institutional Readiness for OBL 

 There is strong advocacy in the literature reviewed for readiness assessments as a 

precursor to OBL adoption and implementation. Many researchers have recommended 

that HEIs wishing to adopt and implement OBL successfully should first assess and 

analyze their implementation contexts and address areas of actual and potential weakness 

and vulnerability (Ate et al., 2021; Bokolo et al., 2020a; Suwawi et al., 2021). While a bit 

dated, Al-araibi et al. (2019) defined e-learning readiness or e-readiness as the extent to 

which an institution is prepared to adopt and implement e-learning. In keeping with my 

approach to the related literature, I categorize e-learning readiness into three main types: 

student readiness, teacher readiness, and institution readiness (see Saboowala & 

Manghirmalani Mishra, 2021; Shakeel et al., 2023; Suwawi et al., 2021). In this section, I 

focus on institutional readiness for OBL to further advance the related literature review. 

Understanding Institutional Readiness  

Bokolo et al. (2020a) and Saintika et al. (2021) defined institutional readiness for 

OBL as the level of preparedness an educational institution demonstrates to adopt and 

implement OBL. In describing institutional readiness, both Al-araibi et al. (2019) and 

Suwawi et al. (2021) referenced areas of preparedness that included culture, finance, 

technology infrastructure, and human resources, among other things. This understanding 

of institutional readiness is supported and further expanded by Antwi-Boampong and 
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Bokolo (2021), who noted that institutional readiness for OBL also includes the desire 

and intention of the institution’s management to adopt and implement OBL.  

Researchers also consider institutional readiness a critical success factor for OBL 

adoption (Antwi-Boampong & Bokolo, 2021; Ate et al., 2021). To support this notion, 

writers in numerous other studies confirm the high incidence of OBL implementation 

failure and the importance of readiness assessment as a mitigating strategy (Bokolo et al., 

2021b; Budur et al., 2021; Rahmawati et al., 2021). Based on these definitions and 

descriptions, readers may infer that institutional leaders should demonstrate their desire 

and intent to adopt OBL by ensuring the preparedness of various areas of school 

operations. 

It is also important to note that many factors that influence the successful 

implementation of OBL are the indicators used to describe OBL implementation 

readiness. For example, Chen et al. (2022) referred to the elements of the BLAF as OBL 

diffusion readiness factors. Also, in a study evaluating the e-learning readiness of public 

and private tertiary institutions in Indonesia, Saintika et al. (2021) set a precedent for 

using established e-learning success factors to define and measure e-learning readiness. 

Additionally, in the last decade, a significant number of models and tools, drawing on 

some of the factors discussed earlier in this study, have been developed or expanded to 

assess the OBL readiness of HEIs and their various stakeholders (Antwi-Boampong, 

2020; Antwi-Boampong & Bokolo, 2021; Goeman et al., 2021; Küsel et al., 2020; Martin 

et al. 2020). For example, in a multi-center, cross-sectional study of the readiness to 

adopt and implement online teaching, Hosny et al. (2021) developed, validated and 



62 

 

 

implemented a readiness tool for medical teachers in Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and Bahrain. 

The 30-item instrument required teachers to respond to questions regarding self-efficacy, 

ease of use, effort expectancy, and performance expectancy. Rafiee and Abbasian-

Naghneh (2021) extended the technology acceptance model (TAM) developed by Davis 

(1989) to measure the e-readiness of English language learners in Iran by using factors 

such as perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, and perceived enjoyment. It is 

standard among educational researchers to use the factors that impact OBL success as 

indicators of institutional and other forms of readiness for OBL adoption and 

implementation. 

Institutional Readiness Models  

Over the past twenty years, some researchers who have explored the phenomenon 

of institutional readiness for OBL have also developed models for assessing institutional 

preparedness for OBL implementation. Some of these models provided the foundations 

for further scholarly and practical inquiry, extending what researchers know about 

institutional readiness for OBL. Examples of these researchers include Mercado (2008), 

Darab and Montazer (2011), and Graham et al. (2013). As educational contexts and needs 

change worldwide, other models emerge (Bokolo et al., 2020b; Nwagwu, 2020). Two of 

the most popular models that appeared in the decade before COVID-19 are the readiness 

assessment tool for e-learning environment implementation (Mercado, 2008) and the 

eclectic model for assessing e-learning readiness (Darab & Montazer, 2011). While both 

models focused on institutional readiness, Mercado’s model included other dimensions, 

such as student and faculty readiness. Both models also drew from earlier works such as 
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Anderson (2002) and Khan (2010) and both focused on institutional readiness aspects 

such as hard infrastructure, soft infrastructure, and what can be called management and 

support services (Darab & Montazer, 2011; Mercado, 2008). Mercado’s model also 

explored leadership commitment and the presence of an integrated technology culture.  

Following the emergence of Mercado’s (2008) model and the instrument 

proposed by Darab and Montazer (2011), Graham et al. (2013) introduced the BLAF. 

While I have already outlined the details of this model in the conceptual framework, 

scholars have well documented its impact on more contemporary models (Antwi-

Boampong & Bokolo, 2021; Rahmawati et al., 2021). One such example is the readiness 

to diffuse blended learning model proposed by Bokolo et al. (2020a). This model defines 

and measures institutional readiness using six variables: institutional structure, resource 

support, management strategies, technology infrastructure, ethical considerations, and 

readiness to diffuse blended learning. Patterning the BLAF closely, Bokolo et al.’s model 

is also similar to Mercado’s model in its focus on leadership strategy and action while 

adding an element relating to ethical considerations such as the ownership and 

distribution of faculty’s intellectual property (Bokolo et al., 2020a).  

Other contemporary models exist that do not closely align with the BLAF. The 

implied model put forward by Nwagwu (2020) is an example of one such model growing 

in prominence (Junus et al., 2021; Sasere & Makhasane, 2020). Nwagwu (2020) used the 

model to investigate academic staff e-learning readiness perception of universities in 

Nigeria. Unlike Bokolo’s model, Nwagwu applied their model within the context of HEIs 

operating in a developing economy and used other assessment dimensions that focused 
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on broader stakeholder involvement, such as student readiness, public/society readiness, 

and e-learning materials readiness (Nwagwu, 2020). Other works, such as the 

institutional readiness model created by Goh and Blake (2021), note the deviation from 

the factors explored in the BLAF. While labeled as an HEI e-readiness model, Goh and 

Blake’s model focused more on the student and teacher-related factors I explored earlier 

in this review and less on institutional-related factors highlighted in the BLAF.  

This subtle deviation from the use of institutional-related factors in what are 

labeled institutional e-readiness assessment models may be attributable to several factors 

but does not negate the relevance of the BLAF to this study. Nwagwu (2020) and Goh 

and Blake (2021) observed that the shift may have resulted from the impact of COVID-

19 on OBL readiness perception in HEIs. The shift may also be attributable to a need to 

apply more contemporary theories to individual contexts, and it could also be attributable 

to the specific features of the context in which researchers conducted their assessments. 

For example, there are several instances in the literature where researchers focused on 

institutional-related factors in countries with low GDPs, while others in more developed 

countries focused on student-related and teacher-related factors. An excellent example of 

this is Njuguna (2022), who incorporated more of the elements in the BLAF in their 

mixed-methods study of the readiness factors that led to OBL implementation success in 

universities in the developing state of Kenya. In contrast, Goh and Blake (2021) used the 

higher education e-readiness questionnaire to study institutional e-readiness in Malaysia. 

Their assessment tool focused on five dimensions: innovativeness, infrastructure, 

collaboration, student experiences, and flexible learning. 
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Notwithstanding the examples of deviations from the BLAF principles found in 

some contemporary e-readiness models and the possible reasons for these deviations, the 

BLAF remains relevant to this study. Firstly, the BLAF solely focuses on institutional-

related factors, which is primary to this study. Secondly, examples cited from the 

literature applying elements from the BLAF in contexts where HEIs operate in 

developing countries also justify using the BLAF in my research context. Since Jamaica 

is a small island developing state, using the BLAF as a framework for understanding 

institutional readiness for OBL is appropriate. Finally, since researchers have already 

used institutional readiness models to investigate the phenomenon’s meaning in a 

specified context, using the BLAF provides an opportunity to examine the meaning of 

institutional OBL readiness in the context of Jamaica’s vocational education institutions.  

OBL in TVET 

Vocational education, also known in the Caribbean as TVET, refers to education 

and training initiatives focusing on developing knowledge, skills, competencies, and 

attitudes aligned with labor market needs (Nahamya & Nakawala, 2020). TVET includes 

the development of general and technical knowledge, skills, and attitudes for a wide 

range of occupational fields (UNESCO-UNEVOC, 2022) and the development of 

transferable skills such as critical thinking and innovation, collaboration and 

communication, and lifelong learning and entrepreneurship (Sunny et al., 2023). These 

definitions underscore TVET as an essential economic and social development strategy. 

They also highlight TVET’s importance in attaining the United Nations’ sustainable 

development goals four and eight: quality education and life-long learning for all and 
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decent work and economic growth (UNESCO, 2021). The UNESCO strategy for TVET 

2022-2029 (UNESCO, 2021) also underscores the importance of TVET to economic 

growth and development as it prioritizes using TVET to develop skills for individuals to 

learn, work and live; to develop skills for inclusive and sustainable economies; and to 

develop skills for inclusive and peaceful societies (UNESCO, 2021; Vieira et al., 2021). 

Accordingly, the definition of vocational education emphasizes its importance to 

developing economies and highlights the gravity of the lack of research in the area. 

Many researchers have concluded that to keep TVET relevant and sustainable, 

education stakeholders should take deliberate steps to integrate digitalization tools and 

strategies like OBL into their TVET ecosystem. According to UNESCO (2021), TVET 

digitalization is critical to advancing vocational education worldwide and realizing its 

benefits in individual societies. These benefits include greater access to vocational and 

career-based training, the provision of flexible learning pathways, and the development 

of digital competencies among teachers and learners (Gretch & Camilleri, 2020). Hassan 

et al. (2021) observed that the low integration of OBL and ICT in TVET increased the 

likelihood that skilled labor produced through TVET will not meet the needs of the 21st-

century labor market.   

Other researchers, such as Hashim and Hamidon (2022) and Orji et al. (2021), 

found that using OBL tools and strategies in TVET increased access to learning for many 

students while reducing the cost. In an investigation of the perception of BL in TVET by 

Bangladeshi teachers, Orji et al. (2021) found other benefits, including the ability of BL 

to improve the quality of the TVET learning experience and to facilitate increased 
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diversity and inclusion among TVET students. Additionally, in a study that explored the 

impact of COVID-19 on TVET in Kenya, Odondi et al. (2022) found that OBL in TVET 

made vocational education more resilient to external forces. The logic here is that having 

an improved and sustainable TVET experience, afforded through the integration of OBL, 

bolsters a country’s ability to realize the benefits of having a robust TVET system. For 

this reason, UNESCO actively supports developing nations in implementing a digital 

transformation of TVET. This includes support for developing skills relevant in digital 

economies and integrating online and blended learning in TVET (UNESCO, 2021).  

Despite the benefits outlined above, researchers have found that implementing 

OBL in TVET has been unsuccessful in many jurisdictions. OBL implementation in 

TVET institutions often faces several challenges, chief among them being the lack of 

adequate technological infrastructure (Mahdi & Wani, 2021; Ndahi, 2020) and the 

negative attitudes of TVET stakeholders toward ICT and OBL integration in TVET (Im, 

2021). In a mixed-method study of the attitude of 244 Turkish teachers towards OBL 

technologies in vocational education, Demir et al. (2022) found that participants did not 

think online learning integration provided many advantages for vocational education. 

Citing perceived challenges such as the unsuitability for applied lessons, connectivity 

issues, and weak student attendance and participation, the researchers found that teachers 

in the study held a negative view of OBL in the TVET context. These findings were also 

substantiated by Im (2021), who found that instructors in South Korea were hesitant to 

implement OBL in TVET because of similar reasons highlighted by Demir et al. (2022). 

Syauqi et al. (2020) also realized similar findings among 56 Indonesian college-level 
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vocational students, where they found students felt that the online vocational educational 

experience was inferior to the face-to-face experience. These studies highlight the 

dissonance between the documented benefits of integrating OBL in TVET and the 

drawbacks of integration perceived or experienced by key stakeholders.   

Like the lack of adequate infrastructure and negative human perceptions, the other 

factors affecting the adoption and implementation of OBL in vocational education are 

similar to those I discussed earlier in this literature review. Earlier, I used empirical 

research findings to show three main types of OBL enabling factors: student-related, 

teacher-related, and institutional-related factors. These categorizations also apply to OBL 

in TVET. For example, Li et al. (2022) and Shakeel et al. (2023) used quantitative 

analysis to isolate and highlight the student-related factors that impacted BL 

implementation in TVET. They yielded similar results to those found in studies focusing 

on general OBL integration. Still, Shakeel et al. also found a strong correlation between 

students’ attitudes to OBL in TVET, student preparedness for OBL in TVET, and, by 

extension, OBL implementation success in TVET. In another study, Bin et al. (2020) 

highlighted self-efficacy, perceived ease of use, intention to use, and perceived usefulness 

as factors impacting teacher implementation of OBL in Chinese TVET colleges. These 

results align with the findings of Bokolo (2022), Joshi et al. (2023), and Suryanti et al. 

(2021) referenced in a previous section. The importance of facilitating conditions is also 

featured in the limited literature addressing institutional factors affecting OBL in TVET 

(Li et al., 2022; Odondi et al., 2022). While not using terms such as strategy, structure, 

and support, Odondi et al. (2022) found that investment decisions about OBL (strategy), 
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technological infrastructure (structure), and training partnerships with the public and 

private sectors (support) were critical to OBL diffusion in TVET. These findings are in 

keeping with research conducted by Bokolo et al. (2020a), Fawns et al. (2021), and 

Zhang and Zhu (2023). While research in the area is limited, findings related to OBL 

implementation success in TVET identify similar enabling and readiness factors to those 

identified for OBL implementation in traditional HEIs. But what factors affect OBL 

adoption in the Jamaican TVET context? 

OBL in Jamaica’s Vocational Education System 

To facilitate a rounded review of the key concepts and critical literature related to 

my research topic and main research question and to provide the necessary context for the 

collection and analysis of data, I offer a short overview of the development of TVET in 

Jamaica and describe its current state. I also specifically examine the factors influencing 

OBL implementation in the Jamaican TVET system and discuss the need for more 

research in the area of OBL in TVET in Jamaica. 

History of TVET in Jamaica. Jamaica has had an active relationship with TVET 

for almost 200 years. The relationship began in the post-emancipation era of 1838 and 

remains active today with a national budget of 14,874,939,000 Jamaican dollars (JMD) or 

approximately 97,000,000 United States dollars (USD) in 2022 (HEART/NSTA Trust, 

2022a). This relationship, many argue, is marked by three significant historical events: 

the establishment of the negro education grant in 1834, the opening of the first vocational 

high school in 1896, and the establishment of a statutory agency responsible for 

workforce training and development in 1980. Apart from marking time, these three 
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events demonstrate the importance of TVET to Jamaica’s national development, and they 

explain Jamaica’s commitment to TVET as a strategy for economic growth. 

Jamaica’s formal education system began with TVET. After the emancipation of 

the enslaved Africans who served the Jamaican sugar plantations up to 1838, religious 

groups in Britain and the government in England created many endowments to educate 

ex-slaves in the skills required to support the continued sustainability of the existing 

plantation society. A significant endowment came from the negro education grant (Blair, 

2023). King (1999) highlighted that this grant facilitated the development of an education 

system that would support the existing sugar industry and ensured a continuous flow of 

skilled labor into the sugar manufacturing and export business that dominated life on the 

island. This education of ex-slaves marked the beginning of formal education for people 

of African descent in Jamaica and established an education system closely aligned with 

workforce development (Coates, 2012). In a review of the historical and social 

foundations of Jamaica’s education system, Thomas-Brown (2020) highlighted that the 

education system in postemancipation Jamaica was “geared towards helping the former 

slaves integrate into the colonial economy as a peaceful lower class” (p. 3). The 

education system developed for formerly enslaved people in postemancipation Jamaica 

focused on workforce development. 

The second significant development in Jamaica’s TVET history occurred in 1896 

when the British government established the island’s first higher-level vocational training 

institution (Pemberton, 1979). This move was a deviation from the elementary-level 

education introduced immediately after emancipation. The establishment of the Kingston 
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Technical High School set precedence for opening other secondary-level vocational 

training institutions in the following decades. Cowell and Gregory (2019) pointed out that 

these types of technical schools aimed to support the development of commerce and 

industry. As the demand for these schools and training opportunities increased, the 

Jamaican government established more schools focusing on developing hard skills for the 

labor market. By the mid-1900s, Jamaica began to establish tertiary-level vocational 

training institutions, including institutions capacitating teachers to serve vocational 

training institutions at the secondary and tertiary levels (Cowell & Gregory, 2019). 

The third significant event I highlight is the establishment of the Human 

Employment and Resource Training Trust and National Training Agency (HEART Trust 

NTA) in 1982. An act of the Jamaican Parliament established the HEART Trust in 

response to high levels of unemployment among Jamaica’s youth in the 1970s and 1980s 

(Mitchell, 2015). The government designed this statutory agency to provide quality and 

labor market-driven vocational training programs to working-aged Jamaicans (ages 16-

65) and to do so based on dedicated funding obtained through direct taxation (HEART 

NTA, 1982). Today, all private sector entities in Jamaica that pay a wage bill higher than 

US$93 per month (JMD$14,444) must remit to the HEART Trust three percent (3%) of 

their annual wage bill (HEART/NSTA, 2020a; ILO, n.d.). The Jamaican government uses 

this HEART tax to fund TVET programs in colleges and institutions owned and operated 

by the HEART Trust and TVET programs offered by other government entities and 

private training providers. As an agent of the Government of Jamaica, the recently 

renamed HEART National Service and Training Agency Trust (HEART NSTA Trust) 
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also provides quality assurance and policy oversight for all TVET programs and 

initiatives offered on the island (HEART/NSTA, 2019).  

Establishing the HEART Trust signaled a greater government commitment to 

TVET as a strategy for human capital development in Jamaica and, by extension, the 

wider Caribbean. In 2022, HEART’s total income from taxes and other miscellaneous 

sources stood at JMD 15,847,385,000 or approximately USD 103,000,000 

(HEART/NSTA, 2022a). That same year, student enrollment in HEART-funded 

programs stood at 112,320 learners, and the total number of persons certified after 

completion of training was 46,473.  According to their strategic plan (2022-2026), the 

HEART Trust is projecting an increase in enrollment and certification of approximately 

40% by the end of the 2026 financial year (HEART/NSTA, 2022b). They hope to 

accomplish this by increasing the number of TVET programs offered via OBL modalities 

and tools, among other things (HEART/NSTA, 2022b). HEART NSTA is also projecting 

for the 2026 period tax revenue inflows of $16.44 billion (JMD) or just under 

$107,000,000 (USD) (HEART/NSTA, 2022b). This projection is against the reported 

expenditure for 2022 of JMD 14,874,939 (HEART/NSTA, 2022a). It is clear from the 

planned investment in TVET that the Jamaican government is committed to vocational 

education and, by extension, developing the Jamaican labor force.  

Current Challenges. Despite the rich history and level of governmental 

commitment, vocational education in Jamaica faces some significant challenges in the 

21st century. The Reform of Education in Jamaica Report (Jamaica Education 

Transformation Commission; JETC, 2021) highlights four challenges facing TVET in 
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Jamaica that are most relevant to this study. Chief among these challenges is that TVET 

suffers from low public perception and status (JETC, 2021). Jamaicans tend to value 

traditional education above vocational education, which is not uncommon among 

developing nations (Ochieng & Ngware, 2022) and may be attributable to the colonial 

history I referenced previously.  

This low perception contributes to another challenge highlighted by the JETC 

Report (2021): Jamaican youth being unattracted to TVET despite its proven positive 

impact on youth employment. As referenced earlier, enrollment in Jamaican TVET 

programs funded by the HEART NSTA in 2022 stood at 112,320 learners 

(HEART/NSTA, 2022a), six percent below the target of 119,350 (HEART/NSTA, 

2022a). At the same time, there is significant unemployment and underemployment of 

Jamaicans aged 15-29 years (Statistical Institute of Jamaica; STATIN, n.d.), an age group 

representing 42 percent of Jamaica’s labor force (JETC, 2021). The regional report on 

SDG4 for Latin America and the Caribbean, published by UNESCO (2022), also 

substantiates this reality of low youth engagement in TVET, making it a regional 

challenge and not just a challenge for Jamaica. According to UNESCO (2022), only 

seven percent of youth aged 15-24 are enrolled in TVET programs across the entire 

Caribbean and Latin America.   

The JETC report (2021) also referenced the low impact of Jamaica’s vast number 

of TVET institutions and initiatives on the labor shortage Jamaica currently experiences. 

A report from the Caribbean Policy Research Institute (CAPRI; 2023) indicates that 61 

percent of Jamaica’s labor force remains untrained or uncertified. Additionally, the JETC 
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Report (2021) noted that the training programs offered by the TVET institutions on the 

island are not fully aligned with established labor market needs. Researchers point to this 

misalignment between the labor market and the trained labor force as a significant factor 

in the low gross domestic product (GDP) Jamaica is currently experiencing (CAPRI, 

2023). Current TVET programs are not meeting Jamaica’s labor market needs. 

The Way Forward. Online and blended learning (OBL) is featured significantly 

in the recommended approaches for addressing the abovementioned challenges. The 

JETC Report (2021) made eleven recommendations for advancing TVET in Jamaica, 

three of which are most relevant to this study. The first is that TVET should be rebranded 

and marketed in Jamaica as a viable career option crucial to national development. The 

second recommendation encourages the government of Jamaica to promote TVET as part 

of the individual’s life-long learning process, and third, the government increases human 

and financial resources to support distance learning (OBL) in TVET.  

These recommendations are in keeping with the UNESCO TVET Strategy 2022-

2029 (UNESCO, 2021) and appear in other UNESCO publications. For example, the 

regional monitoring report of SDG4-Education 2030 (UNESCO, 2022) described TVET 

as promoting economic development, impacting individual and collective living 

conditions, and positively influencing national productivity and sustainability. This 

description underscores the need for rebranding highlighted in the JETC Report (2021). 

The ILO also advocates for governments of developing societies to mainstream TVET 

into their life-long learning educational frameworks (International Labor Office & United 

Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization, 2021) and consider TVET a 
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facilitator of life-long learning (UNESCO, 2021). Regarding the recommendation for 

supporting distance learning in TVET, Gretch and Camilleri (2020) have highlighted this 

as an essential component of the digitalizing in TVET initiative that the ILO is currently 

pursuing. The JETC (2021) recommendations underscore the importance of OBL 

adoption and implementation in Jamaica’s TVET system. The recommendations also 

justify why it is crucial to give attention to the factors that enable the success of OBL in 

TVET, including institutional readiness. 

Support for Research in Institutional Readiness for OBL 

Researchers have recommended further studies in the area of institutional 

readiness for OBL. In a case study investigating institutional-level OBL readiness among 

five European universities, Mihai et al. (2021) indicated that the lack of investigation into 

institutional-level OBL readiness may be attributable to the slow pace of OBL 

mainstreaming in some jurisdictions. Okumu and Kenei (2022) highlighted a similar e-

learning adoption lag among developing African nations. In their study of the level of 

institutional readiness to adopt e-learning in Kenya, Okumu and Kenei (2022) suggested 

the need for more exploration into the e-readiness of HEIs in developing countries. As 

Caribbean countries struggle with slow internet penetration rates and limited access to 

ICTs (Bleeker & Crowder, 2022), this study will address a gap in the literature by 

providing insight into how vocational education leaders in Jamaica perceive institutional-

related readiness for OBL adoption and implementation  

The available literature also highlighted a need for further research in OBL in 

TVET. The Latin America and Caribbean Regional Monitoring Report on SDG4 
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(UNESCO, 2022) highlighted a lack of data and research on TVET in the region, making 

it difficult to diagnose some of the issues generally associated with TVET. The 

monitoring report called for greater participation in TVET research in the Caribbean 

region to improve knowledge management (UNESCO, 2022). This call was made earlier 

by Allais and Wedekind (2020), who lamented the “paucity of data and research on 

TVET in many developing contexts” (p. 336) and attributed the dilemma partially to 

weak administrative systems in TVET and an inadequate research base in many HEIs.  

Additionally, some researchers have found that the low perception of TVET in 

countries like Jamaica (see JETC, 2021) negatively impacts the level and quality of 

research in the area. In a study that explored the factors affecting e-learning adoption in 

TVET in Afghanistan, Mahdi and Wani (2021) conducted research in a similar context to 

Jamaica, where a local authority was responsible for TVET implementation across the 

country. They also commented on the limited nature of TVET research from developing 

countries and suggested widening investigation into other locales. Zgraggen (2021) found 

similar research gaps. Overall, the lack of research in OBL implementation for TVET in 

developing countries makes my study essential and relevant to Jamaica, the Caribbean 

region, and other developing countries. 

Summary and Conclusion  

According to the literature relating to OBL adoption and implementation, three 

main categories of factors assure OBL success in HEIs, including those institutions 

offering TVET programs. The categories are student, teacher, and institutional-related 

factors. Within those factors classified as institutional-related are the facilitating 
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conditions of strategy, structure, and support that significantly impact institutional, 

teacher, and student adoption and implementation of OBL. How institutional leaders 

describe institutional readiness in TVET contexts is unknown. Drawing on the 

perceptions of TVET institution leaders in Jamaica, this study will describe institutional 

readiness for OBL adoption and implementation in vocational education. This study will 

extend knowledge in educational technology integration by providing insight into the 

current understanding and experience of institutional OBL adoption and implementation 

in Jamaica’s TVET system. Findings from the study can inform professional practice at 

the institutional and organizational levels, thereby facilitating positive social change in 

the relevant institutions, the parent or funding organization in general, the country, and 

the Caribbean region. 

In this chapter, I explored the BLAF (Graham et al., 2013) within the context of 

the UTAUT to justify the importance of facilitating conditions in the adoption and 

implementation of OBL in HEIs. I also discussed the main factors that affect OBL 

implementation and the readiness for implementation in HEIs in general and HEIs 

offering vocational programs. I examined the history of vocational education in Jamaica 

and discussed the local challenges faced by Jamaican authorities with TVET 

implementation. In this chapter, I also outlined Jamaican authorities’ plan for using OBL 

to advance TVET and realize sustainable development goals. Finally, I reiterated the gap 

relevant to my research topic and demonstrated how the study is likely to address the gap. 

In the next chapter, I explore the approaches to data collection, management, and 

analysis. 
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Chapter 3: Research Method 

This basic qualitative inquiry explored how institutional leaders in Jamaica’s 

vocational education institutions described institutional readiness for OBL adoption and 

implementation. Although a plethora of empirical studies focuses on e-readiness in 

general (Ate et al., 2021; Cutri & Mena, 2020; Leacock & Warrican, 2020; Saintika et al., 

2021; Suryanti et al., 2021), not many researchers have focused on institutional readiness 

for OBL adoption and implementation in vocational education (Bokolo et al., 2020a; 

Rahmawati et al., 2021). Much research exists on the operational readiness of schools for 

OBL, including the readiness of teachers and students (Bokolo et al., 2022; Ceballos et 

al., 2021). Fewer investigations have focused on the readiness of the people and systems 

at the strategic and tactical levels of school management to support OBL implementation 

(Ate et al., 2021; Lane, 2021). Also, there is little evidence of peer-reviewed research on 

the issue of institutional-level readiness for OBL in vocational education contextualized 

to the Caribbean situation (Dottin, 2021). This study aimed to address the gap in the 

literature specific to institutional readiness for OBL adoption and implementation in 

TVET institutions in Jamaica, with a particular focus on the facilitating conditions of 

strategy, structure, and support. 

This chapter provides a rationale for selecting the basic qualitative inquiry as my 

research design and describes my role as a researcher. It also explains my methodology 

for collecting and analyzing data, including participant selection, instrumentation, 

collection procedures, and a data analysis plan. I conclude the chapter by discussing 

trustworthiness and ethical procedures.  
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 Research Design and Rationale 

I used one research question to guide the execution of this basic qualitative study, 

supported by three subquestions (see Agee, 2009).  

RQ1: How do leaders in vocational education institutions in Jamaica describe 

institutional readiness for OBL adoption and implementation? 

The subquestions that will support the research question are as follows: 

RQ1a: How do leaders in vocational education institutions in Jamaica describe 

institutional strategy for OBL adoption and implementation? 

RQ1b: How do leaders in vocational education institutions in Jamaica describe 

institutional structure for OBL adoption and implementation? 

RQ1c: How do leaders in vocational education institutions in Jamaica describe 

institutional support for OBL adoption and implementation? 

The primary phenomenon of interest in this study was institutional readiness for 

OBL adoption and implementation in vocational education. Although I could have 

explored the concept from several perspectives (see Bokolo et al., 2020a; Roy et al., 

2021; Suwawi et al., 2021), this study gave specific focus to the facilitating conditions 

(Venkatesh et al., 2003) of institutional strategy, structure, and support (see Graham et 

al., 2013). I explored Jamaican TVET institution leaders’ descriptions of institutional 

readiness for OBL adoption and implementation in vocational educational institutions. 

The phenomenon of institutional readiness, described by Venkatesh et al. (2003) as 

facilitating conditions and its elements of strategy, structure, and support, as defined by 



80 

 

 

Graham et al. (2013), guided the development of interview questions and the analysis and 

interpretation of the research findings.  

I used the basic qualitative inquiry with semistructured interviews for data 

collection. I selected this research design because it aligned well with the descriptive 

nature of my research question, which focused on how institutional leaders in vocational 

education institutions in Jamaica described institutional readiness for OBL adoption and 

implementation. According to Elliott and Timulak (2021), the basic qualitative inquiry is 

an appropriate design for descriptive research questions that explore features, types, and 

patterns within a phenomenon. I also selected the basic qualitative inquiry because it 

allowed the examination of institutional readiness for OBL in vocational education from 

a dialectical constructivist and critical realist perspective (see Elliott & Timulak, 2021; 

Fletcher, 2017; Kahlke, 2014). Examining the phenomenon from this perspective allowed 

me to analyze the data collected through interviews against findings documented by other 

researchers in the field. This design approach is also acceptable for inquiry into relatively 

novel or understudied phenomena in a specific context (Bogna et al., 2020; Merriam & 

Tisdell, 2016), such as vocational education in Jamaica. Finally, I selected a basic 

qualitative design because it facilitated a singular approach to data collection: the 

interview. As my research focused on the perception of vocational education leaders and 

I was the only person collecting and analyzing data, the semistructured interview was an 

appropriate approach as it facilitated the gathering of rich and thick data (Elliott & 

Timulak, 2021; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016) and was suitable for implementation by one 

person. 
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I considered using phenomenology and case study qualitative designs for my 

research but did not select them because they do not align with other aspects of my 

proposed study. Phenomenology aligned with my research purpose because I sought to 

understand institutional readiness in TVET through an inductive approach to data 

analysis (Creswell & Creswell, 2017). It was also appropriate as it allowed me, as the 

researcher, to examine the problem through the meaning-making experiences of those 

living through OBL adoption and implementation (see Patton, 2015). Phenomenology as 

a research design is also very descriptive and engaging, providing opportunities for 

detailed descriptions through multiple data sources (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Despite 

these benefits, I decided against using a phenomenological design because it did not align 

with my research question and subquestions. Phenomenological studies seek to 

understand the meaning of a unique lived experience as opposed to how persons describe 

a lived experience. Additionally, phenomenology requires multiple in-depth interviews, 

and given the nature and volume of the responsibilities associated with institutional 

leadership, I did not think multiple interviews would be practical for my target 

participants.  

Like phenomenological designs, qualitative case studies facilitate detailed 

descriptions of a phenomenon (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016) and knowledge creation 

through inductive approaches (Creswell & Creswell, 2017). A case study design also 

allows for reliability through triangulation since it utilizes multiple data sources (Yin, 

2015). However, case studies are generally bound to a specific setting (Merriam & 

Tisdell, 2016). If applied to my research context, it would have resulted in a sample size 
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too small to facilitate transferability. Additionally, given that my research focused on the 

perspectives of institution leaders, there was no need to utilize multiple data collection 

methods, which is a requirement of the case study design (see Patton, 2015). 

I did not consider using quantitative approaches for this study as they did not 

align with my research purpose and question. In this study, I sought to understand how a 

specific group of people (institutional leaders) in a particular context (vocational 

education institutions in Jamaica) described a specific phenomenon (institutional 

readiness for OBL adoption and implementation). This type of investigation requires 

gathering, analyzing, and interpreting detailed and rich descriptions, which, according to 

Patton (2015), quantitative methods do not facilitate. Quantitative methods also did not 

facilitate my focus on meaning-making from the perspective of my research participants. 

I selected the basic qualitative design because it was the most appropriate for this 

study’s purpose, research question, and context. Like phenomenology and case study 

designs, the basic qualitative approach allowed for collecting rich, thick data to 

understand a phenomenon (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Patton, 2015). However, unlike 

phenomenology and case study designs, the basic qualitative approach facilitated a single 

source of data collection. 

Role of the Researcher 

In qualitative studies, the researcher is the primary tool of data collection and 

analysis (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). As such, the role of the qualitative researcher is 

critical and complex (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Ravitch & Carl, 2019). In this study, I 

functioned as a researcher conducting a systematic investigation and as a participant in a 
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knowledge-creation process (Burkholder et al., 2016). I selected and applied the research 

design by formulating and refining the research question to ensure alignment with the 

research problem and purpose. I also developed and refined the interview protocol I used 

as the instrument to collect data and guide my interaction with the study participants. 

Roberts (2020) highlighted the usefulness of the interview protocol in helping novice 

researchers develop good interview skills and reduce mistakes in actual interviews. Rubin 

and Rubin (2012) also posited that using an interview protocol helped to standardize the 

interview process. While the questions in my interview protocol were informed by the 

work of multiple researchers (i.e., Darab & Montazer, 2011; Graham et al., 2013; Lane, 

2021), I developed, adopted, and adapted the questions I asked each participant. I also 

recruited and selected the study participants using specific criteria and collected, 

analyzed, and interpreted the interview data. Additionally, I documented the study 

process and subsequent findings. 

As the only person who collected data in this research, I played another 

significant role in the study: managing bias (see Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Ravitch & 

Carl, 2019). Biases can potentially enter at any stage of the qualitative research process 

(Ravitch & Carl, 2019). I managed bias by employing strategies that promoted 

reflexivity, collaboration, and rigor (Ravitch & Carl, 2019). I assessed my biases and 

challenged my assumptions by writing researcher memos and taking field notes. I 

documented these memos and notes in a reflexive journal and stored them in a secure 

filing cabinet in my home office. Cox (2012) suggested writing three memos to identify 

and critically assess bias: a researcher identity memo, a professional identity memo, and a 
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graduate-student researcher memo. I also documented my preunderstanding of the topic 

to determine my preexisting biases and outline my theoretical and personal expectations 

of the study (Elliott & Timulak, 2021).  

I also used my Walden-assigned dissertation committee feedback to help me 

manage my biases. Burrington et al. (2020) and Janesick (2021) have suggested that 

gatekeeping is part of the role of the dissertation committee assigned by a university. 

Therefore, I worked with my dissertation committee to speedily address any potential 

challenges with bias. Ravitch and Carl (2019) described this kind of collaboration with 

my dissertation committee as dialogic engagement and postulated that it facilitates rigor 

when used along with reflexivity strategies. 

I also used various strategies to manage how my participants perceived me in the 

research process. Although my interview participants were not members of my current 

work organization, I was employed for 15 years at the same statutory agency as the 

leaders targeted for this study. Some of the respondents were persons I worked with or 

socialized with in the past. Also, because I reside in a small island developing state and 

am one of the few instructional designers on the island, a few respondents were familiar 

with my work and advocacy in OBL implementation. As such, the potential existed that 

respondents may have perceived me as an auditor or evaluator and not a researcher 

interested in perspectives and descriptions. To mitigate this, I reminded participants at the 

start of each interview that my purpose was to collect data to describe their perceptions of 

institutional readiness within their context and not to form judgments about them and 

their work. Also, I used my interview protocol to keep the dialogue between me and the 
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interviewees focused and objective and minimize any temptations to provide commentary 

on the answers shared by the respondents (Roberts, 2020). 

 Methodology 

This section describes my methodology for conducting the study and achieving 

the research purpose. This basic qualitative inquiry included semistructued interviews 

with vocational institution leaders in Jamaica. I provide details below about the 

approaches used to recruit and select participants, develop the data collection instrument, 

and collect and analyze data.  

Participant Selection and Logic 

In keeping with the purpose of the study, I explored institutional readiness for 

OBL adoption and implementation in vocational education from the perspective of 

Jamaican TVET institution leaders. The population for this study comprised persons in 

leadership positions in vocational training institutions owned, operated, or funded by 

HEART NSTA Trust. As I stated in Chapter 2 of this study, the HEART NSTA Trust is 

the local statutory organization responsible for capacitating Jamaica’s workforce through 

technical and vocational skills development. This statutory agency owns and operates 25 

training institutions that exclusively offer vocational programs at the postsecondary and 

tertiary levels. They also fund postsecondary and tertiary-level TVET programs in 

approximately 73 training institutions across the island. Persons recruited for this study 

included those employed in training institutions as principals, institution managers, vice 

principals, and deputy managers. 
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To determine the participants in this study, I used the homogeneous purposive 

sampling technique, which, according to Creswell (2012), uses a set of criteria to ensure 

participants in a sample are comparable. I chose the homogenous purposive sampling 

technique because it aligned with my study’s purpose and facilitated depth and similarity 

of data (see Palinkas et al., 2015). As institutional readiness for OBL is the purview of 

school leaders (Gustafson & Haque, 2020), it was appropriate that my study, which 

focused on this phenomenon, included persons serving in positions representing 

institutional leadership. According to Khalidi et al. (2021) and Zaugg et al. (2021), 

institutional leaders are also most likely to determine the type and level of resources 

allocated to the initiatives relating to strategy, structure, and support for OBL. 

Additionally, although researchers in focus groups more commonly use homogeneous 

sampling than with individual qualitative interviews (see Patton, 2015), I selected this 

sampling approach because it is known to provide a depth of data, narrow variation in the 

population, and focus more on similarities and commonalities within the population (see 

Palinkas et al., 2015). Depth of data was essential to my study as I was interested in 

seeing if the data collected would reveal categories and themes that align with or 

challenge a priori categories and codes derived from my conceptual framework and if 

new categories and codes would emerge for further consideration.  

The institution leaders I selected for this study met the following inclusion 

criteria. Participants held positions as principals, institution managers, vice principals, or 

deputy managers in vocational education institutions owned, operated, or funded by the 

HEART NSTA Trust. The leaders selected for this study also served in a vocational 
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institution offering or preparing to offer online or blended learning programs. The study 

excluded vocational institution leaders in institutions not owned, operated, or funded by 

the HEART NSTA Trust. Also excluded from this study were persons serving in 

vocational institutions that are not offering or preparing to offer online or blended 

learning programs or courses. These criteria facilitated a homogeneous sample, which 

Patino and Ferreira (2018) and Robinson (2014) indicated can also facilitate research 

validity.  

To ensure participants met the inclusion criteria, I employed two strategies. I first 

outlined the eligibility criteria on the participant recruitment flyer, which I initially shared 

with the research population. This approach allowed interested respondents to determine 

if they met the requirements before volunteering. Secondly, I confirmed eligibility at the 

start of the interview by asking participants to respond to the following questions: 

1. Do you serve in a vocational educational institution as principal, vice 

principal, institution manager, or deputy manager? 

2. Does your institution offer (or is preparing to offer) vocational programs or 

courses in the online and blended learning modalities? 

3. Is your institution owned, operated, or funded by the HEART NSTA Trust? 

I included these questions in my interview protocol (see Appendix A), and only 

participants who responded yes to all three questions were allowed to continue the 

interview. 
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Sample Size  

I initially aimed to interview the first 10–12 participants. Still, the sample size for 

this study ultimately depended on my access to willing and available participants who 

met the inclusion criteria and when I reached data saturation. Mason (2010) highlighted 

that there is precedence for using 10 participants in a qualitative study, and Guest et al. 

(2006) justified using a sample size of 12 if the purpose of the study is to describe the 

perceptions of a relatively homogeneous sample. According to Merriam and Tisdell 

(2016), however, the sample size in a qualitative study can be influenced by factors such 

as the research purpose, the resources available to support the study, and the achievement 

of data saturation.  

Accordingly, access to participants influenced my sample. The total population 

from which I recruited participants was limited. Additionally, leaders assigned to 

vocational institutions aligned to the HEART NSTA Trust tended to maintain busy 

schedules, and some were unwilling or unavailable to participate in the study. Also, some 

leaders did not meet all the eligibility criteria, as not all institutions affiliated with the 

HEART NSTA Trust offered OBL courses or programs. To recruit 10 to 12 participants 

for this study, I also used the snowball sampling approach to identify other potential 

respondents and invite them to participate. 

Secondly, the point at which data saturation occurred influenced my sample size. 

Fusch and Ness (2015) described data saturation in qualitative research as the point at 

which no new codes or themes emerge from the collected data. Guest et al. (2006) found 

that qualitative studies utilizing homogenous sampling approaches typically required 12 
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participants to arrive at data saturation. Guest et al. (2020) corroborated this finding in 

later studies. In my research, data saturation occurred after interviewing 12 participants. 

Inviting Participants  

I received permission from the HEART NSTA Trust to access the research 

population. I wrote to the organization’s General Manager, requesting permission to 

interview vocational institution leaders under its purview, and my request was granted. 

After I received approval from Walden’s IRB to access the research population, I emailed 

a participant recruitment flyer to the Director of Human Resources in the HEART NSTA 

Trust, who shared the flyer with the research population. The invitation flyer asked 

persons interested in participating in the research study to contact me directly via email or 

telephone. Gaining initial access to research participants through the Department of 

Human Resources was a standard procedure of the HEART NSTA Trust. 

After persons contacted me indicating their interest in participating in the study, I 

arranged to engage them via telephone to share more details about the study, review the 

data collection process, and explain the informed consent agreement. In that telephone 

conversation, I solicited feedback on a mutually agreeable date and time for conducting 

the interview. I also asked the participants to share the recruitment flyer with other 

institution leaders who met the inclusion criteria. I provided more details about 

participant recruitment in the section of this study focusing on Recruitment, Participation, 

and Data Collection. 
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Instrumentation  

I used a semistructured interview protocol I adapted from Graham et al. (2013) to 

collect data from my participants. Graham et al. (2013) developed and used the protocol 

(see Appendix B) in research conducted among six public and private institutions of 

higher learning. The institutions in their study had developed blended learning policies 

and were at various stages of blended learning adoption and implementation. Utilizing a 

case study approach, Graham et al. (2013) used the protocol to interview one employee 

from each institution who was integral in adopting and implementing blended learning 

policies at the institutional level.  

Graham et al.’s (2013) protocol was appropriate for my study for two main 

reasons. Firstly, the conceptual framework I used in my research aligned with the BLAF 

and Graham et al.’s protocol. Secondly, the questions in Graham et al.’s interview 

protocol explored OBL implementation at the institutional level, focusing on strategy, 

structure, and support. As such, Graham et al.’s (2013) protocol aligned with my research 

purpose, question, and subquestions. Accordingly, I sought and subsequently received 

permission from one of the authors, Professor Charles Graham, to modify and use the 

interview protocol in my research (see Appendix C).  

I modified the protocol that Graham et al. (2013) developed to ensure the 

instrument aligned fully with my research purpose and question. To make these 

modifications, I drew from the work of Darab and Montazer (2011) and Lane (2021). 

Darab and Montazer (2011) used quantitative methodology to implement an instrument 

measuring the institutional readiness for e-learning in higher education institutions in 
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Iran. While Darab and Montazer’s (2011) study was outside of my five-year threshold for 

literature included in my research, I found their evaluation model helpful. The model 

explored added dimensions of institutional structure relative to e-learning adoption and 

implementation that I could apply to my research context. Accordingly, some of the 

questions that Graham et al. (2013) developed were modified to include a few dimensions 

explored by Darab and Montazer (2011): quality assurance and evaluation and technical, 

pedagogical, and content support. In the section titled Researcher-Modified Instrument, I 

outline the details of the modifications I made to the interview protocol based on the 

findings of Darab and Montazer (2011). The modifications can also be found in my 

interview protocol (Appendix A). 

Lane (2021), on the other hand, used qualitative approaches to explore how 

university personnel working in student affairs experienced the implementation of 

support services for OBL. Lane’s (2021) research provided much insight into institutional 

readiness from the support systems perspective, especially the lack of preparedness of 

support services staff to assist with OBL implementation. I incorporated principles from 

Lane’s (2021) findings to modify the interview protocol developed by Graham et al. 

(2013). In the next section, I explore the impact of Lane’s (2021) study on the 

modifications I made to Graham et al.’s (2013) protocol. I have also represented these 

modifications in Appendix A. 

Researcher-Modified Instrument 

In keeping with the principles outlined in the BLAF and drawing on the precedent 

set by Dale et al. (2021) and Bokolo et al. (2020a), I modified the interview protocol used 
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by Graham et al. (2013) to better align it with my research purpose and research question. 

Firstly, I added questions to the protocol to ensure that important concepts and 

dimensions not included by Graham et al. (2013) were explored during my data 

collection process. For example, I added one question relating to the type of 

technological infrastructure already in place to support OBL implementation and another 

question regarding the readiness of support services and support staff to meet the needs of 

teachers and students in the OBL environment. I added these questions based on Darab 

and Montazer’s (2011) and Lane’s (2021) findings. I also added one question about the 

perceptions of existing facilitating conditions and their adequacy to support OBL. This 

question was directly aligned with the UTAUT and emphasized institutional readiness as 

a facilitating condition and a determinant of successful OBL adoption and 

implementation (Ambarwati et al., 2020; Venkatesh et al., 2012). 

Secondly, I rephrased other questions in the protocol to ensure greater alignment 

with my research design and context. For example, I replaced references to blended 

learning with online and blended learning, as my potential participants are leaders in 

vocational institutions that utilize either online or blended learning. Additionally, I 

replaced references to faculty and students with references to instructors and trainees. 

Instructors and trainees are the terminologies used in the Jamaican TVET environment. I 

also made some of the questions more open-ended to ensure they provide participants 

with opportunities to give deep and meaningful responses. Qu and Dumay (2011) 

highlighted the importance of open-ended questions in the semistructured interview 

process, as they can create avenues for a broader exploration of the phenomenon.  
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Thirdly, I made organizational changes to the protocol that Graham et al. (2013) 

developed to facilitate an effective interview process. I reduced the number of questions 

from 29 to 16, guided by a recommendation by Jacob and Furgeson (2012) to limit the 

number of questions asked in qualitative interviews. Also, I used the types of OBL 

implementation outlined in the BLAF to organize the questions in my interview protocol 

into three categories: strategy, structure, and support. I made this modification to ensure 

alignment between the interview protocol and my research question and subquestions. 

According to Kostere and Kostere (2021), aligning interview and research questions 

facilitates the analysis of collected data against a priori categories and themes. 

Lastly, I structured the interview protocol to reflect a data collection activity with 

three phases: introduction and orientation, the interview, and the closeout. I created these 

phases to remind me of essential information to share with my participants before and 

after the interview and to help me feel more relaxed as I executed each interview session 

(see Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). At the beginning of the protocol, I also included my 

research question and subquestions as a reminder to myself about the purpose of the 

interview. I did not share those questions with the participants.  

Instrument Sufficiency and Validity  

I used two strategies to establish the sufficiency and content validity of the 

interview protocol. Firstly, I aligned my modified interview protocol to my conceptual 

framework and research subquestions. This alignment ensured that all questions on the 

interview protocol, including the background questions, were aligned with my research 

question. Table 2 summarizes the alignment between my interview questions and my 
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research subquestions. I also demonstrate the alignment in the interview protocol in 

Appendix A.  

Table 2  

 

Alignment of Interview Questions with Research Subquestions 

Research Subquestions (RQ1a-c) Aligned Interview Questions 

RQ1a: How do leaders in vocational 

education institutions in Jamaica describe 

the institutional strategy for OBL adoption 

and implementation? 

 

Interview Questions: 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 16 

RQ1b: How do leaders in vocational 

education institutions in Jamaica describe 

the institutional structure for OBL adoption 

and implementation? 

 

Interview Questions: 9, 10, 11, 12, 16 

RQ1c: How do leaders in vocational 

education institutions in Jamaica describe 

institutional support for OBL adoption and 

implementation? 

 

Interview Questions: 13, 14, 15, 16 

 

The second strategy I used to establish instrument sufficiency and validity was to 

ask two experts in the field of OBL research to review my interview protocol and provide 

feedback. Both experts hold PhDs in educational technology integration and are senior 

faculty members in recognized tertiary institutions. One reviewer had over 10 years of 

research experience in information technology studies, and the other had over 20 years of 

research experience in instructional systems implementation. I asked each expert to 

review my draft interview protocol and suggest ways to improve the tool given my 

research purpose and question. 



95 

 

 

I then used feedback from one expert reviewer to make three improvements to my 

interview protocol. Firstly, based on the reviewer’s suggestion, I included the purpose of 

data collection in the introduction and orientation section of the protocol. Accordingly, I 

shared the study’s purpose with my research participants. Secondly, I reduced the number 

of interview questions from 21 to 16. I revised the questions in the protocol to achieve an 

average of four interview questions per research subquestion. Thirdly, I used other 

literature sources, namely Darab and Montazer (2011) and Lane (2021), to inform the 

questions in the interview protocol. Before soliciting expert feedback, the interview 

protocol questions were based only on the work of Graham et al. (2013). The expert 

reviewer advised that I include questions from multiple sources in the interview protocol 

to improve credibility and minimize bias in the data collection process.  

Pilot Test of Instrument  

After aligning my interview protocol to my conceptual framework and 

implementing the changes suggested by my expert reviewers, I arranged to interview 

three institution leaders from my e-learning professionals’ network. I invited these 

individuals to participate in the pilot test because they were leaders in postsecondary and 

tertiary-level educational institutions offering OBL programs. I also asked them to 

participate in the pilot test because, given their training and experience in OBL and 

institutional leadership, I anticipated they would be able to respond authentically to most 

or all the questions in my revised interview protocol. Notwithstanding their training and 

experience, I ensured that the participants I invited for the pilot test were not leaders in 

institutions owned, operated, or funded by the HEART NSTA Trust. 
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I conducted each interview in the pilot test using the Zoom web-conference 

software, which made it convenient for my participants. Zoom also allowed me to audio 

record each interview using the software. After each of the first two interviews, I made 

minor modifications to selected questions in the interview protocol to ensure that I had 

each question adequately aligned to their respective element in my conceptual framework 

and that participants understood what each question was asking of them. I also manually 

transcribed the interview recordings and uploaded both recordings and transcriptions into 

the qualitative data analysis software MAXQDA. In MAXQDA, I checked each 

transcript against the recording to ensure there were no errors in the transcription, and I 

numbered each paragraph to facilitate easy data management. I also coded each transcript 

in the data analysis software, using a combination of descriptive and in vivo coding. I 

also practiced aligning my first cycle codes to a priori structural codes derived from my 

conceptual framework. 

I derived four main benefits from conducting the pilot test. Firstly, conducting the 

pilot test helped me to refine my interview questions further to ensure they would solicit 

responses that helped me respond to my research question and subquestions. Secondly, 

conducting the pilot test enabled me to practice my interview and transcription skills. 

Thirdly, the pilot test experience helped me determine the average duration of the 

interview experience. This information proved helpful when I was finalizing the 

Participant Recruitment Flyer. Finally, conducting the pilot test enabled me to practice 

my coding skills and to get more oriented to the data analysis software. 
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Procedures for Recruitment, Participation, and Data Collection 

As stated in the section focusing on participant selection and logic, I recruited 

participants for this study from the pool of TVET institution leaders employed in 

institutions owned, operated, and funded by the HEART NSTA Trust. The institution 

leaders I targeted were principals, institution managers, vice principals, and deputy 

managers. This section details the procedures I used to facilitate recruitment, 

participation, and data collection. 

Recruitment  

When I received approval to collect data from Walden University’s IRB, I first 

asked the Director of the Human Resources Department of the HEART NSTA Trust to 

distribute an invitation flyer to their pool of principals, institution managers, vice 

principals, and deputy managers. This invitation flyer included my contact information, 

which individuals accessed to indicate their willingness to participate in the study. 

Potential participants contacted me via email or via telephone. 

Once contacted, I responded to persons within 24 hours of their initial contact and 

arranged a short telephone conference to discuss the purpose of the study, describe the 

data collection process, and explain the process for indicating informed consent. I also 

arranged the interview date and time in that conversation and determined the most 

convenient interview modality: web conferencing, telephone call, or face-to-face 

meeting. I also asked the participants to share the recruitment flyer with other institution 

leaders who meet the inclusion criteria. Within 24 hours after the initial telephone 

conference, I summarized the conversation, including the decisions and agreements, and 
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shared it with the participant in an email. In the email, I also shared the interview consent 

form for the participant to read before the interview. 

Participation and Data Collection 

After I finalized the interview date, time, and modality with each participant and 

shared the interview consent form via email, I conducted the interview. I used Zoom® as 

the interview medium. Gray et al. (2020) and Oliffe et al. (2021) outlined that Zoom® 

provides much flexibility and convenience for qualitative research participants. Using 

Zoom® also facilitated the interview recording and, by extension, the development of the 

interview transcripts (Gray et al., 2020), which facilitated data analysis. When using 

Zoom®, I did not ask participants to turn their cameras on, as I only retained voice 

recordings for data analysis.  

As indicated in a previous section, I organized the data collection activity into 

three main segments: introductions and orientation, the interview, and the close-out. 

Organizing the activity this way helped me conduct the interviews confidently and 

maximize the time spent with the participants. In the introduction and orientation 

segment, I welcomed the participants and thanked them for agreeing to meet with me. I 

also established some common ground by briefly commenting on local and topical issues 

and asked permission to audio record the meeting for review and transcription purposes. 

In keeping with the guidance provided by Ravitch and Carl (2019), I also shared the 

research purpose, the reason for collecting data, and a brief context for the interview with 

each participant. In this segment, I also affirmed informed consent by asking participants 
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to confirm that they had read the interview consent form and were willing to participate 

in the study. 

In the introduction and orientation segment, I also reviewed the inclusion criteria 

for each participant to mitigate imposters and the ethical protection mechanisms included 

in the study. I also shared information about the format and length of the interview and 

indicated that they could stop the interview at any time. I also reviewed the strategies I 

used to maintain the confidentiality of the information they provided, including the steps 

taken to store and secure their data (Ravitch & Carl, 2019). This segment of the interview 

lasted approximately 12 minutes.  

After the introduction and orientation segment, I initiated segment two: the 

interview. Using the model presented by Castillo-Montoya (2016) as a guide, I asked the 

questions as they appeared in my interview protocol. According to Castillo-Montoya 

(2016), qualitative interviews consist of four types of questions: introductory, transition, 

key, and closing. I asked introductory questions to elicit general information from my 

participants, such as the length of time the institution offered OBL courses. I then asked 

transition questions to prepare each participant to answer the key questions most closely 

aligned with the research questions. After asking transition and key questions, I asked 

one closing question relating to their perception of the readiness of facilitating conditions 

in their institution to support OBL. According to Castillo-Montoya (2016), closing 

questions prepare the participant for the end of the interview activity. While asking the 

interview questions, I took limited notes to capture significant points made by the 
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participant and to note any point that needed follow-up. This segment lasted for 

approximately 45 to 50 minutes. 

After I asked all the interview questions, I debriefed the participant and closed the 

interview. In this third segment, I indicated that I had completed all my questions and 

asked the participants if they would like to ask any questions or share anything before the 

interview ended. In keeping with the guidance provided by Roberts (2020), I also allowed 

the participant to share insights gained during the interview. I expressed my respect for 

the participant’s work in OBL and appreciation for the time spent facilitating the 

interview. Lastly, I shared the postinterview activities and procedures with the 

participants and the procedures for exiting the study. I also indicated that I would later 

share a member checking document for them to review and confirm my interpretation of 

what they shared in the interview. This segment lasted approximately ten minutes, with 

the entire interview lasting approximately 65 to 75 minutes. 

After the Interview. After my first interview, I took steps to support and verify 

the reliability of the data collection process. First, I made journal and field notes within 

12 to 24 hours after the interview. I then manually transcribed the interview recording 

and checked the transcription against my field and journal notes. I also summarized my 

understanding and interpretation of the ideas shared in the transcript and used the 

summary to formulate a member checking document. According to Motulsky (2021), 

researchers use member checking documents to solicit feedback from research 

participants about the researcher’s interpretation of the ideas shared in the interview. As I 

collected data, I shared member-checking documents via email with each participant to 
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verify the collected data (see Shenton, 2004). Birt et al. (2016) also recommended 

member checking to minimize bias and facilitate credibility and rigor in the qualitative 

process. 

Before conducting my second interview, I sent my first recording, transcript, and 

member checking document to my dissertation committee. This practice ensured that I 

got objective feedback on the quality of my interview, transcript, and member checking 

document before collecting further data. According to Burrington et al. (2020) and 

Janesick (2021), periodically consulting the dissertation committee is an important 

quality assurance mechanism in the novice researcher’s data collection process, as it 

allows for corrective action where necessary. After my dissertation committee indicated 

satisfaction with the quality of my transcription and member-checking document, I 

proceeded with my data collection activity by executing the other interviews. I also sent 

the finalized member-checking document to my first participant.  

Once I resumed interviewing participants, I sent each participant a member 

checking document within seven to ten calendar days after each interview. I then asked 

participants to provide feedback on the member checking document within three to five 

calendar days after receipt. I also called each participant within 24 hours of sending the 

member checking document to confirm receipt, and I followed up on day three with an 

email reminder that feedback was due. If the participant did not return feedback by day 

five, I called them to confirm they still intend to provide feedback and finalize an agreed 

date and time for when to expect the feedback. If the participant did not provide feedback 
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by the agreed date and time or within ten days of receiving the member-checking 

document, I assumed they were comfortable with its contents. 

When a participant confirmed the accuracy of the member checking document or 

the ten days allotted for feedback elapsed without a response, I sent an electronic card to 

the participant thanking them for participating in the interview and signaling their exit 

from the study. I emailed the card along with a link to the Institutional Blended Learning 

Adoption Checklist (see Figure 3) developed by Graham et al. (2013).  

Data Analysis Plan 

Merriam and Tisdell (2016) note that scholars sometimes label the elements of 

qualitative data analysis with interchangeable and contradictory terms. Notwithstanding, I 

chose to define my elements using Saldaña’s (2016) description of data units, namely 

codes, categories, and themes. These elements are in keeping with the aspects of 

qualitative data analysis identified by Merriam and Tisdell (2016) and Asgarova et al. 

(2021). As I used the basic qualitative inquiry, a descriptive-interpretive approach to 

qualitative research, I utilized the theoretical analysis approach to data analysis (Kostere 

& Kostere, 2021). This approach allowed for data analysis against predetermined or a 

priori structural codes derived from my conceptual framework and inductive analysis that 

facilitated the emergence of categories and themes.  

I began the data analysis by uploading my first transcript into MAXQDA, the 

qualitative data analysis software I used. I followed Chenail’s (2012) and Kostere and 

Kostere's (2021) recommendations about initial coding by reading the transcription line-

by-line within the software and identifying and highlighting meaning units within the 



103 

 

 

data for later analysis. I coded each meaning unit to reduce the data using descriptive and 

in vivo coding approaches. I selected this immersive data reduction approach as it took 

me closest to the data to be analyzed (Bolden, 2015; Williams & Moser, 2019). Also, 

reducing the sentences and paragraphs to codes was in keeping with Saldaña’s (2016) 

definition of coding and Hsieh and Shannon’s (2005) direct content analysis approach, or 

what Forman and Damschroder (2007) described as qualitative content analysis. I 

repeated these steps each time I collected data from a participant.  

While coding my first transcript in MAXQDA, I created a memo for each code I 

identified. Each code memo included a description of the code it represented, a brief 

example for reference, or inclusion or exclusion criteria where necessary (see Saldaña, 

2016). Creating code memos allowed me to generate a comprehensive codebook (master 

code list) later in the data analysis process (Ravitch & Carl, 2019) and develop a final 

code list that I included in the appendix section of the study (see Appendix D). Saldaña 

(2016) recommended keeping a codebook, describing it as an analytic tool that 

researchers use to organize codes into categories and themes. 

When I completed coding my first transcript, I shared my coded transcript and 

codebook with my dissertation committee for review and feedback. Soliciting feedback 

from my dissertation committee at this stage is in keeping with Burrington et al. (2020) 

and Janesick’s (2021) recommendations. They highlighted the vital role committee 

members play in guiding the scholar-practitioner and helping to ensure the study is 

trustworthy.  
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I coded my other interview transcriptions after my dissertation committee 

endorsed my first coded transcript and draft codebook. Additionally, I intermittently sent 

other coded transcripts and updated versions of my code book to my dissertation 

committee. I made these submissions to ensure my dissertation committee could monitor 

my progress in the data analysis phase of the study as I went through several rounds of 

coding, collapsing codes, and organizing codes into categories and themes. 

Once I coded all the data collected from my other participants, I sorted and 

grouped the codes I generated into categories and subcategories of data (see 

Onwuegbuzie et al., 2016; Saldaña, 2016; Williams & Moser, 2019). Merriam and 

Tisdell (2016) outline that researchers generate categories by interpreting and reflecting 

on the meaning units represented in codes. I used the dimensions of institutional 

readiness explored in my conceptual framework to create structural codes and subcodes 

and then align each in vivo and descriptive code generated with these a priori or 

structural codes and categories. I then used Saldaña’s (2016) focused and axial coding 

processes to analyze the data further. I also created new categories and subcategories for 

codes not aligned with any a priori codes and categories and recorded those new 

categories in my researcher’s memo.  

Once I created categories and assigned codes to them, I used comparison and 

pattern analysis to align categories with themes derived from my analysis (see Bazeley, 

2009). I also analyzed relevant data from my researcher memos to help determine what 

new categories and themes would emerge from the data (Basit, 2003; Rodik & Primorac, 

2015). I then analyzed the themes to assess their relevance to the interview and research 
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questions and draw relevant conclusions. I then tested or verified the findings by 

returning to the data to find evidence supporting or refuting the conclusions (see Forman 

& Damschroder, 2007). Table 3 provides a sample of how I organized the data to 

delineate the codes, categories, and themes derived from the data. 

Table 3  

 

Sample Chart Showing Data Organized into Codes Categories and Themes 

 

I also examined the data for outliers and discrepant cases in keeping with the best 

practices highlighted by Merriam and Tisdell (2016) and Patton (2015). Patton (2015) 

posited that there are no prescribed ways of finding discrepant cases. Still, researchers are 

responsible for searching for them because of their impact on the researcher’s 

understanding of a phenomenon (Patton, 2015). As such, I looked for possible outliers 

Phase 2: First Cycle Coding 
Phase 3: Second 

Cycle Coding 
Phase 4: Theming 

Structural 

Codes 

Descriptive and In Vivo Codes 

with Frequency 
Categories Theme/s 

Institutional 

Definition of 

OBL (IQ#4) 

• OBL as providing 

access (6) 

• OBL defined as flexible 

learning (7) 

OBL as making 

training accessible  

 

Institution 

Leaders in 

Vocational 

Institutions in 

Jamaica 

Described 

Institutional 

Strategy for OBL 

as Focused on 

Training  

 

• OBL as a mixture of 

face-to-face and online 

(4) 

• OBL is the use of 

software (4) 

OBL as 

incorporating 

technology 

 

Description of 

OBL 

implementation 

strategy 

utilized (IQ#7) 

• Creating and delivering 

instruction/training (7) 

• Monitoring training 

quality (7) 

• Provide key 

stakeholders with 

readiness training (4) 

• Providing ongoing 

support (3) 

OBL implementation 

focused on training 

delivery  
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and discrepant cases at every stage of the data analysis process and documented and 

reported on them where necessary (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). 

Issues of Trustworthiness 

To ensure that the results of my study were believable, especially among the 

intended target audience of vocational education leaders, I chose to use the qualitative 

research evaluative criteria of trustworthiness and authenticity, made popular by Lincoln 

and Guba (1986). I selected this evaluation framework because it is an output-oriented 

approach (Patton, 2015), grounded in the constructivist-interpretivist perspectives that 

undergird my research approach (Schwandt et al., 2007). Also, its grounding in 

constructivism aligns with the methods faculty predominantly use in vocational education 

and OBL (Chen & Ling, 2021; Fatimah, 2020). The approach also facilitated additional 

layers of alignment, allowing me to use several techniques to achieve trustworthiness in 

the study. 

 Credibility  

Credibility refers to how well the data, their interpretation, and the resulting 

findings reflect the reality or truth as described by the participants in the study (Merriam 

& Tisdell, 2016; Patton, 2015). I used the manual verbatim approach to transcribe the 

interviews to achieve credibility in this study. The manual verbatim approach ensured 

that I captured the thoughts and ideas expressed by the participants in the way they 

expressed them (Patton, 2015). The manual transcription approach also helped me get as 

close as possible to the data and, by extension, helped me identify when I arrived at 

saturation (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). I also shared member checking documents with the 
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participants to facilitate the checking and verification of the data. Participants reviewed 

and confirmed that the views expressed in the member checking documents accurately 

captured their thoughts and ideas (Shenton, 2004; Yin, 2015). As credibility is considered 

one of the most important aspects of Lincoln and Guba’s (1986) trustworthiness 

framework, I also bolstered credibility by ensuring that I documented my assumptions 

and biases in a journal as a way of managing reflexivity and positionality (Barrett et al., 

2020; Etherington, 2004; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). 

Transferability 

Transferability refers to the extent to which the contents of a qualitative study can 

be applied in broader contexts while simultaneously maintaining its value in its bounded 

context (Ravitch & Carl, 2019). I addressed this aspect of trustworthiness in two ways. I 

used detailed and rich descriptions of the research context to appropriately contextualize 

the study and help readers compare their situations to it meaningfully. (Amankwaa, 2016; 

Lincoln & Guba, 1986). I also provided detailed descriptions of the data I collected and 

my research process, including the steps used in data collection and analysis (Ravitch & 

Carl, 2019). 

Dependability 

Dependability addresses whether or not the study is traceable or replicable, 

whether the findings align with the data collected, and whether the process used to 

analyze the data is reliable (see Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Patton, 2015). In this study, I 

solicited feedback from expert reviewers about the questions in my interview protocol 

before utilizing the protocol. I also pretested the interview protocol and made journal 
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entries or field notes about its strengths and weaknesses while noting steps to improve it. 

Merriam and Tisdell (2016) suggested these as promising strategies to ensure 

dependability. Ravitch and Carl (2019) also indicated that a robust research design 

addresses dependability. Therefore, I used the resources available through the Walden 

Center for Research Quality and notes taken during my residency experiences at Walden 

to ensure that the research design was of the highest quality and correctly aligned with 

my research question.  

I also used available guidelines and checklists to facilitate traceability and 

reliability in this study. Lincoln and Guba (1986) suggested using an audit trail as the 

primary strategy for addressing dependability. However, Carcary (2020) suggested that 

researchers do not extensively use a comprehensive audit trail in qualitative research, and 

novice researchers do not get much guidance on how to use it. As such, I used the 

Walden qualitative dissertation checklist as a substitute for the physical and intellectual 

audit trail (see Carcary, 2020). Using the checklist enabled me to provide my dissertation 

readers with detailed descriptions of the process I used to arrive at my research findings. I 

also used the codebook to create activity reports generated from MAXQDA® as a means 

of documenting my data analysis process. Lastly, to facilitate dependability, I relied on 

feedback from my dissertation committee to help me establish and maintain an effective 

research design and process. For example, I shared audio recordings and transcripts with 

my dissertation committee so they could determine if I managed my coding activities 

well. 
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Confirmability 

Confirmability generally concerns neutrality and freedom from researcher bias 

(Patton, 2015; Ravitch & Carl, 2019). To manage bias, I focussed on positionality and 

reflexivity by using a reflexivity journal to capture my field and journal notes (Lincoln & 

Guba, 1986). I also created memos and notes in MAXQDA® as I organized and analyzed 

data and used member checking to ensure that transcriptions captured the thoughts and 

ideas of participants (Burkholder et al., 2016). Additionally, I provided the reader with a 

detailed description of the methodology (see Shenton, 2004), and I used the Walden 

dissertation checklist to help me do this. 

Ethical Procedures  

While the interview is an effective form of data collection in qualitative research, 

it can, by nature, be intrusive and create vulnerabilities for both the researcher and the 

participant (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Patton, 2015). As such, Patton (2015) described 

the interview as an intervention that can both create internal upheavals and facilitate 

internal healing for the participant. To ensure that I eliminated or mitigated the possibility 

of harm to my research participants, I employed the ethical framework suggested in 

Patton’s (2015) ethical issues checklist to guide my consideration and implementation of 

ethical procedures. This framework addressed approval, informed consent, 

confidentiality, data access and management, and reciprocity. I also used the framework 

as part of the strategy to ensure the trustworthiness of this study (Merriam & Tisdell, 

2016). 
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Consent and Reciprocity  

I obtained approval from the Walden IRB (IRB # 05-16-24-0617168) and a 

Partner Organization Agreement from the managing director of the statutory agency that 

employs the vocational leaders who participated in this study. Although participation in 

this study was voluntary, I asked each participant to indicate informed consent at the start 

of each interview. Once I completed each interview and allowed the participant to review 

and confirm the accuracy of the relevant member checking documents, I sent an 

electronic greeting card to the participant as a show of appreciation. I also attached to the 

card an electronic copy of the Institutional Blended Learning Adoption Checklist 

developed by Graham et al. (2013), which they could use to support further 

implementation of OBL at the institutional level. 

Data Confidentiality, Access, and Management  

In keeping with my training in protecting human research participants, I used 

various strategies to ensure the data’s confidentiality, access, and security. Before the 

data collection activity, I explained these strategies to each participant. These strategies 

included removing details from the transcriptions that could identify the participants, 

their locations, and their specific institutions (Patton, 2015; Sanjari et al., 2014). I 

assigned each interviewee a unique identifier consisting of a letter and a number, which I 

used to identify and refer to them during and after the data collection exercise. I also 

provided each participant with a member checking document so they could confirm the 

accuracy of their transcribed data. I stored all data collected electronically in a password-

protected and encrypted portable USB drive. Apart from me, only the members of my 
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dissertation committee had access to the data during the dissertation process. Once the 

dissertation is completed and approved, the collected data will remain on the encrypted 

portable USB drive and stored away in my home office vault for a period not exceeding 

five years. After five years, I will permanently delete the data by taking appropriate steps 

to destroy the USB drive. 

Summary 

In exploring the perceptions of vocational education leaders about institutional 

readiness for OBL adoption and implementation, I employed a rigorous data collection 

and analysis process. I utilized a basic qualitative inquiry to answer the research question, 

with the data collection method being semistructured interviews. I used homogeneous 

sampling to select principals, institutional managers, vice principals, and deputy 

managers from TVET institutions across Jamaica. I used the BLAF developed by 

Graham et al. (2013) to inform the development of my interview protocol. I also used the 

theoretical analysis approach to analyze the data collected against a priori codes derived 

from my conceptual framework (Kostere & Kostere, 2021). I also used inductive analysis 

to facilitate the emergence of categories and themes. I used various strategies to ensure 

this study’s believable results based on qualitative research evaluative criteria of 

trustworthiness and authenticity (Lincoln & Guba, 1986). I mitigated ethical risks by 

using positionality and reflexivity strategies, applying reciprocity and informed consent 

principles, and managing the confidentiality, access, and security of the data collected. 
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Chapter 4: Results  

This basic qualitative study explored how institutional leaders in Jamaican 

vocational education institutions describe the phenomenon of institutional readiness for 

OBL adoption and implementation. To accomplish this, I interviewed leaders in Jamaican 

vocational education institutions about their perceptions of institutional readiness for 

OBL (see Badiozaman, 2021; Cottrell et al., 1990). I constructed meaning from their 

perceptions using thematic analysis undergirded by a conceptual framework based on the 

UTAUT (Venkatesh et al., 2003) and the blended learning adoption framework (Graham 

et al., 2013). I used the following research question and subquestions to guide the study: 

RQ1: How do leaders in vocational education institutions in Jamaica describe 

institutional readiness for OBL adoption and implementation? 

RQ1a: How do leaders in vocational education institutions in Jamaica describe 

institutional strategy for OBL adoption and implementation? 

RQ1b: How do leaders in vocational education institutions in Jamaica describe 

institutional structure for OBL adoption and implementation? 

RQ1c: How do leaders in vocational education institutions in Jamaica describe 

institutional support for OBL adoption and implementation? 

In this chapter, I describe the setting of my study and explain the participants’ 

demographics and characteristics. I also report on the data collection and data analysis 

processes utilized in the research and describe the strategies used to establish 

trustworthiness. Finally, I explore the outcomes of the data analysis process by explaining 

the study results. 
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Pilot Study  

Before receiving approval to collect data, I pilot-tested the interview protocol with 

three institution leaders from my e-learning professionals’ network. I invited these 

individuals to participate in the pilot test because they were leaders in a Jamaican 

postsecondary and tertiary-level educational institution offering OBL programs. I also 

asked them to participate in the pilot test because, given their training and experience in 

OBL and institutional leadership, I anticipated they would be able to respond 

authentically to most or all of the questions in my revised interview protocol. 

Notwithstanding their training and experience, I ensured that the participants I invited for 

the pilot test were not leaders in institutions owned, operated, or funded by the HEART 

NSTA Trust. 

I conducted each interview in the pilot test using the Zoom web-conferencing 

software, which made it convenient for my participants. After each of the first two 

interviews, I made minor modifications to selected questions in the interview protocol to 

ensure that I had each question adequately aligned to its respective element in my 

conceptual framework and that participants understood what each question was asking of 

them. I also manually transcribed the interview recordings and uploaded both recordings 

and transcriptions into MAXQDA. In MAXQDA, I checked each transcript against the 

recording to ensure there were no errors and coded each transcript in the software using a 

combination of descriptive and in vivo coding. I also practiced aligning my first cycle 

codes to a priori categories derived from my conceptual framework. 
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I derived four main benefits from conducting the pilot test. Firstly, conducting the 

pilot test helped me to refine my interview questions further to ensure they would solicit 

responses that helped me respond to my research question and subquestions. Secondly, 

conducting the pilot test enabled me to practice my interview and transcription skills. 

Thirdly, the pilot test experience helped me determine the average duration of the 

interview experience. This information proved helpful when I was finalizing the 

participant recruitment flyer. Finally, conducting the pilot test enabled me to practice my 

coding skills and to get more oriented with the data analysis software. 

Setting  

I conducted the study among Jamaican vocational education leaders serving in 

training institutions owned, operated, or funded by the HEART NSTA Trust. I recruited 

participants through the HEART NSTA Trust, as the organization agreed to act as my 

partner organization in the data collection process. I interviewed participants using 

Zoom® on dates and times most convenient to them. The interviews lasted 

approximately 45–65 minutes each, and I conducted the interviews from June 12, 2024, 

to October 1, 2024.  

Shortly after I began data collection, Jamaica suffered the effects of Hurricane 

Beryl on July 3, 2024, which approached the island at Category 4 hurricane strength. The 

result was a massive power and telecommunications supply disruption for most 

Jamaicans, spanning as long as eight weeks. This occurrence impacted my study 

negatively, as many persons in my population were either without power or internet 

connectivity for a protracted period. Additionally, potential participants who retained 
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power and connectivity or had them restored shortly after the hurricane also had to 

manage post-hurricane cleanup and repairs at their training institutions. As such, they had 

less time to participate in the study. The weeks immediately following Hurricane Beryl 

were also characterized by numerous power outages and unstable internet connectivity 

for those sections of the island with power. Two participants, for example, had to 

complete their interviews in two sessions due to power outage interruptions. The impact 

of the hurricane on normal operations across the island significantly lengthened the time I 

took to collect the data, as potential and committed participants were largely unavailable 

in the weeks immediately following the hurricane’s passage. 

Demographics 

The characteristics of my research participants helped me achieve a homogeneous 

population sample. Twelve vocational education institution leaders participated in my 

research study, and at the time I conducted the interviews, each participant met the 

eligibility criteria. I invited participants from the six geographic and administrative 

regions established by the HEART NSTA Trust. Each region included several vocational 

institutions spread across geographical divisions known in Jamaica as parishes. 

Participants in the study represented all regions except Region Two, with 50% of 

participants serving in institutions located in urban or metropolitan areas. Among the 

sample, three participants were male, and the remaining nine were female. Participants in 

the study served in institutions that offered OBL programs or courses for between four 

and seven years. Two-thirds of the participants served in institutions owned and operated 

by the HEART NSTA Trust, with the remaining four participants serving in institutions 
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owned by other entities but partly funded by the HEART NSTA Trust. Among the 

individuals leading institutions funded by the Trust, one participant was a leader in a 

vocational education institution serving students with cognitive and other disabilities.  

I did not share all the demographic information collected during the study because 

the population was small, and I wanted to ensure no participant was inadvertently 

identified (see Connelly, 2013). I outline in Table 4 the pertinent demographic 

information collected in this study. 

Table 4  

 

Demographics of Participants 

 Gender Location of institution  Status with HEART 

Alias Male Female 
Urban or 

metropolitan 
Rural Years in OBL 

Owned and 

operated 
Funded 

P1 x  x  7 x  

P2  X x  4  x 

P3  X x  >4 x  

P4  X  x 5 x  

P5  X  x >4 x  

P6  X  x >4 x  

P7  X  x 6 x  

P8 x   x >4 x  

P9  X x  4  x 

P10  X x  --a  x 

P11 x   x 4 x  

P12  X x  >4  x 

Total 3 9 6 6  8 4 

Note. This table outlines the relevant demographic information about each participant in 

the study. a P10 could not indicate when the institution started to offer OBL courses or 

programs. 

Data Collection  

I received IRB approval on May 16, 2024 (IRB # 05-16-24-0617168) and began 

data collection soon afterward. For this basic qualitative study, I collected data from one 

source: participant interviews. While I had indications of interest from 15 vocational 
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education institutional leaders, because of competing schedules and the impact of 

Hurricane Beryl on school operations, only 12 institution leaders could participate.  

Interviews  

Interviews commenced on June 21, 2024, and concluded on October 1, 2024.  

I conducted interviews via Zoom® from my home office, with participants accessing the 

Zoom® room from physical locations of their choice and convenience. I also used 

Zoom® to capture the audio recording of each interview, and there was no deviation from 

the data collection plan outlined in Chapter 3.  

After I conducted the first interview, I transcribed the data, created a transcript 

summary, and submitted all files to my dissertation committee for review. Once I 

received feedback and endorsement from my dissertation committee, I scheduled and 

conducted the other interviews. Between July 22 and October 1, I conducted one 

interview per week, on average, each lasting 45 to 65 minutes. After each interview, I 

made journal notes about the interview experience, my reflections on specific points 

made by the participants, and any biases or assumptions I identified in my thinking about 

the interview. I recorded these in my reflexivity journal, which I kept physically. 

Reflecting on my journal entries, I observed that the entries became longer as I conducted 

more interviews. I also noticed that interviews conducted during the workday were 

shorter than those conducted after the participants’ workday had ended. I attributed this 

difference in interview duration to the participants being more relaxed and less distracted 

at the end of the workday. Table 5 provides excerpts from my reflexivity journal and 

demonstrates the development of my post-interview reflections over time.  
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Member Checking  

After conducting each interview, I summarized the transcript for member-

checking purposes, highlighting the significant points and direct responses to each 

interview question. I then emailed the member-checking document to the participant for 

them to review and confirm that it was a true reflection of the essence of their responses. 

Participants had a maximum of 10 days to respond to the member checking request, after 

which I sent them a “thank you” card and a copy of the Blended Learning Adoption 

Checklist developed by Graham et al. (2013). Only four participants responded to the 

member checking request, although no participant objected during the interview. 
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Table 5  

 

Excerpts from Reflexive Journal 

Participant Excerpts 

1 I think my first interview went very well. It was managed well, the questions yielded good 

answers, and my respondent had a reflection opportunity. If there’s one thing I would 

change is my giggling or laughing in response to a few of the participant’s answers. 

Listening to it on the recording I felt it was a bit disrespectful. 

 

2 Participant 2 manages an institution that offers vocational programs to persons with 

various types of disabilities. The issues raised by Participant 2 relating to the use and 

misuse of technology by the disabled are issues I had not considered before. During the 

interview, I kept thinking that this is an area that needs more research, that is, the 

implementation of OBL in institutions for the disabled. 

 

One of the other issues that stood out for me is the extent to which independent 

institutions who are funded by the umbrella organization benefit from strategies, structure, 

and support mechanisms existing in the umbrella organization. It appears that institutions 

owned and operated by the umbrella organization are at a greater institutional readiness 

advantage than those institutions just funded by the organization. 

 

3 The frustration that came in that moment was overwhelming. I had struggled to finalize 

this interview date and time and one appointment was already missed by the participant. 

So when during the squall I was asked to stop and resume a few days later I was 

devastated. At that moment I felt as though this was the worst news I could ever hear. 

Upon reflection, I realized that when Participant 3 requested the adjournment, for a brief 

moment I was unwilling to entertain it I wanted to say “no we will not stop” and I almost 

did. How do I manage these feelings that the elements are fighting my research efforts? 

How do I ensure that these internal frustrations never spill out in front of my participants? 

This I think needs a little more investigation. 

 

6 The response to the final question about the adequacy of facilitating conditions to support 

OBL amused me. They described the question as “political”. That was funny and I 

wondered if I laughed a little too much when they said it. The other thing that surprised 

me was the response itself. Based on all they told me was in place up to that point I 

anticipated them saying the institution was ready. Instead, they said they were not ready to 

offer more skill-based programs via OBL. They even suggested there was doubt they were 

ever going to be ready and justified the sentiment with the suggestion that OBL is not for 

training programs focusing on hard vocational skills. 

 

7 One thing that struck me about this interview was the sense I got that COVID forced them 

into full implementation of OBL. While the sentiment was not surprising, expected even, 

something about how the participant described OBL implementation before and after 

COVID-19 gave me that feeling of “gazelle intensity”. Hmmm…That’s a new word for 

me in this context: “feeling”. That is something to explore: the emotional impact of 

participant responses on the qualitative researcher. I wonder if there’s a study on that? 

 

Note. This table provides excerpts from the reflection at the end of selected interviews. 
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Data Analysis 

I used the principles and procedures for qualitative data analysis recommended by 

Saldaña (2016) to analyze the data in my study. I adopted Saldaña’s (2016) approaches 

because they were easy to understand, practical, and provided clear guidance on how to 

move analysis from initial coding to developing themes. The data analysis process I used 

included four significant phases: preparing the data, first-cycle coding, second-cycle 

coding, and theming the data. In this section, I briefly outline that process. 

I transcribed the data and prepared member-checking documents in the first phase 

of data analysis. After each interview, I transcribed the Zoom® audio recordings 

verbatim to stay close to the participants’ words and ensure I captured every thought they 

expressed. I anonymized each transcript by replacing participants’ names with aliases like 

P1 or P2. Then, I created interview summaries in tabular format, which I emailed to 

participants for member checking.  

In the second phase, I began the first cycle of coding. I used MAXQDA to create 

structural codes and subcodes aligned with my interview protocol, which helped me 

organize the data and prepare for analytical coding. As I coded each transcript line by 

line, I applied descriptive and in vivo coding to identify meaningful data excerpts, 

aligning each code with the relevant structural code. I also created additional structural 

codes for unique or emotional responses. This phase resulted in about 400 codes and over 

1,000 coded interview segments.  

I began second-cycle coding in the third phase of data analysis. I reviewed all the 

codes I created, organizing and analyzing them by interview questions to better manage 
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the volume of data. Using the tools and features of MAXQDA, I grouped similar codes 

into categories and subcategories, collapsed redundant codes, and visualized patterns. I 

repeatedly used focused and axial coding to refine my data set, reducing the number of 

codes and developing categories.  

In the fourth phase, I themed the data. I returned to my refined codes, categories, 

and the relationships I identified to create themes that directly addressed my research 

question and subquestions. I examined patterns, frequencies, and meaningful phrases to 

construct themes that reflected the essence of what the data revealed. Appendix F 

provides detailed descriptions of the phases of data analysis, as well as figures and tables 

that provide examples of the outcomes of each phase.  

To aid in the various coding phases, I used MAXQDA to help me organize and 

analyze the data (see Engdawork et al., 2024). I also developed a codebook to help me 

refine my codes and better understand the relationships between and among the data sets 

as I moved through each coding cycle (see DeCuir-Gunby et al., 2011).  

At the end of the data analysis, I arrived at 54 codes organized into 19 categories. 

These categories resulted in seven themes. Table 6 summarizes the final themes and 

categories derived from the data analysis process. Appendix G lists all the codes, 

categories, and themes derived from the data set. 

 



122 

 

 

Table 6  

 

Summary of Themes from Data Analysis 

Theme Categories grouped with the theme 

1. Institution leaders in vocational institutions in 

Jamaica described institutional strategy for OBL as 

focused on training. 

OBL as making training accessible  

OBL as incorporating technology 

OBL implementation focused on training delivery  

2. Institution leaders in vocational institutions in 

Jamaica described institutional strategy for OBL as 

prioritizing stakeholder buy-in. 

Multi-faceted approach to communicating OBL vision 

and purpose 

Deliberate OBL buy-in strategies employed 

Key internal stakeholders champion OBL 

3. Institution leaders in vocational institutions in 

Jamaica described institutional strategy for OBL as 

not prioritizing policy and governance. 

OBL definition non-existent or inaccessible 

OBL not clearly reflected in mission and vision 

statements 

Mixed views about OBL policy and its adequacy  

4. Institution leaders in vocational institutions in 

Jamaica described institutional structure for OBL as 

adequate, multifaceted, and requiring improvement. 

OBL resources available but more needed 

Organizational structure to support OBL in most 

institutions 

Varied and holistic processes in place 

Mix of QA strategies not specific to OBL 

5. Institution leaders in vocational institutions in 

Jamaica described institutional support as varied 

with specific OBL incentives non-existent. 

Three types of OBL user support 

Support staff somewhat prepared 

No incentive for OBL 

 

 

6. Institution leaders in vocational institutions in 

Jamaica described institutional readiness for OBL as 

the readiness of people and resources. 

 

IR as people readiness 

Readiness of Resources and Systems 

 

 

7. Institution leaders in vocational institutions in 

Jamaica described facilitating conditions as 

inadequate. 

OBL facilitating conditions generally inadequate 
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Outliers and Discrepant Cases 

My data analysis yielded no discrepant cases, but a few participants (P9, P10, & 

P11) shared responses to specific interview questions that could be considered outliers. 

While the data collected in those instances did not help me to determine the factors that 

influenced the differences in the responses, it is important to note that both P9 and P10 

were leaders in institutions that the HEART NSTA Trust funded, while P11 led a 

HEART-owned institution. Notwithstanding, I identified and analyzed the outliers related 

to the research question and subquestions to add depth and rigor to my analysis. I discuss 

outliers and their implications for my study in the results section of this chapter. 

Evidence of Trustworthiness 

To ensure my study met the requirements for trustworthiness, I employed several 

strategies to assure credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability (see 

Lincoln & Guba, 1986). As outlined in Chapter 3, my output-driven strategies facilitated 

the constructivist-interpretivist perspectives that undergirded my research approach 

(Schwandt et al., 2007). As such, I also grounded the strategies I used in the principles of 

the creation of knowledge through collaboration, alignment of practice to principles and 

established procedures, the use of rich and thick descriptions, and the commitment to 

reflection and reflexivity.  

Credibility  

I established credibility by ensuring that the data collected, interpreted, and 

reported represented the reality or truth as represented by my research participants (see 

Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Patton, 2015). After each interview, I used the manual-
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verbatim approach to transcribe the data, ensuring I captured the thoughts and ideas as 

the participants expressed them. I then summarized the answers to each interview 

question and shared the summaries with the relevant participants in a member-checking 

document (see sample in Appendix F, Figure F17).  

I allowed participants to review the member-checking document and confirm the 

summaries’ accuracy. I also shared a sample of my member checking documents with my 

Dissertation Committee early in the data collection process so they could provide 

feedback and guidance if necessary. To manage my assumptions and biases, I kept a 

reflexivity journal and made entries after every interview (see Table 5). 

Transferability 

I utilized three main strategies to ensure that the contents of my study can be 

applied in broader contexts while maintaining its value in its specific and bounded 

context (see Ravitch & Carl, 2019). Firstly, I utilized a purposive sampling approach to 

select my research participants. Using purposive sampling helped me collect rich and 

thick responses strongly aligned with my research focus and clearly defined my study’s 

applicability boundaries (see Lincoln & Guba, 1986; Saldaña, 2016).  

Secondly, I described the research setting and participant demographics in rich 

detail. Sharing the details ensured that despite using a homogenous sample, I clearly 

outlined the nuances and dimensions of the research context, enabling readers to compare 

their situations with it and assess the extent to which the findings may apply to their 

context. (see Amankwaa, 2016; Lincoln & Guba, 1986). I also provided detailed 

descriptions of my data collection and analysis processes (see Ravitch & Carl, 2019), 
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including, where possible, tables and figures to demonstrate how I moved through the 

various stages of the data analysis process.  

Thirdly, I used comparative analysis in the data analysis phases of my study to 

facilitate transferability. I used a priori codes, categories, and concepts derived from my 

conceptual framework to analyze and interpret the data. Doing this makes it easier for my 

readers to assess the relevance of my findings to other and similar situations (see Miles & 

Huberman, 1994; Saldaña, 2016). 

Dependability  

I utilized three strategies to ensure that my study was dependable. To ensure my 

study was traceable and replicable, I described in detail my research process, including 

the methods used to select the participants and collect and analyze data. I made all my 

research data accessible to my Dissertation committee for review and feedback. I also 

utilized the Walden qualitative dissertation checklist as a substitute for an audit trail (see 

Carcary, 2020). 

To ensure the process I used to analyze the data was reliable, I utilized an 

interview protocol aligned with my research design and research question (see Merriam 

& Tisdell, 2016). I also ensured that experts identified from my review of related 

literature reviewed my interview protocol. Additionally, I used the principles and 

procedures for qualitative data analysis outlined by Saldaña (2016), providing evidence 

of my process through detailed descriptions and using figures and tables. 

I used detailed descriptions and excerpts from my data to demonstrate that my 

findings aligned with the data I collected (Shenton, 2004). I also submitted my coded 
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transcripts and codebook to my dissertation committee for review and feedback. Finally, I 

utilized my reflexive journal to capture my thoughts, assumptions, and biases as they 

surfaced through the data collection, analysis, and reporting processes.  

Confirmability  

I employed three main strategies to mitigate bias and engender neutrality in my 

study. I maintained a reflexivity journal and created analytic memos in MAXQDA as I 

researched to ensure that I did not allow my opinions, assumptions, and biases to 

influence my findings. I used verbatim transcriptions and member checking to ensure I 

remained close to the participant responses and did not insert my perspectives into the 

data. Thirdly, I used detailed descriptions of my methodology to ensure that my process 

was transparent and open to scrutiny. 

Results 

In this section, I explore the results derived from the data analysis activities.  

I have organized the results by research question, starting with the three subquestions and 

ending with the main research question. In each instance, I explored the themes 

constructed from the data to answer each research question and the meaning codes and 

categories aligned to those themes. I also developed code trees and excerpts from 

participant interviews to represent and support the findings visually.  

RQ1a: Description of Institutional Strategy for OBL 

RQ1a focused on how leaders in Jamaica’s vocational education institutions 

describe the readiness of their institutional strategy for OBL adoption and 

implementation. To address this question, vocational leaders reflected on aspects of OBL 
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implementation strategy at the institutional level, such as the definition of OBL in their 

institution, the policies to support OBL adoption and implementation, and the approaches 

used to implement OBL. Through qualitative data analysis, I determined that three 

themes answered this subquestion. These themes form the basis of the discussion that 

follows. 

Theme 1: Institution Leaders in Vocational Institutions in Jamaica Described 

Institutional Strategy for OBL as Focused on Training  

The first theme to answer RQ1a was that institution leaders in vocational 

institutions in Jamaica described institutional strategy as being focused on training. This 

theme was constructed by analyzing three categories and eight codes relating to how 

institutions defined OBL and the steps taken when implementing OBL courses and 

programs. Figure 7 shows the categories and codes aligned to this theme. 

OBL as Making Training Accessible. The first category that contributed to this theme 

was OBL as making training accessible. Nine participants contributed to this category, 

consisting of two codes: OBL as providing access and OBL as flexibility in learning. Six 

participants (P4, P7, P8, P9, P11, & P12) referenced increased access to vocational 

training as they described the institution’s definition of OBL. For example, P7, P8, and 

P11 spoke about reaching students by transcending physical, technological, and other 

educational barriers. According to P7, OBL is “a means of reaching persons wherever 

they are.” Other participants defined OBL as convenience in learning (P9) and meeting 

students differentiated learning needs (P4).  
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Figure 7  

 

Code Tree for Theme 1 Categories and Codes 

 

The vocational institution leaders also defined OBL as flexible learning. Seven 

participants (P2, P4, P5, P6, P8, P9, & P12) commented on the opportunities for 

flexibility in learning provided through OBL. For example, P2 stated that flexibility was 

marketed as a benefit when the institution promotes its OBL courses. P5 and P12 also 

emphasized OBL as flexible learning by pointing out that OBL provides options for 

persons who prefer not to come into the physical space to access training and assessment. 

According to P12, “It’s a tool they can use at home and to get their learning readiness for 

examination,” and P5 supported the perspective by stating, “persons don’t have to come 

to the campus any at all.” Another aspect of flexible learning that participants commented 

Theme 1: 
Institution 
Leaders in 
Vocational 

Institutions in 
Jamaica 

Described 
Institutional 

Strategy for OBL 
as Focused on 

Training 

Category 1: OBL 
as making training 

accessible 

OBL as providing access (6)

OBL defined as flexible learning (7)

Category 2: OBL 
as incorporating 

technology

OBL as a mixture of face-to-face 
and online (4)

OBL is the use of software  (4)

Category 3: OBL 
implementation 

focused on 
training delivery 

Creating and delivering 
instruction/training (7)

Monitoring training quality (7)

Provide key stakeholders with 
readiness training (4)

Providing ongoing support (3)
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on was remote teaching (P6 & P8), which involved the use of technology and other 

resources to mitigate learning disruptions.   

OBL as Incorporating Technology. The second category that aligned with the 

theme was OBL as incorporating technology. Sixty percent of the participants included 

technology integration in teaching as part of their institution’s definition of OBL (P1, P3, 

P5, P6, P8, P10, & P11). They defined OBL as a mixture of face-to-face teaching 

strategies and online technologies (P1, P3, P5, & P10) and suggested it was better to offer 

the practical components of their vocational courses face-to-face (P1, P3, & P10). P5 

commented on the use of video technology in capturing students’ practical activities by 

pointing out that “the online portion of [vocational instruction] will require [student] to 

submit activities or videos of them carrying out things.” 

Other participants defined OBL as the use of various software to facilitate 

learning. According to P11, OBL “is training and assessment conducted utilizing virtual 

platforms.” P6 and P8 provided a list of software tools in their definition of OBL, 

including WebEx, Google Meet, Zoom, Microsoft Teams, and Moodle. P1 commented 

that embedded in the definition of OBL is a range of approaches, including offering 

courses and programs via the tools to support full online implementation.  

OBL Implementation Focused on Training Delivery. The third category 

associated with the theme was OBL implementation focused on training delivery. Eighty-

three percent of participants contributed to this category. In describing the strategy used 

to implement OBL in their institution, 10 of the 12 participants outlined activities relating 

to training delivery. Most participants described their OBL implementation strategy as 
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creating and delivering instruction (P1, P3, P4, P9, P10, P11, & P12). Three participants 

spoke about developing courses or repurposing and digitizing content and assessment 

(P1, P3, & P11), and two highlighted the scheduling and delivery of training courses (P4 

& P9). Others, like P10 and P12, described their OBL strategy by identifying their 

training delivery tools. When asked to describe the OBL implementation strategy used in 

their institution, P10 reported using Google and Zoom. P12 responded similarly by 

pointing out, “We use a Google Classroom, that’s what the student and the instructors 

use.” 

Another implementation strategy that participants shared was providing key 

stakeholders with OBL readiness training or orientation. Participants described providing 

training for faculty in using the relevant OBL technologies and training them to 

repurpose content for online delivery (P1, P3, P4, & P7). P4 and P7 also emphasized 

training for academic supervisors, while P7 and P11 underscored training and orientation 

of trainees.  

Monitoring training quality and customer service was another aspect of the OBL 

implementation strategy described by many participants (P1, P5, P7, P8, P10, P11, & 

P12). P10 and P11 reported they monitored facilitators to ensure they provided quality 

student training. P1 and P12 highlighted tracking students’ attendance and performance 

as part of the OBL implementation strategy, including marking attendance registers 

electronically. P7 and P10 extended their response to include the management of 

customer service complaints, as they indicated it was an essential aspect of their OBL 

implementation strategy. Additionally, a pattern of using WhatsApp as a tool to monitor 
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the quality of OBL implementation emerged among some interviewees. P5, P8, and P11 

used WhatsApp to monitor course participation and collect feedback about various 

aspects of OBL course implementation. 

Few participants emphasized providing ongoing training support as part of the 

OBL implementation strategy in their institutions. P4, P5, and P7 shared that OBL 

implementation included ensuring staff was accessible to trainees. This accessibility 

included ensuring that faculty had network access and that a lab technician was in the 

institution (P4, P5, & P7). For these participants, OBL implementation also included 

ensuring that training materials were accessible to trainees and that ongoing 

communication support was provided to both students and staff. Overall, the definition of 

OBL and the OBL implementation strategy described by the participants focused on 

various aspects of training delivery.  

Theme 2: Institution Leaders in Vocational Institutions in Jamaica Described 

Institutional Strategy for OBL as Prioritizing Stakeholder Buy-in. 

The second theme associated with RQ1a is institution leaders in vocational 

institutions in Jamaica described institutional strategy for OBL as prioritizing stakeholder 

buy-in. As outlined in Figure 8, three categories and nine codes informed the formulation 

of this theme. I derived the codes from participants’ responses about how they 

communicated OBL’s vision and purpose, what strategies they used to garner OBL 

stakeholder buy-in, and who advocated or championed OBL in their institution. The 

discussion of those results follows.  
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Figure 8  

 

Code Tree for Theme 2 Codes and Categories 

 

 

Multifaceted Approach to Communicating OBL’s Vision and Purpose. The 

first category for this theme was a multifaceted approach to communicating OBL vision 

and purpose, and 75% of the participants interviewed contributed to this category (P3, P4, 

P6, P7, P8, P9, P11, & P12). Those institution leaders shared that they employed a 

variety of approaches in communicating the institution’s vision and purpose for OBL to 

customers and stakeholders. According to the participants, they communicated their 

institution’s OBL vision and purpose through personal interactions, promotional 

Theme 2: Institution 
Leaders in 
Vocational 

Institutions in 
Jamaica Described 

Institutional 
Strategy for OBL as 

Prioritizing 
Stakeholder Buy-in.

Category 1: Multi-
faceted approach to 

communicating 
OBL vision and 

purpose

OBL vision and purpose communicated 
via personal interaction (6)

OBL vision and purpose communicated 
via promotional tools and activities (5)

OBL vision and purpose communicated 
via management tools (6)

OBL vision and purpose not 
communicated (3)

Category 2: 
Deliberate OBL buy-

in strategies 
employed

Various strategies utilized to get OBL 
buy-in (6)

Leverage exiting institutional context to 
get buy-in (3) 

Category 3: Key 
internal stakeholders 

champion OBL

Manager and other staff as OBL 
champions (6)

Institutional leaders as only OBL 
advocate/champion (2)

No official champion identified (4) 
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activities, and management tools. Only a few participants indicated that their institution 

did not actively or clearly communicate its vision and purpose for OBL (P1, P2, & P10). 

In expounding on using personal interactions as a strategy for sharing the 

institution’s OBL vision and purpose, most participants described using meetings as the 

primary medium of communication (P6, P7, P8, P9, P11, & P12). For example, P7 

outlined various types of meetings used to communicate their institution’s OBL vision 

and purpose, including management, staff, and quality assurance meetings. P11 also 

indicated they relied on “routine meetings” to communicate the advantages of OBL 

implementation for the institution. 

Other participants described using other forms of personal interaction to 

communicate their institution’s OBL vision and purpose. For instance, P3, P5, and P8 

explained that they used annual stakeholder consultation sessions to share the vision and 

purpose with wider stakeholder groups. According to P3 and P7, the vision and purpose 

were also shared when conducting orientation for new students (P3) and implementing 

recruitment drives to attract new students (P3 & P7). Lastly, P9 reported sharing the OBL 

vision and purpose with potential students when they walked in or called into the 

institution for information. 

Participants also reported communicating the vision and purpose for OBL by 

using various management tools (P1, P3, P5, P6, P7, & P8). One such tool was a 

standardized vision and mission statement used across several institutions. Shortly after 

COVID-19 emerged, institutions “were advised that going forward, all institutions will 

share the same mission and vision of HEART” (P3 & P5). Participants also used emails 
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and other forms of notifications, such as newsletters, to communicate the vision and 

purpose of OBL (P6 & P8). Additionally, P1 noted that the vision and purpose for OBL 

were communicated using policy, specifically a “training inclusion policy” (P1) 

implemented at the organizational level.  

Participants also used promotional tools and activities to communicate their 

institution’s OBL vision and purpose (P1, P4, P7, P8, & P12). P4, P7, and P12 indicated 

that the institution shared its vision and purpose for OBL on promotional flyers to market 

OBL programs and courses. Participants also used announcements in the form of 

noticeboards, emails, and student WhatsApp groups to share their institution’s OBL 

vision and purpose with stakeholders (P8) and notices delivered in public settings such as 

at church (P12). 

It is important to note that a few participants felt that the vision and purpose for 

OBL were either not communicated at all or not strategically developed to facilitate their 

clear communication (P1, P2, & P10). Both P2 and P10 indicated that the institution did 

not share the vision and purpose of OBL. According to P10, “I’ve never communicated 

the vision or purpose for the online, because as I told you, we have not done much when 

it comes to that section of it.” On the other hand, P1 suggested that although the 

institution made some efforts to communicate its OBL vision and purpose, it did not craft 

the message effectively. 

Deliberate Buy-in Strategies Employed. Deliberate buy-in strategies employed 

is another category associated with Theme 2, which consists of two codes derived from 

the contributions of nine participants. The first code highlighted that participants 
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employed various strategies to encourage faculty and student buy-in for OBL (P4, P5, P6, 

P7, P8, & P11). For example, participants reported that they emphasized the benefits of 

OBL adoption and implementation in gaining buy-in (P4, P5, P7, P8, & P11). One 

participant also indicated that they encouraged OBL buy-in by providing faculty with 

needed resources to implement OBL, such as strong internet bandwidth at the institution 

and the retrofitting of workspaces to accommodate OBL (P8). Another strategy to get 

student buy-in was to promote OBL programs and courses to persons more inclined or 

equipped to pursue vocational training via online modalities (P6).  

Other participants outlined leveraging existing institutional contexts to facilitate 

OBL buy-in (P1, P2, & P3). For P1 and P3, the COVID-19 experience “kicked the [OBL] 

door open,” facilitating faculty and student engagement with OBL as it forced persons to 

adopt OBL. P2 indicated that OBL buy-in was greater in subject areas that were more 

“theoretical.” Consequently, OBL adoption in those courses was more encouraged in 

their institution. Lastly, P3 reported that they leveraged faculty demographics in their 

institution to encourage OBL buy-in, as younger faculty with greater levels of OBL 

acceptance replaced the cohort of retired faculty, who were more resistant to OBL.  

Key Internal Stakeholders Champion OBL. The third category comprising 

Theme 2 was key internal stakeholders champion OBL. Eight participants in this study 

(67%) identified an OBL advocate or champion in their institution (P4, P5, P6, P7, P8, 

P9, P10, & P11). Over half of those participants indicated that OBL advocacy, 

promotion, and championing were shared responsibilities between the institution manager 

and other staff (P4, P5, P6, P7, & P8). Those other staff included personnel such as the 
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Program Coordinator (P7 & P8), the Head of Programs (P6), and the Admissions Officer 

(P5). Participant 7, for example, identified themselves and a Program Coordinator as 

“promoting and championing online training” in the institution. In support of this finding, 

only two participants identified themselves (institution leader) as the main or only OBL 

champion (P9 & P11), and P10 identified a HEART NSTA liaison as the OBL champion 

in their HEART-funded institution. 

However, in contrast to the eight participants referenced above, four said no one 

advocated or championed OBL in their institution (P1, P2, P3, & P12). When asked to 

identify their institution’s OBL champion, P1 retorted, “To be honest, I can’t say there is 

a champion.” P3 also shared that they could not identify a champion in their institution. 

Theme 3: Institution Leaders in Vocational Institutions in Jamaica Described 

Institutional Strategy for OBL as Not Prioritizing Policy and Governance. 

Another theme that emerged in response to RQ1a was that the institutional 

strategy for OBL adoption and implementation did not prioritize policy and governance. 

As outlined in Figure 9, three categories constituted this theme, along with six codes. The 

paragraphs that follow expound on the analysis of these categories and codes.  

OBL Definition Not Formalized or Accessible. The first category that informed 

Theme 3 was OBL definition was not formalized or accessible in most institutions. The 

first code included in this category was OBL definition not formalized or documented 

(P2, P4, P7, P9, P11, & P12). When asked where persons could find the institution’s 

definition of OBL, P2, P4, and P9 indicated that their institution had no formal or 

documented definition. According to P4, “I just made that [OBL definition] up just for 



137 

 

 

myself, from my understanding, so it is not that it is written anywhere.” Similarly, P7 and 

P11 expressed uncertainty about the existence of an OBL definition at the institutional 

and organizational levels, highlighting that, “I don’t think that it is documented, or if it is, 

I don’t know where I would point someone [to it]” (P11). Lastly, when asked about the 

status of the OBL definition used in the institution, P12 indicated the definition could be 

found “on the internet,” suggesting the definition as it appeared in internet search 

engines. 

Figure 9  

 

Code Tree for Theme 3 Categories and Codes 

 

The other code that contributed to this category was OBL definition documented 

but not generally accessible. I formulated this code based on the responses of five 

participants (P1, P3, P5, P6, & P8). These participants reported that their institutions had 

a documented definition of OBL, but it was inaccessible to some stakeholders. P1 and P5 
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indicated that a definition of OBL existed at the organizational level but did not confirm 

its adoption at the institutional level. Other participants explained that the institution’s 

policy and procedural manual defined OBL (P3, P6, & P8). However, they also outlined 

the manual was not readily available to students and other stakeholders (P6 & P8).  

Interestingly, a few participants expressed uncertainty when describing where 

persons could find the definition of OBL in their institutions. When asked, P1 said, “I 

think the organization would have developed a definition.” P6 responded similarly, “I 

think it [OBL definition] should be in our PPM [Policy and Procedural Manual].” In 

reflecting on the location of the institution’s OBL definition, P10 said, “I think online, 

they would also find it.”  

OBL Not Clearly Reflected in Mission and Vision Statements. The second 

category that comprised Theme 3 was OBL not clearly reflected in mission and vision 

statements. Eleven participants contributed to this category. Of that number, seven 

participants indicated that OBL was not reflected in the mission and vision statements at 

the institutional and organizational levels (P2, P3, P5, P6, P8, P9, & P10). P2, P9, and 

P10 reported that their institution’s mission and vision did not reflect OBL, with P2 and 

P9 outlining that their institution’s mission and vision statements existed before the 

institution started offering OBL. P3, P5, P6, & P8 also shared the perspective that the 

organization’s mission and vision statements did not reflect OBL.  

Despite these reports, the perspectives differed among other participants. Four 

participants indicated that the organizational mission and vision statements included 

OBL, but the references to it were implied (P4, P7, P11, & P12). For example, when 
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asked if the institution’s or organization’s mission and vision statements reflected OBL, 

P4 responded, “I don’t think it is spelled out, thinking about the mission and the vision, 

but it incorporates it. It would have incorporated the online approach.” Despite the 

differences in perspective, the overwhelming view of the participants was that the 

institutions and organization’s mission and vision statements did not reflect OBL.    

Mixed Views About OBL Policy and its Adequacy. The final category that 

contributed to this theme was mixed views about OBL policy and its adequacy, with 11 

of the 12 participants contributing to this category. Participants shared differing and 

opposing perspectives when asked to respond to the adequacy of their institution’s 

existing OBL policy to support implementation. Approximately 40% of participants 

indicated that their institution had an OBL policy in place, and it was adequate (P3, P4, 

P6, P7, & P12) as it guided OBL implementation and met their specific implementation 

needs (P4, P7, & P12). One participant (P3) also reported that the OBL policy used by 

the institution was adequate because the institution constantly reviewed and refined it. At 

the same time, another participant (P6) remarked that they had received no complaints 

about the policy. 

In contrast, the majority of participants (50%) reported that the OBL policy 

utilized in their institution was not adequate or nonexistent (P1, P2, P5, P8, P9, & P10). 

Of this number, participants in institutions that utilized a policy felt it was inadequate 

because it did not provide enough specific guidance for OBL implementation (P1 & P8). 

Another participant indicated it did not address the needs and challenges of the institution 
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(P5), and P2, P9, and P10 reported that their institution’s implementation of OBL was not 

supported or guided by any policy.  

P11’s response emerged as an outlier in this category as they could not respond to 

the question about OBL policy and its adequacy. They reported not being sufficiently 

familiar with the policy utilized in their institution to assess its adequacy. Accordingly, 

the participants were almost evenly divided in their perceptions about the existence and 

adequacy of an OBL policy in their institutions. 

RQ1b: Description of Institutional Structure for OBL 

RQ1b focused on how leaders in Jamaica’s vocational education institutions 

describe the readiness of their institutional structure to support OBL adoption and 

implementation. To address this question, vocational leaders reflected on aspects of 

institutional structure relating to technological infrastructure, organizational structure, 

institutional processes, and quality assurance. I determined that one theme answered this 

subquestion from deductive and inductive analysis. This theme forms the basis of the 

discussion that follows. 

Theme 4: Institution Leaders in Vocational Institutions in Jamaica Described 

Institutional Structure for OBL as Adequate, Multifaceted, and Requiring 

Improvement. 

The next theme to emerge answered RQ1b and highlighted the perception held by 

vocational institution leaders in Jamaica that institutional structure for OBL was adequate 

and multifaceted in most institutions and required improvement. I constructed this theme 

by analyzing the four categories and thirteen codes shown in Figure 10.  
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Figure 10  

Code Tree for Theme 4 Categories and Codes 

 

  

Theme 4: 
Institution Leaders 

in Vocational 
Institutions in 

Jamaica Described 
Institutional 

Structure for OBL 
as Adequate and 
Multifaceted in 

Most Institutions 
and Requiring 

Improvement in 
All.

Category 1: OBL 
resources available 
but more needed

IT based infrastructure to support OBL 
(11) 

Physical and academic infrastructure in 
place (3)

Additional technology resources needed 
to support OBL (11) 

Category 2: 
Organizational 

structure to support 
OBL in most 
institutions

Personnel in place for OBL (12)

Exisiting organizational structure not 
adequate (7)

Category 3: Varied 
and holistic 

processes in place

Processes relating to training 
developement and delivery (10)

Processes relating to application and 
admission (8) 

Processes relating to assessment and 
certification (6)

Processes relating to monitoring, 
evaluation, and QA (4). 

Some processes remained manual (3)

Category 4: Mix 
of QA strategies 
not sepecific to 

OBL

Informal evaluation and QA strategies 
used (7)

Formal evaluation and QA strategies 
used (9)

Lack of QA measures specific to OBL 
(4)
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OBL Resources Available but More Needed. The first category for Theme 4 

was OBL resources available but more needed, and all 12 participants contributed to this 

category. Participants were asked to describe the technological infrastructure in place to 

support OBL in their institutions and indicate what resources were needed, if any. In 

response, all participants stated that they had some level of technological infrastructure in 

place to support OBL.  

All participants, except P12, indicated they had computer-based hardware to 

support OBL adoption and implementation in their institutions. This hardware included 

laptops, desktop computers, and tablets. P2, P4, P8, and P11 also shared that their 

institutions had at least one smartboard, and P11 also shared they had a large television, 

which they utilized for OBL purposes. All participants indicated they had an LMS or 

teleconferencing solution, such as Moodle, Zoom, Webex, or Google Classroom, and 

most institution leaders highlighted that there was adequate internet connectivity and 

bandwidth in their institutions (P2, P3, P4, P6, P9, P11, & P12). Additionally, six leaders 

mentioned having a computer lab in place (P1, P2, P4, P7, P8, & P11), with one leader 

indicated having a STEAM lab (P8) and another a digital animation lab (P1). 

Apart from the technological infrastructure, P1, P2, and P7 also shared that they 

had physical and academic infrastructure to support OBL. Both P1 and P7 highlighted 

that they had library resources available for OBL students to use on campus. 

Additionally, P2 pointed out that students had access to “a resource multipurpose room in 

addition to the lab.”  
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Despite the existence of basic and advanced technologies in the institutions, all 

participants, except P10, consistently indicated needing additional technology resources 

to support OBL. Firstly, some participants wanted to expand the existing infrastructure to 

serve more students (P3, P4, P6, P7, & P8). When asked to expound, P4 explained, “Our 

lab can only house 25 computers right now, and sometimes we would want to have 

bigger classes.” Other participants shared the need to accommodate students with 

economic and other challenges that impacted OBL access (P2 & P9), and a few others 

outlined that having additional technology resources would give them greater control 

over the OBL experience (P5 & P11). For example, P5 indicated that some faculty 

members used their personal and private licenses and subscriptions to some technology 

tools to facilitate OBL classes, leaving the institution without control of these tools. 

Lastly, a few participants outlined needing lab facilities established or improved to better 

serve staff and students (P4, P7, & P12), and others, like P1, desired advanced tools like 

AI simulators to enhance the quality of vocational offerings in the virtual space. P6 

summarized the collective viewpoint well by indicating, “We always need more.” 

Organizational Structure to Support OBL in Most Institutions. The second 

category aligned with Theme 4 was an organizational structure supporting OBL in most 

institutions. The category consists of two codes, the first being personnel in place for 

OBL and the second being that the organizational structure is inadequate. All participants 

in the study contributed to this category. 

All participants, except P1, indicated that someone in their institution was 

responsible for OBL. Many participants (P3, P5, P7, P8, & P11) identified the program 
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coordinator as responsible. The institution manager followed that role, with P9, P10, and 

P12 identified as the institution’s de facto manager of OBL. Participants also named other 

personnel, such as teachers (P2), senior instructors (P4), and training supervisors (P6), as 

having responsibility for OBL in the institution.  

Eight participants (P3, P4, P5, P7, P8, P9, P10, & P12) shared that their institution 

had someone to implement OBL daily activities. The lab technician was the most 

frequently named OBL implementor (P3, P5, P7, & 10), with the institution manager 

identified in institutions without named OBL implementers (P9, P10, & P12). This was 

the case with P9, who managed a HEART-funded institution with only a manager and 

administrative assistant on staff. P8 also identified the media resource officer as the 

primary OBL implementor, and P4 indicated that all staff had some oversight for OBL 

day-to-day implementation. 

Ten participants (P1, P2, P3, P4, P6, P7, P8, P9, P11, & P12) shared that specific 

individuals were accountable for OBL implementation. Of those 10, seven participants 

(P1, P3, P7, P8, P9, P11, & P12) identified the institution manager as the person most 

accountable. P2 and P4 identified teachers and the training department, while P6 

indicated all staff members were accountable. It is important to note that P9 and P12 

indicated that in their institutions, they were the implementors, the persons responsible, 

and the persons accountable for OBL. Additionally, three participants (P3, P7, & P8) 

indicated that they had an established or informal institutional structure that supported 

OBL implementation. They identified at least three persons in the institution to 
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implement, manage, and own OBL. Most institution leaders generally identified at least 

two persons who provided oversight and support to OBL implementation. 

Although most participants described having personnel to support OBL 

implementation in their institutions, almost 60% did not think what existed was adequate 

(P1, P2, P4, P9, P10, P11, & P12). P1 described a centralized structure existing at the 

organizational level that created many bureaucratic challenges when the institution 

needed help. P9, P10, and P12 asserted that their institutions had no one specifically 

responsible for OBL implementation apart from them, and P2, P9, and P10 also indicated 

that the institutions had no supporting organizational structure or chart. Lastly, P11 stated 

that they needed additional OBL staff in their institution in the form of a lab technician.  

Varied and Holistic Processes in Place. The third category in theme four 

highlighted varied and holistic processes to support OBL in the institutions. I constructed 

this category by analyzing four codes drawn from the descriptions of the processes in 

place to support OBL adoption and implementation. All participants contributed to this 

category. 

Ten of the 12 participants indicated that their institutions had processes relating to 

training development and delivery, the first code in the category. These included 

processes regarding orientation and training for staff and students (P1, P2, P3, P4, P6, P8, 

P9, & P11) and processes relating to instruction or training delivery (P1 & P12). 

Participants also shared about processes pertaining to planning training interventions (P4 

& P11) and preparing content for delivery (P3, P4 & P7). P4, P5, and P7 also highlighted 

processes relating to timetabling of courses or classes.  
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The second code from the category focused on the participants’ descriptions of 

processes relating to applications and admissions. Eight participants contributed to this 

code. Participants described processes relating to student application for OBL courses 

and programs (P3, P8, P9, P11, & P12), noting that prospective students could apply for 

OBL courses using an online portal. Once applications were processed, relevant 

personnel initiated admission procedures via a training management system (P1, P6, P8, 

P10, & P11). 

Processes relating to assessment and certification was the third code in the 

category. Responses from six participants (P1, P6, P7, P8, P9, & P10) formulated this 

code with participants indicating that their institution had processes to support the 

assessment and certification of OBL courses and programs. According to P6, “We have 

those processes implemented, and it goes right up to when they are assessed and exit the 

program.”  

The final code in the category was monitoring, evaluation, and quality assurance 

processes. In responding to the interview question, only four participants (P3, P7, P9, & 

P11) described processes in place in their institutions to facilitate monitoring, evaluation, 

and quality assurance of OBL programs and courses. P7, for example, described how 

various personnel on the team work together to monitor OBL classes. P3 outlined that 

they conducted periodic evaluations to get feedback on OBL courses and programs.  

While all 12 participants shared aspects of their institutional processes that 

supported OBL, a few highlighted that some processes relevant to OBL implementation 

remained manual. According to P2, class registers, lesson plans, and grades were 
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monitored offline in their institution. Additionally, “Even though [students] will submit 

assignments, the assignments are printed and are kept” (P2). Another example came from 

P3, who indicated that instructors submitted their claims manually. In speaking about 

institutional processes in general, P5 stated that they implemented OBL because of 

COVID-19, but since then, the institution has done little to streamline its processes 

around OBL implementation. Additionally, P10 emerged as an outlier, as they were the 

only participant who identified equipment procurement and maintenance and staff 

recruitment as processes supporting OBL in their institution.  

A Mix of QA Strategies Not Specific to OBL. The final category contributing to 

theme four was a mixture of QA strategies not specific to OBL. During data collection, 

participants reflected on the mechanisms used to evaluate the effectiveness of OBL 

courses and programs in their institutions. The responses from all 12 interviewees 

revealed that institutions used formal or informal strategies to ensure the quality of 

courses and programs delivered via OBL. Still, these strategies were not specific to OBL 

implementation.  

Seven participants described informal strategies used in their institutions to ensure 

the quality of OBL. P6, P8, and P11 explained that they used classroom checks to 

monitor OBL quality. According to P11, these random checks are conducted regularly 

and generally performed by training supervisors. Similarly, to determine if OBL courses 

or programs were working as they should, P5 and P10 monitored feedback provided in 

students’ WhatsApp groups. P2 and P11 mentioned reviewing student performance 

results. Additionally, P9 indicated that technology evaluation was another informal 



148 

 

 

approach used in their institution to monitor the effectiveness of OBL courses and 

programs.  

Formal evaluation and QA strategies was another code explored in theme four. 

Nine participants contributed to this code by describing the quality assurance and 

evaluation strategies officially used in OBL implementation in their institutions. The 

most popular strategy was program evaluation (P1, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, P8, P11, & P12). 

According to P6, “all programs that are online or face-to-face are evaluated on a quarterly 

basis.” The participants also reported that these evaluations are standardized instruments 

developed by the organization and implemented in the various institutions. P12 

explained, “HEART sends instruments. . . . So we use them to evaluate what is 

happening.” Participants also mentioned using instructor evaluations (P8) and 

andragogical supervision (P5, P7, & P11). P7 also explained a strategy they called online 

monitoring that utilized a “checklist and a feedback form” that supervisors use to monitor 

the online training platform. 

A few participants commented on the lack of quality assurance mechanisms 

specific to OBL. According to P3, the program evaluation used across the organization 

“is not an evaluation that speaks specifically about online or blended learning” but a 

general assessment of program delivery. P1 shared similar views, describing the program 

evaluation instrument as a tool focusing on aspects of delivery, such as training materials 

and the classroom, but not on aspects specific to OBL.   

Additionally, two of the 12 participants indicated they did not utilize formal 

evaluation strategies. According to P2, “We have never really evaluated the effectiveness 
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of the classes that are held online.” P10 shared a similar experience when, upon being 

asked, they indicated, “I’ve never set up an official one, an official program evaluation.” 

P9 emerged as an outlier in the analysis of this category as they were the only participant 

who identified training and assessment audits as a mechanism for evaluating OBL 

quality. Admittedly, they acknowledged that they did not implement program evaluations 

in their institution but noted that the organization periodically audited activities relating 

to training and assessment. 

RQ1c: Description of Institutional Support for OBL 

RQ1c focused on how leaders in Jamaica’s vocational education institutions 

described institutional support for OBL adoption and implementation. To address this 

question, vocational leaders reflected on some of the mechanisms used by institutions to 

provide support for OBL implementation. The data derived from nine codes revealed 

three categories and one theme. The following discussion explores the theme and its 

attendant categories and codes. 
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Theme 5: Institution Leaders in Vocational Institutions in Jamaica Described 

Institutional Support as Varied with Specific OBL Incentives Non-Existent 

Figure 11  

 

Code Tree for Theme 5 Categories and Codes 

 

Theme 5 emerged from analyzing participants’ reflections on the types of support 

available to trainees and faculty in the OBL environment, the readiness of support 

services and staff, and the incentives offered to OBL instructors and support staff. Figure 

11 summarizes the categories and codes aligned with Theme 5. 

Three Types of OBL User Support. Three codes facilitated the formulation of 

the category: three types of OBL user support. The first code was academic and training 

support, and 11 participants contributed to this code. According to the participants, their 

vocational education institutions provided two main types of academic support: instructor 
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No specific OBL incentive (10)

Formal and infromal general 
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training support and library resources. When asked to describe the kind of support 

available to OBL faculty, seven participants (P1, P2, P5, P9, P10, P11, & P12) described 

providing training for teachers and instructors. P9, who managed a HEART-funded 

institution, and P11, who managed a HEART-owned institution, reported that the 

HEART NSTA Trust provided ongoing training and shared best practices relevant to 

OBL instruction. Besides instructor support, eight participants (P1, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, 

P8, & P11) reported that their institutions provided library resources to students accessing 

OBL courses. This provision included access to online databases.    

Participants also mentioned other academic and training support offered to OBL 

students and instructors. Support included the provision of training materials (P1 & P8), 

support from academic managers (P5 & P7), and academic peer support (P7). Mention 

was also made of student training (P9), reading support (P10), and face-to-face 

instruction whenever a student was not managing in the online environment (P6). 

The second type of support that participants described was technical and 

technological support. Nine participants contributed to this code and described such 

support as providing access to devices and help desk support. Some participants (P1, P8, 

& P10) shared that they make devices such as laptops and tablets available to students 

and instructors who need devices to access the OBL environment. Others mentioned that 

they have dedicated staff in their institutions who provide technical support and 

troubleshooting services to OBL users in need (P1, P3, P4, P5, & P7). P5, P11, and P12 

also pointed out that technical and technological support exists at the organizational level 

as centralized departments serve across institutions to meet needs as they arise.  
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The third type of OBL support that participants described was psychosocial 

support. Eight of the 12 participants mentioned offering psychosocial support to their 

students and instructors who operate in the OBL environment. Among the types of 

psychosocial support participants mentioned were emotional and counseling support (P2, 

P7, P12), career guidance (P3, P5), and religious support (P9). Additionally, beyond the 

general psychosocial support (P8, P11), one participant outlined that OBL students are 

offered boarding support at their institution. According to P8: 

For the trainees, what we have done . . . if you don’t have the device, you can 

come to me at the institution, be on campus. If it is that there is a challenge with 

you leaving at 9:00 [PM], we will provide the accommodation for you overnight, 

and then you leave the following day. 

In describing the types of OBL support available in their institution, some 

participants advocated for improvement in specific kinds of support. For example, P2 and 

P9 indicated no help desk support was available in their institution. Both these leaders 

served in HEART-funded institutions. Additionally, P6 shared that their institution did 

not provide psychosocial support to students as they did not have trained personnel. 

Support Staff Somewhat Prepared. The second category in Theme 5 was 

support staff somewhat prepared. The category emerged from the reflections of 11 

participants and consisted of three codes. The codes represented the participants’ 

reflections on strategies to ensure support staff and services were ready to facilitate OBL 

faculty and students. The code recruitment, training, and capacity building represented a 

common pattern that emerged from the data provided by nine participants. Eight 
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participants (P2, P3, P4, P5, P6, P8, P9, P11) indicated that they provided training for 

their support staff in various aspects of OBL support. P2 noted that in their institution, 

even persons who served as shadows to autistic children were trained to provide support 

for OBL. Similarly, P4 shared, “Even the person like the janitor and the office attendant 

are exposed to utilizing online learning.” Two participants (P3 and P6) also mentioned 

including support staff in student training and orientation activities for OBL. According 

to P3, this strategy helps the students become familiar with the support staff and their 

various roles and responsibilities.  

Apart from training, three participants (P3, P7, P8) shared that they capacitated 

the support staff with the tools they needed to support OBL faculty and students. 

According to P8, these resources include infrastructural and human resources. P7 shared 

a similar sentiment who, at the time of the interview, was in the process of procuring a 

closed user group phone for the institution’s Lab Technician. Lastly, one participant (P4) 

indicated that a strategy used in their institution was to ensure they included 

responsibilities relating to OBL support in the respective job descriptions of their support 

staff. According to P4, this practice helps support staff to understand their roles better. 

The second code in the category represents another strategy described by 

participants: open and transparent communication. Five participants contributed to this 

code: P4, P5, P7, P8, and P10. These participants reported using information sharing and 

engagement sessions to help support staff prepare for OBL faculty and students. 

According to P7, “There is nothing that is kept a secret . . . Everybody is aware of these 

[student] groups; they are aware of which groups are online.” In extending the 
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conversation about support staff readiness, P4, and P10 outlined that they use discussion 

meetings to keep their support team aware of their role in OBL implementation. 

According to P4, “They are often briefed . . . We meet, and we have discussions, and they 

are aware of what it is that they need to do.”  

Although most institutions tried to prepare support staff for OBL adoption and 

implementation, a few participants shared that their institutions did not adequately 

address the support staff’s readiness. P2, for example, consistently highlighted in the 

interview that they had no support staff at the institution. Consequently, providing OBL 

support was the responsibility of the institution manager. P12 shared a similar experience. 

When asked if their institution had support staff for OBL faculty and students, P12 

remarked, “No, ma’am. That’s a big no. Very big.” P1 also commented on the need to 

improve the readiness of support staff and services for OBL implementation by stating: 

I don’t think we can say that we have a focused approach to even start to consider 

an evaluation or an assessment of if they [support staff] are ready… we ensure 

that the instructors are trained as much as they can, and the facilities are provided, 

but I would have to admit that we are really not focused on the issue of readiness. 

No Incentive for OBL. The final category in Theme 5 is no incentive for OBL. 

This category encapsulates the participants’ descriptions of the incentives provided to 

OBL instructors and support staff. Two codes comprised this category, reflecting the 

perspectives and experiences of all 12 participants.  

Participant interviews revealed that faculty and support staff received no specific 

incentive for their work in the OBL context. Ten participants (P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, P6, P9, 
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P10, P11, & P12) contributed to the code no specific OBL incentive, and all reported that 

their institutions offered no incentives or rewards for OBL. When asked what incentives 

they provided to OBL faculty, P1 remarked, “Nada, zip, zero. There is no particular 

incentive for that.” Participants 9, 10, and 12 further explained that as HEART-funded 

institutions, they could not afford to offer OBL faculty and staff any incentives. 

Participants in HEART-owned or operated institutions shared that they give general 

incentives to OBL staff (P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, & P6); “there is no separate incentive for 

them [OBL staff]” (P4).  

The second code in the category, formal and informal general incentives, is 

closely associated with the previous code. According to the eight participants who 

contributed to this code (P2, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, P8, & P11), faculty and support staff are 

generally incentivized in several ways for work done. In some institutions, leaders use 

informal approaches such as implementing flexible work schedules to incentivize faculty 

and staff for good performance (P2, P7, P8. P11).  

Staff recognition activities at the institutional level are also considered informal 

performance incentives. Participants shared about employing such initiatives as the “staff 

of the quarter” and “instructor of the quarter” (P8) and implementing a staff recognition 

board, where the photos of high-performing staff are posted (P7). According to P7, “We 

will put up their photos and highlight what they would have done. Send emails 

throughout the system to encourage them and to motivate them.” 

Participants also described using formal incentives to motivate staff for work 

done in general. Six participants highlighted using an organization-wide performance 
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incentive program (P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, & P8). Participants in HEART-owned or operated 

institutions stated that administrators match performance against previously set targets for 

a specific period. If staff members score above a certain percentile, they get a percentage 

of their annual salary as an incentive (P3, P4, P6, P7, & P8). 

Participants also described using other formal strategies to incentivize 

performance, such as designating an “instructor of the year” at the organizational level 

(P2, P6) or the “instructional service award” (P6) given to high-performing instructors 

across the entire organization. P2 also spoke about providing training opportunities to 

deserving members of the team. In summary, participants indicated that while faculty and 

staff receive incentives for overall good performance, neither the institution nor the 

organization offers any specific incentives for work in the OBL environment.  

RQ1: Description of Institutional Readiness for OBL 

RQ1 focused on how leaders in Jamaica’s vocational education institutions 

describe institutional readiness for OBL adoption and implementation. To address this 

question, vocational leaders reflected on the meaning of institutional readiness and their 

perceptions of the readiness of OBL facilitating conditions in their institutions. Nine 

codes, three categories, and two themes answered this research question. The following 

discussion explores the themes and their attendant categories and codes. 
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Theme 6: Institution Leaders in Vocational Institutions in Jamaica Described 

Institutional Readiness for OBL as the Readiness of People and Resources 

Figure 12  

 

Code Tree for Theme 6 Categories and Codes 

 

I constructed Theme 6 after analyzing participants’ reflections on their 

understanding of institutional readiness for OBL and how they defined the concept for 

others.  Two categories and five codes made up this theme. Figure 12 summarizes the 

categories and codes aligned with the theme. 

Institutional Readiness as People Readiness. The first category, comprising 

Theme 6, is institutional readiness as people readiness. Eleven participants contributed to 

this category. When asked to define or describe what institutional readiness for OBL 

means in their context, all the participants, except P12, emphasized the readiness of the 

Theme 6: Institution 
Leaders in 
Vocational 

Institutions in 
Jamaica Described 

Institutional 
Readiness for OBL 
as the Readiness of 

People and 
Resources

Category 1: IR as 
people readiness

Readiness of instructors, trainers, and 
facilitators (11)

Readiness of other staff (3)

Readiness of trainees/learners (7)

Readiness as conduction training (3)

Category 2: 
Readiness of 

Resources and 
Systems

Readiness of resources (12) 

Readiness of support systems and 
mechanisms (4)
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institution’s staff. Eleven participants (P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, P8, P9, P10, & P11) 

indicated that institutional readiness for OBL meant the readiness of instructors, trainers, 

or facilitators. According to P5, “Readiness is ensuring that the instructors are properly 

equipped.” P3 shared a similar perspective, hinging the readiness of others on instructor 

readiness. According to P3, institutional readiness is “to ensure that the instructors who 

will be delivering the course are able to manipulate the system, in order to ensure that 

everybody understands what is expected when delivering the online course.” In addition, 

three participants highlighted the readiness of other categories of staff, namely, assessors 

(P1), IT personnel and technical support staff (P2), and the readiness of managers and 

supervisors (P6).  

Participants also highlighted the readiness of trainees or learners in their 

definition of institutional readiness for OBL. Five participants (P1, P3, P7, P9, & P10) 

referenced the readiness of learners to navigate and use the relevant OBL technologies 

and tools. P3 stated that institutional readiness is “Ensuring that the participants are able 

to participate and understand how to navigate the platform.” P5 and P6 also mentioned 

the readiness of learners’ state of mind to adopt OBL as part of the definition of 

institutional readiness. According to P5, “Readiness is ensuring that . . .  trainees are 

ready in regard to mindset.” P6 expanded on this viewpoint by explaining that “the 

students themselves would have to be prepared to make the switch from face-to-face to 

online.” 

Another code aligned to the category is readiness as conducting training. Three 

participants contributed to this code, emphasizing that institutional readiness for OBL 
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means conducting training for teachers and students. According to P5, “Readiness is 

ensuring that… training is conducted in the use of the delivery.” P9 and P10 verbalized 

similar perspectives, with P9 commenting, “For the institution to be ready, they would 

have to have training.”  

Readiness of Resources and Systems. The second category comprising theme 6 

was the readiness of resources and systems. Participants consistently highlighted the 

readiness of resources in their definition or description of institutional readiness for OBL, 

with all 12 participants commenting on this issue. For example, all participants 

emphasized physical and IT infrastructure readiness in their description of institutional 

readiness. Nine participants (P1, P2, P3, P6, P7, P8, P9, P10, & P11) mentioned 

resources such as computer labs, laptops, desktops, and access points. Participants also 

mentioned soft infrastructure such as connectivity, bandwidth, and software as part of 

institutional readiness (P1, P3, P4, P6, P7, P11, & P12), with P12 commenting, “You 

have to have internet connectivity. You must have that.” 

Participants also mentioned other types of resources as part of the institutional 

readiness construct. For instance, four participants (P1, P3, P5, & P9) included the 

readiness of content resources and training materials. Access to reliable electricity was 

another resource referenced (P6 & P10). According to P10, having reliable electricity was 

an important aspect of readiness “Because you have to have electricity to basically go 

online.” 

Some participants also highlighted the readiness of support systems and 

mechanisms in their descriptions of institutional readiness for OBL. P2, for example, 



160 

 

 

mentioned the readiness of the institution’s budget and back-end ICT support as part of 

their description. Similarly, P7 highlighted the readiness of tier-one technical support. 

Institutional planning was referenced by P8 as an element of readiness, commenting that 

“proper planning must be in place in order for [OBL] to operate effectively . . .” Finally, 

P11 included monitoring the OBL environment as an aspect of institutional readiness.  

Theme 7: Institution Leaders in Vocational Institutions in Jamaica Described 

Facilitating Conditions as Inadequate  

The second theme associated with RQ1 is institution leaders in vocational 

institutions in Jamaica described facilitating conditions as inadequate. As outlined in 

Figure 13, one category and three codes informed the formulation of this theme. I derived 

the codes from participants’ perceptions of the facilitating conditions in their institutions 

and the ability of those conditions to support OBL implementation. The discussion of 

those results follows.  

Figure 13  

 

Code Tree for Theme 7 Categories and Codes 

 

Theme 7: Institution 
Leaders in 
Vocational 

Institutions in 
Jamaica Described 

Facilitating 
Conditions as 

Inadequate 

Category 1: OBL 
facilitating conditions 
generally inadequate

Weak infrastructure and resources 
(11) 

Weak strategy and systems (6)

More organizational support needed 
(3)
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OBL facilitating conditions generally inadequate. All participants, except P8, 

shared the perception that OBL facilitating conditions in their institutions were generally 

inadequate. In analyzing the participants’ perceptions, I identified three codes associated 

with the category. The first code was weak infrastructure and resources. Seven 

participants (P1, P4, P5, P6, P7, P9, and P11) contributed to the code by asserting that 

relevant infrastructure and resources to support OBL in their institutions were not current 

and, in some respects, inadequate. When asked to comment on the readiness of 

facilitating conditions in their institution, P11 pointed out, “I don’t think we are anywhere 

ready for a full-scale approach.” P4 supported this perspective of inadequate resources by 

pointing out, “We have one small lab, … we have 16 programs.” Participants like P6 

suggested the institution was not ready to deliver vocational or ‘hard’ skills online.   

I captured the second reason participants considered facilitating conditions 

inadequate in the code: weak strategy and systems. Six participants contributed to this 

code (P1, P2, P7, P9, P10 & P11), outlining some areas for improvement. P1 and P2 

shared that a policy to guide OBL implementation in the institution was lacking. Others 

commented that their institution’s OBL strategy needed improvement (P7 & P10).  

Thirdly, a few participants (P2, P7, & P12) raised the need for more support from 

the organization, especially in areas of budgetary (P2 & P12) and infrastructure (P7) 

support. P2 and P12 are HEART-funded institutions, while P7 is HEART-owned. In 

general, most participants in the study felt that their institutions’ facilitating conditions 

could not adequately support OBL adoption and implementation.  
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Summary  

This basic qualitative study explored how institutional leaders in Jamaican 

vocational education institutions describe institutional readiness for OBL adoption and 

implementation. Based on data analysis, seven themes emerged to answer the study’s 

research questions. The key finding for RQ1a was that Jamaican vocational institution 

leaders described their OBL adoption and implementation strategies as primarily focused 

on training and stakeholder buy-in. At the same time, they indicated they did not 

prioritize OBL policy and governance. For RQ1b, I found that Jamaican vocational 

institution leaders described institutional structures as generally adequate and 

multifaceted and needing improvement, especially in areas related to OBL staffing and 

OBL quality assurance. For RQ1c, I found that Jamaican vocational institution leaders 

described institutional support for OBL as including various support mechanisms for 

students and staff, with specific staff incentives lacking. The key finding for RQ1 was 

that Jamaican vocational institution leaders framed institutional readiness for OBL in 

relation to people and resource readiness and described OBL facilitating conditions in 

their institutions as inadequate. Concerning the conceptual framework, the results 

highlight strengths and gaps in institutional readiness of OBL adoption and 

implementation, emphasizing the need for strategic enhancement in governance, support 

systems, and infrastructure. 

In Chapter 5, I discuss my interpretations of the key findings in relation to the 

research question and subquestions and my conceptual framework. I also discuss the 
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implications of the findings for theory and practice and provide recommendations for 

future research and application.  
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Chapter 5: Discussion, Conclusions, and Recommendations 

This basic qualitative study explored how institutional leaders in Jamaican 

vocational education institutions describe the phenomenon of institutional readiness for 

OBL adoption and implementation. A review of the related literature found that while 

institutional readiness is a critical success factor for OBL adoption and implementation 

(Fawns et al., 2021; Zhang & Zhu, 2023), the phenomenon remains significantly 

understudied (Ali & Georgiou, 2024; Mihai et al., 2021). I used semistructured interviews 

to collect data from 12 Jamaican vocational education institution leaders. I conducted the 

study to help TVET stakeholders in my country understand and better facilitate 

institutional readiness for OBL in vocational institutions (Antwi-Boampong & Bokolo, 

2022; Dale et al., 2021; Njuguna, 2022). I also conducted the study to fill the knowledge 

gap pertaining to the meaning and perception of institutional readiness for OBL in the 

specific context of vocational education in Jamaica (see Badiozaman, 2021).  

In Chapter 4, I reported on seven key findings from my analysis of the categories 

and codes I constructed from the collected data. The key findings related to RQ1a were 

that institution leaders in vocational institutions in Jamaica described institutional 

strategy for OBL adoption and implementation as focused on training and stakeholder 

buy-in and did not prioritize OBL policy and governance. The key finding related to 

RQ1b was that institution leaders in vocational institutions in Jamaica described 

institutional structure for OBL adoption and implementation as adequate, multifaceted, 

and requiring improvement. The key finding related to RQ1c was that institution leaders 

in vocational institutions in Jamaica described institutional support for OBL adoption and 
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implementation as varied and lacking specific OBL incentives. Finally, the key findings 

related to RQ1 were that institution leaders in vocational institutions in Jamaica described 

institutional readiness for OBL adoption and implementation as people and resource 

readiness and characterized by inadequate facilitating conditions.  

In this chapter, I interpret my key findings relative to the conceptual framework 

and literature review outlined in Chapter 2. I also outline the limitations of my study, 

recommendations for future research, and the implications of my study for social change 

and practice in OBL. I close the chapter by reiterating my study’s key essence or 

meaning. 

Interpretations of Findings 

In this study, I analyzed institutional readiness for OBL adoption and 

implementation through a framework that included facilitating conditions (Venkatesh et 

al., 2003) and the BLAF (Graham et al., 2013). Avoiding generalizations was important 

in this study as qualitative methodology prioritizes transferability, facilitated by thick 

descriptive data about the context (Lincoln & Guba, 1986). Additionally, data were 

collected from participants in a specific context and setting, making the results highly 

contextual and specific to experiences shared by those participants (Merriam & Tisdell, 

2016). Finally, the small sample size used in this study does not facilitate generalizations; 

instead, it extrapolates to allow for the interpretation of the findings beyond this study 

without negating the context from which the findings were derived (Patton, 2015). After 

applying inductive and deductive qualitative analysis, I determined that my findings 

primarily confirm, extend, and contradict current and empirical literature on institutional 
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readiness for OBL adoption and implementation. I interpret these results in relation to the 

themes explored in Chapter 4 and organized by my research question and subquestions. 

RQ1a: Description of Institutional Strategy Readiness for OBL 

In a review of the literature on institutional readiness for OBL adoption and 

implementation specific to strategy, Graham and Halverson (2023), Philipsen et al. 

(2022), and Sabariah (2022) indicated that there was a general tendency among educators 

and other educational stakeholders to narrow the concept of OBL readiness to technology 

and training delivery and not focus on other nuances and dimensions. The findings of this 

study confirm the current literature as participants described OBL and OBL 

implementation strategy primarily in terms of training delivery and the technology used 

to support training delivery. Participants’ descriptions of OBL adoption and 

implementation strategy focused on acquiring relevant hardware and software, creating 

training experiences and materials, and training learners, instructors, and other staff to 

operate in the OBL environment.  

In research that focused on other dimensions of OBL readiness, scholars such as 

Bokolo and Noel (2021), Budur et al. (2021), and Hill and Smith (2023) highlighted a 

lack of governance and management support for OBL adoption and implementation at the 

institutional level. This lack included the need for strategic direction and leadership 

(Budur et al., 2021; Hill & Smith, 2023) and strategic planning to support implementation 

(Bokolo & Noel, 2021; Fawns et al., 2021; LaBelle et al., 2020). Zaugg et al. (2021) also 

highlighted a lack of a clear definition for OBL and aligned mission and vision 
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statements to support OBL adoption and implementation. Bervell and Arkorful (2020) 

also noted a lack of relevant policies supporting OBL adoption and implementation.  

The responses from the participants in my study confirmed the findings in the 

literature relating to OBL and the lack of a strategic framework. From the data analysis, 

my participants did not prioritize OBL governance and policy matters as part of their 

OBL adoption and implementation strategy. In most cases, participants indicated that no 

formal or documented definition for OBL existed in their institution, and where it did, it 

was mainly inaccessible to stakeholders. Additionally, participants reported that OBL 

was not clearly reflected in the institution’s or the organization’s mission and vision 

statements, with most indicating that OBL was not reflected at all. Additionally, most 

participants noted that OBL policy was inadequate or nonexistent in their institution. The 

finding that OBL institutional readiness strategy focused on training delivery and 

technology may also indicate a limited understanding of the nuances and dimensions of 

institutional strategy for OBL adoption and implementation and highlights weaknesses in 

OBL institutional readiness, confirming the findings of Graham and Halverson (2023), 

Philipsen et al. (2022), and Sabariah (2022). 

Graham et al. (2013) and Joshi et al. (2023) highlighted the importance of 

stakeholder buy-in initiatives to OBL implementation success. These scholars outlined 

that stakeholder involvement should be encouraged during OBL adoption and 

implementation as it indicates mature implementation and growth of OBL (Graham et al., 

2013; Joshi et al., 2023). The data analyzed in this study confirm the findings in my 

literature review, as they indicated that participants and their institutions took deliberate 
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steps to garner stakeholder buy-in for OBL. These steps included employing various 

strategies and tools when communicating the vision and purpose for OBL 

implementation to stakeholders. The efforts made by participants to prioritize stakeholder 

buy-in for OBL confirm the OBL adoption and implementation approach outlined by 

Graham et al. (2013) and Joshi et al. (2023). 

The findings for RQ1a also confirmed readiness descriptions in the conceptual 

framework. Participants in this study described institutional strategy readiness in ways 

that matched stage one of the BLAF, which focuses on awareness and exploring OBL. 

According to Graham et al. (2013), OBL implementation primarily at the level of faculty 

and students, informal advocacy of OBL among stakeholders, and a lack of a clear and 

holistic OBL definition and policy characterize OBL at stage one. 

RQ1b: Description of Institutional Structure Readiness for OBL 

Regarding OBL institutional structure readiness, LaBelle et al. (2020) and Lane 

(2021) highlighted the crucial role of technological and organizational infrastructure in 

successfully adopting and implementing OBL. Hill and Smith (2023) also supported this 

finding. Their study found an institutional commitment to providing relevant OBL 

technology, but there was a lack of personnel to support OBL implementation. Golding 

and Jackson (2021) also highlighted a lack of quality management frameworks to 

undergird OBL adoption and implementation.  

The findings in this study confirmed some of the conclusions of the current 

literature, as participants described having access to the required physical and 

technological infrastructure to implement OBL adequately in their institutions. Also, 
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most participants perceived that the organizational structure in the institutions did not 

adequately support OBL despite having personnel in place for OBL implementation, and 

they felt that the evaluation and quality assurance mechanisms were not specific to OBL, 

which confirmed the findings in the literature. Participants also viewed the existing 

institutional processes as adequate to support OBL, disconfirming the findings in the 

literature review. The findings in the study relating to institutional structure may point to 

participants’ narrow perceptions of institutional structure for OBL, focusing mainly on 

physical and technological infrastructure and again confirming the narrowed perspective 

of OBL readiness found by Graham and Halverson (2023), Philipsen et al. (2022), and 

Sabariah (2022).  

Additionally, the findings in the study relating to RQ1b confirmed the description 

of institutional structure readiness provided in stage two of the BLAF: early adoption and 

implementation. According to Graham et al. (2013), stage two of the BLAF highlights an 

emerging structure to facilitate OBL, including emerging physical, technological, and 

organizational infrastructure. This stage also features limited institutional evaluation of 

OBL quality. 

RQ1c: Description of Institutional Support Readiness for OBL 

Researchers such as Bartlett and Warren (2021) and Lane (2021) have found a 

need to provide adequate, ongoing, and a variety of support mechanisms when 

implementing OBL. Alqahtani and Rajkhan (2020) and Roy et al. (2021) realized similar 

findings in studies highlighting the lack of technical and pedagogical support for teachers 

and students in OBL contexts. Other forms of support, such as library and counseling 
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support, were found to be weak in OBL settings examined by Lane (2021), along with a 

need for incentives and rewards for OBL staff in research contexts investigated by 

Adarkwah (2021), Al-Ayed and Al-Tit (2021), and Groen et al. (2020).  

My study’s findings on institutional support readiness for OBL generally 

disconfirm the current literature. Most participants in this study described supporting 

OBL students and staff in their institutions in various ways. These types of support 

included academic and pedagogical support, technical and technological support, and 

psychosocial support. Participants also shared that in most institutions, support staff were 

ready for OBL implementation, disconfirming Lane’s findings (2021). Despite these 

disconfirmations, participants’ descriptions of the lack of rewards and incentives specific 

to OBL confirmed the findings of Adarkwah (2021), Al-Ayed and Al-Tit (2021), and 

Groen et al. (2020).  

The findings for RQ1c confirmed readiness descriptions in two stages of the 

BLAF. Participants’ descriptions of the availability of support mechanisms and the 

readiness of support staff confirmed descriptions of institutional support readiness in 

stage two. In this stage, there is an increased focus on technological support for faculty 

and students and emerging academic and pedagogical support. On the other hand, 

participants’ descriptions of a lack of faculty and staff incentives aligned with stage one 

of the BLAF. In stage one, there is no incentive mechanism for OBL (Graham et al., 

2013). 



171 

 

 

RQ1: Description of Institutional Readiness for OBL 

According to Antwi-Boampong and Bokolo (2021), Saintika et al. (2021), and 

Suwawi et al. (2021), the meaning of institutional readiness for OBL was multifaceted 

and comprehensive. It focused on the level of preparedness of an institution for OBL in 

areas such as culture, finance, human and technological resources, and management’s 

intention to adopt and implement (Antwi-Boampong & Bokolo, 2021; Suwawi et al., 

2021). To provide further precision to the definition, Graham et al. (2013) described 

institutional readiness as the readiness of an institution’s strategy, structure, and support 

systems for OBL. In this study, participants’ descriptions of the meaning of institutional 

readiness disconfirmed the descriptions highlighted in the literature review. According to 

the participants, institutional readiness meant the readiness of people and resources. This 

meaning included the readiness of teachers, students, and technology. The definitions and 

descriptions of institutional readiness shared by the participants generally did not include 

elements related to institutional strategy and some elements related to institutional 

structure, such as the existence of OBL quality management frameworks and adequate 

human resources for OBL.  

Researchers like Ate et al. (2021), Bokolo et al. (2021b), and Rahmawati et al. 

(2021) also found that institutional readiness was a critical success factor in overall OBL 

adoption and implementation, without which OBL implementation was likely to fail. 

Works published by Budur et al. (2021) and Rahmawati et al. (2021) support these 

findings along with the principles outlined in the BLAF (Graham et al., 2013) and the 

UTAUT (Venkatesh et al., 2016). According to Budur et al. (2021) and Rahmawati et al. 
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(2021), OBL strategy, structure, and support readiness were essential elements of overall 

OBL readiness. Additionally, according to the principles outlined in the UTAUT and the 

BLAF, facilitating conditions, as measured by the readiness of strategy, structure, and 

support, determined the extent to which OBL was successfully adopted and implemented.   

Analysis of participant data confirmed and expanded on findings from the 

literature review and conceptual framework. Participants generally viewed facilitating 

conditions for OBL in Jamaican vocational institutions as inadequate, a perception 

aligned with their descriptions of institutional strategy, structure, and support. The study 

also added new insights by exploring the perceptions of OBL institutional readiness 

within vocational education in Jamaica, a phenomenon not previously studied in that 

context. 

Limitations of the Study 

In the context of qualitative research, limitations relate to the constraints 

experienced during the research process that may impact the results (trustworthiness) or 

the interpretation and applicability (transferability) of the study’s findings (Merriam & 

Tisdell, 2016). In this study, I identified a few limitations relating to credibility, 

dependability, and transferability. In this section, I briefly explore these limitations. 

Two limitations to the credibility of this study were participants’ use of language 

and the time of day of some interviews. Jamaicans tend to be high-context language users 

who embed meaning in language features such as tone of voice, syntax, and local 

references. As such, the report on the findings may not fully represent a few aspects of 

the participants’ experiences and meanings. Secondly, for a few participants, the time of 
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day they participated in interviews resulted in them providing less detailed responses to 

some questions. This occurrence was especially true for participants who agreed to 

interviews during work hours. To mitigate these limitations, I used member checking to 

verify participant meaning and encouraged participants to interview during the late 

afternoons and early evenings. 

The fact that I used only one data collection method, semistructured interviews, 

may challenge the dependability of this study (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Future studies 

in this area may benefit from additional methods, such as case study analysis or focus 

group interviews, to increase the depth of findings. Another challenge to dependability 

was the lack of peer-reviewed articles about institutional readiness for OBL 

contextualized to Jamaica. This challenge meant I could not align my findings with 

locally contextualized research (Lincoln & Guba, 1986). To mitigate this, I used gray 

literature where possible to explain the local context of the study and member checking to 

validate my interpretations of the meanings garnered from each participant. I also relied 

on my dissertation committee to monitor my research process in lieu of a formal audit 

trail. 

This study’s research sample included only 12 vocational institution leaders in 

Jamaica employed by the HEART NSTA Trust, a statutory organization. As such, the 

findings may have limited transferability to other educational contexts. Additionally, the 

study did not include institutional leaders from all six operational regions designated by 

the HEART NSTA Trust. There was no representative in the sample from region two. 
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Also, the range of experiences shared by participants was higher among leaders from 

HEART-funded institutions than those owned and operated by the HEART NSTA Trust.  

Finally, another potential limitation was participant bias, which potentially 

challenged confirmability. In this study, participants’ perceptions of infrastructure 

readiness influenced their perceptions of institutional readiness. To mitigate this, I 

carefully explained the other dimensions of institutional readiness to each participant 

during the interview. 

Recommendations 

I recommend further research based on the study’s results and limitations. The 

first recommendation relates to RQ1a and the finding that institutional leaders in 

vocational institutions in Jamaica described institutional strategy for OBL as focused on 

training and stakeholder buy-in and not on OBL policy and governance. Researchers 

need to conduct more studies to understand what OBL means to institutional leaders in 

vocational institutions and how they define and apply the concept at the institution’s 

strategic, tactical, and operational levels. Understanding what OBL means to institutional 

leaders may provide a greater understanding of why the perception of institutional 

strategy readiness for OBL lacks focus on governance and policy. 

The second recommendation relates to RQ1b and the finding that institutional 

leaders in vocational institutions in Jamaica described institutional structure for OBL as 

adequate, multifaceted, and requiring improvement. Scholars could research to ascertain 

the perception of faculty and students about the readiness of vocational institutions’ 

infrastructure to support OBL. Research in this area may provide deeper insights into the 
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experiences of faculty and students with current institutional infrastructure, confirm, 

contradict, or extend the perceptions of institutional leaders, and help determine specific 

areas for enhancements and improvements.  

The third recommendation relates to RQ1c and the finding that institutional 

leaders in vocational institutions in Jamaica described institutional support for OBL as 

varied, with specific OBL incentives nonexistent. Future research could examine the 

impact of institutional incentives specific to OBL on faculty engagement and 

effectiveness. Research in this area may inform institutional and organizational policy 

about OBL incentives, deepen understanding about improving faculty buy-in, 

engagement, and effectiveness around OBL, and lead to improved student performance.  

Another recommendation from this study relates to RQ1 and the finding that 

institutional leaders in vocational institutions in Jamaica described institutional readiness 

for OBL as the readiness of people and resources with the readiness of facilitating 

conditions for OBL described as inadequate. Given this finding, additional research 

exploring the key barriers to institutional readiness for OBL in Jamaican vocational 

institutions could help provide a deeper understanding of the perception that facilitating 

conditions are inadequate. Such a study could also help strengthen institutional readiness 

from an operational and policy perspective and improve student access to and experience 

in vocational education.  

The last recommendation relates to the limitations of this study. I conducted this 

study in Jamaica with a small sample of 12 leaders in vocational education institutions 

owned, operated, or funded by the HEART NSTA Trust. I conducted the study utilizing 
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semistructured interviews as the only data collection method. Given these limitations, 

future researchers can repeat the study with a larger sample population to facilitate 

greater transferability. Future researchers should consider using strategies to make the 

sample more representative and increase the sample size, especially for participants who 

serve in institutions funded and not owned by the HEART NSTA Trust.  

To facilitate more significant levels of transferability, future studies in 

institutional readiness for OBL in Jamaica could include other vocational institutions 

offering OBL at the postsecondary and tertiary levels, not just institutions affiliated with 

the HEART NSTA Trust. Researchers can also repeat the study using other qualitative 

designs to enhance credibility and dependability. For example, they could replicate the 

study using a case design to enable the use of thick, rich descriptions and to verify the 

findings through triangulation. 

Implications  

This study may contribute to positive social change in several ways. First, at the 

individual level, this study addressed a general gap in the literature regarding institutional 

readiness for OBL and how vocational institution leaders in Jamaica described 

institutional readiness for OBL in their specific context. The findings of the study may 

also inform decision-making at the institutional level. Institutional leaders can use these 

findings to improve institutional readiness for OBL, specifically by focusing on 

facilitating conditions or improving general OBL adoption and implementation strategies.  

At the organizational level, senior personnel in the HEART NSTA Trust may use 

the findings of this study to inform OBL quality improvements in the other 17 institutions 
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owned and operated by the organization and the other 69 institutions funded by the Trust. 

These quality improvements may address weaknesses identified relating to OBL 

governance and policy at the institutional level, as well as other implementation 

weaknesses or challenges highlighted in the findings of this study. Based on the findings 

of this study, quality improvements explored at the organizational level may also trigger 

and facilitate OBL quality improvement in the wider vocational education sector in 

Jamaica and across the Caribbean.  

The study may also advance knowledge in educational technology integration. 

Understanding institutional readiness for OBL adoption and implementation in the 

Jamaican vocational education context may help deepen understanding of institutional 

readiness for OBL in general. Other researchers may find an opportunity to examine 

institutional readiness from a perspective that remains underexplored in the literature. 

This study may also have methodological, theoretical, and empirical implications. 

Firstly, as a basic qualitative study, the findings underscore the value of qualitative 

interviews in facilitating the collection of rich, thick data. The findings also point to the 

appropriateness of the methodology for inquiry into relatively novel or understudied 

phenomena in a specific context. The findings also indicate the appropriateness of the 

method used as a precursor for studies utilizing other qualitative methodologies for 

deeper investigation into a phenomenon. Secondly, the findings of this study contribute to 

the academic discourse on institutional readiness and educational change, especially in 

the context of OBL in vocational education. Focusing on institutional readiness for OBL, 

this study connects leadership, change management, and OBL theories. The study also 



178 

 

 

provides a point of convergence for the UTAUT and the BLAF by focusing on 

facilitating conditions. Thirdly, this study adds to the literature surrounding OBL in 

TVET. The findings of this study confirm, disconfirm, and expand results in other related 

studies, validating my findings and substantiating some of the conclusions of similar and 

related works. The study also provides valuable insight into OBL in vocational education 

in the Jamaican local context, expanding available literature to include findings from a 

small island developing state in the Caribbean.  

Another contribution that this study makes to positive social change is improved 

professional practice. The study provides insights that institutional leaders in Jamaican 

vocational institutions can use to improve the quality of OBL readiness at the institutional 

level. The findings emphasize the need for greater focus on OBL implementation strategy 

and addressing weaknesses in institutional infrastructure and resources, OBL attendant 

processes, and OBL quality assurance. The findings also support the need for stronger 

OBL support systems, especially those related to OBL rewards and incentives. Informing 

practice in these ways facilitates growth and development among institution leaders, 

increases institutional readiness for OBL, increases engagement and performance among 

faculty and staff, and improves student performance and certification. 

Conclusion  

This study used basic qualitative methodology to influence social change by 

exploring how institutional leaders in Jamaican vocational education institutions describe 

the phenomenon of institutional readiness for OBL adoption and implementation. The 

study is significant because while institutional readiness is a critical success factor in 
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online and blended learning adoption and implementation, its meaning is primarily 

contextually situated and constructed. The study provides meaningful insights into the 

meaning of institutional readiness for OBL, as seen through the perceptions and 

contextual realities of vocational institutional leaders in Jamaica.  

The study resulted in several key findings that emphasized a perceived lack of 

institutional readiness for further adoption and implementation of OBL. The findings also 

highlighted the need to implement mitigating strategies at the institutional and 

organizational levels. Despite certain limitations, including a small sample size and using 

only one data collection method, the study’s contributions are significant, highlighting 

areas for further exploration. 

Future studies could expand on these findings by examining institutional 

readiness for OBL from the perspective of faculty and students, exploring the barriers to 

institutional readiness in vocational institutions, and widening the research population to 

include leaders in vocational education institutions not aligned to or affiliated with the 

HEART NSTA Trust. In the final analysis, this study seeks to effect social change by 

addressing a gap in the literature, influencing policy and practice at various levels, 

advancing qualitative research as a trustworthy method of scholarly inquiry, and 

ultimately improving the teaching and learning experience for all stakeholders. 

 



180 

 

 

References 

Abbad, M. M. (2021). Using the UTAUT model to understand students’ usage of e-

learning systems in developing countries. Education and Information 

Technologies, 26(6), 7205–7224. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-021-10573-5  

Abdullah, F., & Kauser, S. (2023). Students’ perspective on online learning during 

pandemic in higher education. Quality & Quantity, 57(3), 2493–2505.  

Adarkwah, M. A. (2021). “I’m not against online teaching, but what about us?”: ICT in 

Ghana post COVID-19. Education and Information Technologies, 26(2), 1665–

1685. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-020-10331-z  

Agee, J. (2009). Developing qualitative research questions: A reflective process. 

International Journal of Qualitative Studies in Education, 22(4), 431–447. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09518390902736512  

Al Kurdi, B., Alshurideh, M., & Salloum, S. A. (2020). Investigating a theoretical 

framework for e-learning technology acceptance. International Journal of 

Electrical and Computer Engineering, 10(6), 6484–6496. 

https://doi.org/10.11591/ijece.v10i6.pp6484-6496  

Alabdaly, D., & Almayali, E. (2021). The impact of strategic awareness on organizational 

readiness: An analytic research of the opinions of the sample of top leaderships in 

private colleges in the provinces of the Al-Furat Al-Awsat in Iraq. Webology, 

18(2). https://doi.org/10.14704/web/v18i2/web18335  

Al-araibi, A. A. M., Naz’ri bin Mahrin, M., Yusoff, R. C. M., & Chuprat, S. B. (2019). A 

model for technological aspect of e-learning readiness in higher education. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-021-10573-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-020-10331-z
https://doi.org/10.1080/09518390902736512
https://doi.org/10.11591/ijece.v10i6.pp6484-6496
https://doi.org/10.14704/web/v18i2/web18335


181 

 

 

Education and Information Technologies, 24(2), 1395–1431. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-018-9837-9  

Al-Ayed, S., & Al-Tit, A. (2021). Factors affecting the adoption of blended learning 

strategy. International Journal of Data and Network Science, 5(3), 267–274. 

https://doi.org/10.5267/j.ijdns.2021.6.007  

Ali, R., & Georgiou, H. (2024). A process for institutional adoption and diffusion of 

blended learning in higher education. Higher Education Policy, 1–22. 

https://doi.org/10.1057/s41307-024-00359-y  

Allais, S., & Wedekind, V. (2020). Targets, TVET and transformation. In Grading Goal 

Four, (pp. 322–338). Brill. https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004430365_015  

Allert, A. V. (2021). The education leader in 21st century Caribbean-based online 

learning environment. The Handbook on Caribbean Education, Article 413. 

Almaiah, M. A., Al-Khasawneh, A., & Althunibat, A. (2020). Exploring the critical 

challenges and factors influencing the E-learning system usage during COVID-19 

pandemic. Education and Information Technologies, 25, 5261-5280. 

Alomari, M. M., El-Kanj, H., Alshdaifat, N. I., & Topal, A. (2020). A framework for the 

impact of human factors on the effectiveness of learning management systems. 

IEEE Access, 8, 23542–23558. https://doi.org/10.1109/access.2020.2970278  

Alqahtani, A. Y., & Rajkhan, A. A. (2020). E-learning critical success factors during the 

COVID-19 pandemic: A comprehensive analysis of e-learning managerial 

perspectives. Education Sciences, 10(9), Article 216. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci10090216  

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-018-9837-9
https://doi.org/10.5267/j.ijdns.2021.6.007
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41307-024-00359-y
https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004430365_015
https://doi.org/10.1109/access.2020.2970278
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci10090216


182 

 

 

Amankwaa, L. (2016). Creating protocols for trustworthiness in qualitative research. 

Journal of Cultural Diversity, 23(3), 121–127. 

Ambarwati, R., Harja, Y. D., & Thamrin, S. (2020). The role of facilitating conditions 

and user habits: a case of Indonesian online learning platform. The Journal of 

Asian Finance, Economics, and Business, 7(10), 481–489. 

https://doi.org/10.13106/jafeb.2020.vol7.no10.481  

Anderson, T. (2002). Is e-learning right for your organization. Learning Circuits: ASTD’s 

Online Magazine All About E-Learning.  

Anglum, J. C., Desimone, L. M., & Hill, K. L. (2020). Integrating computer-based 

curricula in the classroom: Lessons from a blended learning intervention. 

Teachers College Record, 122(1), 1–50. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/016146812012200104  

Antwi-Boampong, A. (2020). Towards a faculty blended learning adoption model for 

higher education. Education and Information Technologies, 25(3), 1639–1662. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-019-10019-z  

Antwi-Boampong, A. (2021). An investigation into barriers impacting against faculty 

blended learning adoption. Turkish Online Journal of Distance Education, 22(3), 

281–292. https://doi.org/10.17718/tojde.961849  

Antwi-Boampong, A., & Bokolo, A. J. (2021). Towards an institutional blended learning 

adoption model for higher education institutions. Technology, Knowledge and 

Learning, 27, 1–20. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10758-021-09507-4  

Antwi-Boampong, A., & Bokolo, A. J. (2022). Towards an institutional blended learning 

https://doi.org/10.13106/jafeb.2020.vol7.no10.481
https://doi.org/10.1177/016146812012200104
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-019-10019-z
https://doi.org/10.17718/tojde.961849
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10758-021-09507-4


183 

 

 

adoption model for higher education institutions. Technology, Knowledge and 

Learning, 27(3), 765–784. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10758-021-09507-4  

Anwar, K., & Zebua, A. M. (2022). Independent and learning outcome in online learning. 

International Journal of Business, Technology and Organizational Behavior, 

2(3), 218–228. https://doi.org/10.52218/ijbtob.v2i3.195  

Apandi, A. M., & Raman, A. (2020). Factors affecting successful implementation of 

blended learning at higher education. International Journal of Instruction, 

Technology, and Social Sciences, 1(1), 13–23. 

Asgarova, V., Mustafa, M. Y., Qazi, A. G., & Sang, G. (2021). Synchronized Online 

Learning amidst the COVID-19 Pandemic: An Exploration of the University 

Students Perspectives. Journal of Research and Reflections in Education, 15, 1–

14. https://www.researchgate.net/publication/356814544  

Asvial, M., Mayangsari, J., & Yudistriansyah, A. (2021). Behavioral intention of e-

learning: A case study of distance learning at a junior high school in Indonesia 

due to the COVID-19 pandemic. International Journal of Technology, 12(1), 54–

64. https://doi.org/10.14716/ijtech.v12i1.4281  

Ate, A., Zaineldeenc, S., Zhaohui, C., & Zhao, Y. (2021). Assessing the e-learning 

readiness of universities in developing countries and expected obstacles. Makara 

Journal of Technology, 25(3), Article 7. https://doi.org/10.7454/mst.v25i3.4047  

Auta, M. (2022). Global partnership in achieving sustainable development goals (SDGS) 

in Nigeria: the role of technology and vocational education and training (TVET). 

Journal of Education and Vocational Research, 13(1), 1–5. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10758-021-09507-4
https://doi.org/10.52218/ijbtob.v2i3.195
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/356814544
https://doi.org/10.14716/ijtech.v12i1.4281
https://doi.org/10.7454/mst.v25i3.4047


184 

 

 

https://doi.org/10.22610/jevr.v13i1(v).3244  

Azizi, S. M., Roozbahani, N., & Khatony, A. (2020). Factors affecting the acceptance of 

blended learning in medical education: application of UTAUT2 model. BMC 

Medical Education, 20(1), 1–9. https://doi.org/10.21203/rs.3.rs-27351/v1  

Badiozaman, I. F. A. (2021). Exploring online readiness in the context of the COVID 19 

pandemic. Teaching in Higher Education, 1–19. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2021.1943654 

Bamoallem, B., & Altarteer, S. (2022). Remote emergency learning during COVID-19 

and its impact on university students perception of blended learning in KSA. 

Education and Information Technologies, 27(1), 157–179. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-021-10660-7  

Bandura, A. (1977). Self-efficacy: toward a unifying theory of behavioral 

change. Psychological Review, 84(2), 191. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-

295x.84.2.191  

Barclay, C., Donalds, C., & Osei-Bryson, K. M. (2018). Investigating critical success 

factors in online learning environments in higher education systems in the 

Caribbean. Information Technology for Development, 24(3), 582–611. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02681102.2018.1476831  

Barghathi, Y. M., Mirani, S., & Khan, N. U. (2021). Audit quality and earnings 

management after communicating Key Audit Matters (KAMs) in the UAE–

audacity and auditors’ perspectives. Journal of Accounting and Management 

Information Systems, 20(2), 173–198. https://doi.org/10.24818/jamis.2021.02001  

https://doi.org/10.22610/jevr.v13i1(v).3244
https://doi.org/10.21203/rs.3.rs-27351/v1
https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2021.1943654
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-021-10660-7
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.84.2.191
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.84.2.191
https://doi.org/10.1080/02681102.2018.1476831
https://doi.org/10.24818/jamis.2021.02001


185 

 

 

Barrett-Adams, D., & Hayle, C. (2021). Integrated higher education in support of flexible 

learning pathways in Jamaica, (Report for the IIEP-UNESCO Research’SDG 4: 

Planning for Flexible Learning Pathways in Higher Education’). UNESCO 

International Institute for Educational Planning. https://www.ucj.org.jm/wp-

content/uploads/2017/07/IIEP-UNESCO-UCJ-Jamaica-Integrated-HE-FLP-

FINAL-October-20-2021.pdf 

Barrett, A., Kajamaa, A., & Johnston, J. (2020). How to… be reflexive when conducting 

qualitative research. The Clinical Teacher, 17(1), 9–12. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/tct.13133  

Bartlett, M. E., & Warren, C. (2021). Rapid online teaching and learning (ROTL), 

leading with action during a worldwide pandemic. Online Journal of Distance 

Learning Administration, 24(1), n1. 

Basit, T. (2003). Manual or electronic? The role of coding in qualitative data analysis. 

Educational Research, 45(2), 143–154. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/0013188032000133548  

Bazeley, P. (2009). Analyzing qualitative data: More than ‘identifying themes’. 

Malaysian Journal of Qualitative Research, 2(2), 6–22. 

Bervell, B., & Arkorful, V. (2020). LMS-enabled blended learning utilization in distance 

tertiary education: establishing the relationships among facilitating conditions, 

voluntariness of use and use behaviour. International Journal of Educational 

Technology in Higher Education, 17(1), 1–16. https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-

020-0183-9  

https://www.ucj.org.jm/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/IIEP-UNESCO-UCJ-Jamaica-Integrated-HE-FLP-FINAL-October-20-2021.pdf
https://www.ucj.org.jm/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/IIEP-UNESCO-UCJ-Jamaica-Integrated-HE-FLP-FINAL-October-20-2021.pdf
https://www.ucj.org.jm/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/IIEP-UNESCO-UCJ-Jamaica-Integrated-HE-FLP-FINAL-October-20-2021.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/tct.13133
https://doi.org/10.1080/0013188032000133548
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-020-0183-9
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-020-0183-9


186 

 

 

Bin, E., Islam, A. A., Gu, X., Spector, J. M., & Wang, F. (2020). A study of Chinese 

technical and vocational college teachers’ adoption and gratification in new 

technologies. British Journal of Educational Technology, 51(6), 2359–2375. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12915  

Birt, L., Scott, S., Cavers, D., Campbell, C., & Walter, F. (2016). Member checking: a 

tool to enhance trustworthiness or merely a nod to validation? Qualitative Health 

Research, 26(13), 1802–1811. https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732316654870  

Blair, E. J. (2023). Jamaican teachers, Jamaican schools: Life and work in 21st century 

schools. IAP. 

Bleeker, A., & Crowder, R. (2022). Selected online learning experiences in the 

Caribbean during COVID-19. Economic Commission for Latin America and the 

Caribbean.https://repositorio.cepal.org/handle/11362/47742 

Blieck, Y., Zhu, C., Schildkamp, K., Struyven, K., Pynoo, B., Poortman, C. L., & 

Depryck, K. (2020). A conceptual model for effective quality management of 

online and blended learning. Electronic Journal of e-Learning, 18(2), 189-204. 

https://doi.org/10.34190/EJEL.20.18.2.007  

Bogna, F., Raineri, A., & Dell, G. (2020). Critical realism and constructivism: merging 

research paradigms for a deeper qualitative study. Qualitative Research in 

Organizations and Management: An International Journal, 15(4), 461–484. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/qrom-06-2019-1778  

Bokayev, B., Torebekova, Z., Abdykalikova, M., & Davletbayeva, Z. (2021). Exposing 

policy gaps: the experience of Kazakhstan in implementing distance learning 

https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12915
https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732316654870
https://repositorio.cepal.org/handle/11362/47742
https://doi.org/10.34190/EJEL.20.18.2.007
https://doi.org/10.1108/qrom-06-2019-1778


187 

 

 

during the COVID-19 pandemic. Transforming Government: People, Process and 

Policy, 15(2), 275–290. 

Bokolo, A. (2021). Institutional factors for faculty members’ implementation of blended 

learning in higher education. Education + Training 

63(5).  https://doi.org/10.1108/et-06-2020-0179  

Bokolo, A. (2022). An exploratory study on academic staff perception towards blended 

learning in higher education. Education and Information Technologies, 27(3), 

3107–3133. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-021-10705-x  

Bokolo, A., Jr., Kamaludin, A., Romli, A., Raffei, A. F. M., A/L Eh Phon, D. N., 

Abdullah, A., & Baba, S. (2020a). A managerial perspective on institutions’ 

administration readiness to diffuse blended learning in higher education: Concept 

and evidence. Journal of Research on Technology in Education, 52(1), 37–64. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/15391523.2019.1675203  

Bokolo, A., Kamaludin, A., & Romli, A. (2021a). Predicting academic staffs behaviour 

intention and actual use of blended learning in higher education: Model 

development and validation. Technology, Knowledge and Learning, 1–47. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10758-021-09579-2  

Bokolo, A., Jr., Kamaludin, A., Romli, A., Raffei, A. F. M., Phon, D. N. A. L. E., 

Abdullah, A., Ming, G., Shukor, N., Nordin, M., & Baba, S. (2021b). An 

integrative framework to investigate the impact of blended learning adoption in 

higher education: A theoretical perspective. International Journal of Technology 

Enhanced Learning, 13(2), 182–207. https://doi.org/10.1504/ijtel.2021.114074   

https://doi.org/10.1108/et-06-2020-0179
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-021-10705-x
https://doi.org/10.1080/15391523.2019.1675203 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10758-021-09579-2
https://doi.org/10.1504/ijtel.2021.114074


188 

 

 

Bokolo, B. A., Kamaludin, A., Romli, A., Mat Raffei, A. F., A/L Eh Phon, D. N., 

Abdullah, A., Leong Ming, G., A. Shukor, N., Shukri Nordin, M., & Baba, S. 

(2020b). Predictors of blended learning deployment in institutions of higher 

learning: Theory of planned behavior perspective. International Journal of 

Information and Learning Technology, 37(4), 179–196. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJILT-02-2020-0013 

Bokolo, A., Kamaludin, A., Romli, A., Raffei, A. F. M., Phon, D. N. A. E., Abdullah, A., 

& Ming, G. L. (2022). Blended learning adoption and implementation in higher 

education: A theoretical and systematic review. Technology, Knowledge and 

Learning, 27, 531–578. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10758-020-09477-z  

Bokolo, A. J., & Noel, S. (2021). Examining the adoption of emergency remote teaching 

and virtual learning during and after COVID-19 pandemic. International Journal 

of Educational Management, 35(6), 1136–1150. https://doi.org/10.1108/ijem-08-

2020-0370  

Bolden, G. B. (2015). Transcribing as research: “manual” transcription and conversation 

analysis. Research on Language and Social Interaction, 48(3), 276–280. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/08351813.2015.1058603  

Bordoloi, R., Das, P., & Das, K. (2021). Perception towards online/blended learning at 

the time of COVID-19 pandemic: An academic analytics in the Indian 

context. Asian Association of Open Universities Journal 16(1). 

https://doi.org/10.1108/aaouj-09-2020-0079  

Bramer, W. M. (2018). Reference checking for systematic reviews using 

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJILT-02-2020-0013
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10758-020-09477-z
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijem-08-2020-0370
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijem-08-2020-0370
https://doi.org/10.1080/08351813.2015.1058603
https://doi.org/10.1108/aaouj-09-2020-0079


189 

 

 

Endnote. Journal of the Medical Library Association106(4), Article 542. 

https://doi.org/10.5195/jmla.2018.489  

Bruggeman, B., Tondeur, J., Struyven, K., Pynoo, B., Garone, A., & Vanslambrouck, S. 

(2021). Experts speaking: Crucial teacher attributes for implementing blended 

learning in higher education. The Internet and Higher Education, 48, Article 

100772. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2020.100772  

Bryan, C., Green, R., & Carruth, A. (2021). Going online: C COVID-19 lessons and 

perspectives from allied health administrators. Online Journal of Distance 

Learning Administration, 24(2). 

https://westga.edu/~distance/ojdla/summer242/bryan_green_carruth242.html  

Buchner, J., & Plessl, M. (2022). Moving volleyball coaches education online: A case 

study. In Global perspectives on educational innovations for emergency situations 

(pp. 231-240). Cham: Springer International Publishing. 

Budur, T., Demir, A., & Cura, F. (2021). University readiness to online education during 

C COVID-19 pandemic. International Journal of Social Sciences and 

Educational Studies, 8(1), 180–200. https://doi.org/10.23918/ijsses.v8i1p180  

Burkholder, G. J., Cox, K., & Crawford, L. (2016). The Scholar-Practitioner’s Guide to 

Research Design. 

Burrington, D., Madison, R. D., & Schmitt, A. (2020). Dissertation committee chairs’ 

current practices to support doctoral students in an online doctoral program. 

Online Journal of Distance Learning Administration, 23(3), Article n3. 

Butts, S. A. (2022). A phenomenological study of the student engagement experiences of 

https://doi.org/10.5195/jmla.2018.489
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2020.100772
https://westga.edu/~distance/ojdla/summer242/bryan_green_carruth242.html
https://doi.org/10.23918/ijsses.v8i1p180


190 

 

 

African Americans formerly attending urban public high schools. Doctoral 

Dissertations and Projects, 3502. 

https://digitalcommons.liberty.edu/doctoral/3502 

Camilleri, M. A., & Camilleri, A. C. (2022). The acceptance of learning management 

systems and video conferencing technologies: Lessons learned from COVID-19. 

Technology, Knowledge and Learning, 27(4), 1311–1333. 

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3905093  

Carcary, M. (2020). The research audit trail: Methodological guidance for application in 

practice. Electronic Journal of Business Research Methods, 18(2), 166–177. 

https://doi.org/10.34190/jbrm.18.2.008  

Caribbean Policy Research Institute (CAPRI). (2023). Growthless jobs: The paradox of 

rising employment and stagnant output. Caribbean Policy Research Institute. 

https://www.capricaribbean.org/sites/default/files/documents/growthlessjobsthepa

radoxrisingemploymentandstagnantoutput.pdf 

Castillo-Montoya, M. (2016). Preparing for interview research: The interview protocol 

refinement framework. The Qualitative Report, 21(5), 811–830. 

https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2016.2337  

Ceballos, M., Vitale, T., & Gordon, W. R. (2021). Remote continuity of learning and the 

COVID-19 pandemic: Educators’ self-perceptions of preparedness. Journal of 

Pedagogical Sociology and Psychology, 3(2), 75–89. 

Chakraborty, S., & Dehlinger, J. (2009, May). Applying the grounded theory method to 

derive enterprise system requirements. In 2009 10th ACIS International 

https://digitalcommons.liberty.edu/doctoral/3502
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3905093
https://doi.org/10.34190/jbrm.18.2.008
https://www.capricaribbean.org/sites/default/files/documents/growthlessjobstheparadoxrisingemploymentandstagnantoutput.pdf
https://www.capricaribbean.org/sites/default/files/documents/growthlessjobstheparadoxrisingemploymentandstagnantoutput.pdf
https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2016.2337


191 

 

 

Conference on Software Engineering, Artificial Intelligences, Networking and 

Parallel/Distributed Computing (pp. 333-338). IEEE. 

https://doi.org/10.1109/SNPD.2009.102  

Chatti, H., & Hadoussa, S. (2021). Factors affecting the adoption of e-learning 

technology by students during the C COVID-19 quarantine period: the application 

of the UTAUT model. Engineering, Technology & Applied Science Research, 

11(2), 6993–7000.  https://doi.org/10.48084/etasr.3985  

Chen, D., & Ling, J. (2021). Online teaching of secondary vocational education based on 

constructivism. Journal of Contemporary Educational Research, 5(7), 1–

7.  https://doi.org/10.26689/jcer.v5i7.2244  

Chen, X., Khaskheli, A., Raza, S. A., Hakim, F., & Khan, K. A. (2022). Factors affecting 

readiness to diffuse blended learning in Pakistani higher education 

institutions. International Journal of Educational Management, 36(6), 1080-1095. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEM-10-2021-0406 

Chenail, R. J. (2012). Conducting qualitative data analysis: reading line-by-line, but 

analyzing by meaningful qualitative units. Qualitative Report, 17(1), 266–269. 

https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2012.1817  

Coates, C. O. (2012). Educational Developments in the British West Indies: A Historical 

Overview. Bulgarian comparative education society. 

https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED567093.pdf  

Cobo-Rendón, R., Bruna Jofre, C., Lobos, K., Cisternas San Martin, N., & Guzman, E. 

(2022). Return to university classrooms with blended learning: A possible post-

https://doi.org/10.1109/SNPD.2009.102
https://doi.org/10.48084/etasr.3985
https://doi.org/10.26689/jcer.v5i7.2244
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEM-10-2021-0406
https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2012.1817
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED567093.pdf


192 

 

 

pandemic COVID-19 scenario. Frontiers in Education, 7. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2022.957175 

Comyn, P., Sonigo, K., & Moreno da Fonseca, P. (2021). Digitalization of national TVET 

and skills systems: harnessing technology to support LLL: an enquiry and action 

framework. International Labor Office. 

https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_emp/---

emp_ent/documents/publication/wcms_826682.pdf 

Conklin, S., & Bove, L. A. (2021). Using change management as an innovative approach 

to learning management system. Online Journal of Distance Learning 

Administration, 24(2). 

https://westga.edu/~distance/ojdla/summer242/conklin_bove242.html 

Connelly, L. M. (2013). Demographic data in research studies. Medsurg Nursing, 22(4). 

Cottrell, G. W., Bartell, B., & Haupt, C. (1990). Grounding meaning in perception. 

GWAI-90 14th German Workshop on Artificial Intelligence: Eringerfeld, 10.–14. 

September 1990 Proceedings (pp. 307-321). Springer Berlin Heidelberg. 

Cowell, N. M., & Gregory, R. (2019). The convergence of education and training in 

Jamaica—the role of the HEART/NTA. Skill Formation and Globalization (pp. 

91-114). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351149006-6  

Cox, R. (2012). Teaching qualitative research to practitioner–researchers. Theory Into 

Practice, 51(2), 129–136. https://doi.org/10.1080/00405841.2012.662868.  

Creswell, J. W. (2012). Educational research: Planning, conducting, and evaluating 

quantitative and qualitative research (4th ed.). Pearson. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2022.957175
https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_emp/---emp_ent/documents/publication/wcms_826682.pdf
https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_emp/---emp_ent/documents/publication/wcms_826682.pdf
https://westga.edu/~distance/ojdla/summer242/conklin_bove242.html
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351149006-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/00405841.2012.662868


193 

 

 

Creswell, J. W., & Creswell, J. D. (2017). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and 

mixed methods approaches. Sage publications. 

Cronje, J. (2020). Towards a new definition of blended learning. Electronic journal of e-

Learning, 18(2), 114–121. https://doi.org/10.34190/EJEL.20.18.2.001  

Cupchik, G. (2001, February). Constructivist realism: An ontology that encompasses 

positivist and constructivist approaches to the social sciences. Forum Qualitative 

Sozialforschung/Forum: Qualitative Social Research 2(1). 

http://nbnresolving.de/urn:nbn:de:0114-fqs010177  

Cutcliffe, J. R., & McKenna, H. P. (2004). Expert qualitative researchers and the use of 

audit trails. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 45(2), 126–133. 

https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2648.2003.02874.x 

Cutri, R. M., & Mena, J. (2020). A critical reconceptualization of faculty readiness for 

online teaching. Distance Education, 41(3), 361–380. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01587919.2020.1763167  

Dale, V., Kubincová, E., Kerr, J., & Murray, J. A. (2021). Lessons learned from being 

BOLD: Staff experiences of an institutional strategic project in blended and 

online learning development. Journal of Perspectives in Applied Academic 

Practice, 9(2), 29–38.  https://doi.org/10.14297/jpaap.v9i2.484  

Darab, B., & Montazer, G. A. (2011). An eclectic model for assessing e-learning 

readiness in the Iranian universities. Computers & Education, 56(3), 900–910. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2010.11.002  

Davis, F. D. (1989). Perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, and user acceptance of 

https://doi.org/10.34190/EJEL.20.18.2.001
http://nbnresolving.de/urn:nbn:de:0114-fqs010177
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2648.2003.02874.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/01587919.2020.1763167 
https://doi.org/10.14297/jpaap.v9i2.484
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2010.11.002


194 

 

 

information technology. MIS Quarterly, 319–340. https://doi.org/10.2307/249008 

DeCuir-Gunby, J. T., Marshall, P. L., & McCulloch, A. W. (2011). Developing and using 

a codebook for the analysis of interview data: An example from a professional 

development research project. Field Methods, 23(2), 136–155. 

Demir, T., Ayanoglu, Ç., & Vural, Ö. F. (2022). Attitudes and opinions of vocational and 

technical Anatolian high school teachers on distance education: Aa mixed method 

research. International Journal of Progressive Education, 18(2), 341–367. 

https://doi.org/10.29329/ijpe.2022.431.22  

Diep, A. N., Zhu, C., Cocquyt, C., De Greef, M., Vo, M. H., & Vanwing, T. (2019). 

Adult learners’ needs in online and blended learning. Australian Journal of Adult 

Learning, 59(2), 223–253. 

https://search.informit.org/doi/10.3316/ielapa.592385127057281  

Dmello, V. J., Jagannathrao, V., Rajendran, A., Bidi, S. B., Ghosh, T., Kaur, J., & 

Haldorai, K. (2023). Antecedents promoting e-learner’s engagement behavior: 

Mediating effect of e-learner’s intention to use behavior. Cogent Education, 10(2), 

Article 2226456. https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2023.2226456  

Dottin, P. C. (2021). Determinants for completion of online undergraduate degree studies 

in the anglophone Caribbean. Distance Learning, 18(2), 1–14. 

Edalgo, J. R. (2022). Online education experiences among teachers within technical 

college system of Georgia institutions: A multiple case study. [Doctoral 

dissertation, Liberty University]. Scholar’s Crossing. 

https://digitalcommons.liberty.edu/doctoral/3632/  

https://doi.org/10.2307/249008
https://doi.org/10.29329/ijpe.2022.431.22
https://search.informit.org/doi/10.3316/ielapa.592385127057281
https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2023.2226456
https://digitalcommons.liberty.edu/doctoral/3632/


195 

 

 

Elliott, R., & Timulak, L. (2021). Essentials of descriptive-interpretive qualitative 

research: a generic approach. American Psychological Association. 

Engdawork, K., Amdework, E., Assefa, S., Ayode, D., & Tadele, G. (2024). Experiences 

and lessons from structural interventions against COVID-19 in Addis Ababa, 

Ethiopia. Frontiers in Sociology, 9, 1305549. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fsoc.2024.1305549  

Etherington, K. (2004). Becoming a reflexive researcher: Using our selves in research. 

Jessica Kingsley Publishers. 

Fatimah, I. (2020). The development of physics learning tools in vocational high school 

based constructivism approach using learning cycle 5E model. Journal of 

Physics: Conference Series, 1481(1), 012120. IOP Publishing. 

https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/1481/1/012120   

Fawns, T., Gallagher, M., & Bayne, S. (2021). Institutional contexts in supporting quality 

online postgraduate education: Lessons learned from two initiatives at the 

University of Edinburgh. In T. Fawns, G. Aitken, & D. Jones (Eds.) Online 

postgraduate education in a postdigital world. Postdigital Science and Education. 

Springer, Cham. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-77673-2_11    

Ferri, F., Grifoni, P., & Guzzo, T. (2020). Online learning and emergency remote 

teaching: Opportunities and challenges in emergency situations. Societies, 10(4), 

Article 86. https://doi.org/10.3390/soc10040086  

Fianu, E., Blewett, C., & Ampong, G. O. (2020). Toward the development of a model of 

student usage of MOOCs. Education + Training, 62(5), 521–

https://doi.org/10.3389/fsoc.2024.1305549
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/1481/1/012120 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-77673-2_11
https://doi.org/10.3390/soc10040086


196 

 

 

541.  https://doi.org/10.1108/et-11-2019-0262  

Fletcher, A. J. (2017). Applying critical realism in qualitative research: Methodology 

meets method. International journal of social research methodology, 20(2), 181–

194. https://doi.org/10.1080/13645579.2016.1144401  

Forman, J., & Damschroder, L. (2007). Qualitative content analysis. In empirical 

methods for bioethics: A primer. Emerald Group Publishing Limited. 

Fusch, P. I. P. D., & Ness, L. R. (2015). Are We There Yet? Data Saturation in 

Qualitative Research. Walden Faculty and Staff Publications. 

Garrison, D. R. (2009). Communities of inquiry in online learning. In Encyclopedia of 

distance learning, Second edition (pp. 352-355). IGI Global. 

Garrison, D. R., Anderson, T., & Archer, W. (1999). Critical inquiry in a text-based 

environment: Computer conferencing in higher education. The internet and higher 

education, 2(2-3), 87-105. 

Garrison, D. R., & Arbaugh, J. B. (2007). Researching the community of inquiry 

framework: Review, issues, and future directions. The Internet and higher 

education, 10(3), 157–172. https://10.1016/j.iheduc.2007.04.001  

Gigliotti, R. A. (2020). Sudden shifts to fully online: Perceptions of campus preparedness 

and implications for leading through disruption. Journal of Literacy and 

Technology, 21(2). 

Goeman, K., & Dijkstra, W. (2022). Creating mature blended education: The European 

maturity model guidelines. Higher Education Studies, 12(3), 34–46. 

Goeman, K., Dijkstra, W., Poelmans, S., Vemuri, P., & Van Valkenburg, W. (2021). 

https://doi.org/10.1108/et-11-2019-0262
https://doi.org/10.1080/13645579.2016.1144401
https://10.0.3.248/j.iheduc.2007.04.001


197 

 

 

Development of a maturity model for blended education: A Delphi study. 

International Journal on E-Learning, 20(3), 229–258. 

https://doi.org/10.70725/488316fkusam  

Goh, P. S. C., & Blake, D. (2021). E-readiness measurement tool: Scale development and 

validation in a Malaysian higher educational context. Cogent Education, 8(1), 

Article 1883829. https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186x.2021.1883829  

Golding, P., & Jackson, C. A. (2021). Jamaican high school students’ satisfaction during 

the COVID-19 lockdown. Quality Assurance in Education, 29(4), 523–536. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/qae-12-2020-0162  

Graham, C. R., & Halverson, L. R. (2023). Blended learning research and practice. 

In Handbook of open, distance and digital education (pp. 1159–1178). Singapore: 

Springer Nature Singapore. 

Graham, C. R., Woodfield, W., & Harrison, J. B. (2013). A framework for institutional 

adoption and implementation of blended learning in higher education. The 

Internet and Higher Education, 18, 4–14. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2012.09.003   

Gray, L. M., Wong-Wylie, G., Rempel, G. R., & Cook, K. (2020). Expanding qualitative 

research interviewing strategies: Zoom video communications. The Qualitative 

Report, 25(5), 1292–1301. https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2020.4212  

Gretch, A., & Camilleri, A. (2020). The digitization of TVET and skills systems. 

International Labor Organization. 

https://policycommons.net/artifacts/1427947/the-digitization-of-tvet-and-skills-

https://doi.org/10.70725/488316fkusam
https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186x.2021.1883829
https://doi.org/10.1108/qae-12-2020-0162
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2012.09.003
https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2020.4212
https://policycommons.net/artifacts/1427947/the-digitization-of-tvet-and-skills-systems/2042751/


198 

 

 

systems/2042751/ 

Groen, J., Ghani, S., Germain-Rutherford, A., & Taylor, M. (2020). Institutional adoption 

of blended learning: Analysis of an initiative in action. Canadian Journal for the 

Scholarship of Teaching and Learning, 11(3). https://doi.org/10.5206/cjsotl-

rcacea.2020.3.8288  

Guest, G., Bunce, A., & Johnson, L. (2006). How many interviews are enough? An 

experiment with data saturation and variability. Field Methods, 18(1), 59–82. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1525822x05279903  

Guest, G., Namey, E., & Chen, M. (2020). A simple method to assess and report thematic 

saturation in qualitative research. PloS one, 15(5), e0232076. 

Gustafson, D. C., & Haque, M. D. (2020). Uncovering the challenges and leadership 

practices of virtual school principals. Online Journal of Distance Learning 

Administration, 23(4). 

https://westga.edu/~distance/ojdla/winter234/gustafson_haque234.html  

Halcomb, E. J., & Davidson, P. M. (2006). Is verbatim transcription of interview data 

always necessary?. Applied Nursing Research, 19(1), 38–42. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apnr.2005.06.001    

Hashim, N., & Hamidon, Z. (2022). Blended learning in technical and vocational 

education and training (TVET) training institute. International Journal of 

Academic Research in Progressive Education and Development, 11(1), 837–860. 

https://doi.org/10.6007/ijarped/v11-i1/12343  

Hassan, R. H., Hassan, M. T., Naseer, S., Khan, Z., & Jeon, M. (2021). ICT enabled 

https://policycommons.net/artifacts/1427947/the-digitization-of-tvet-and-skills-systems/2042751/
https://doi.org/10.5206/cjsotl-rcacea.2020.3.8288
https://doi.org/10.5206/cjsotl-rcacea.2020.3.8288
https://doi.org/10.1177/1525822x05279903
https://westga.edu/~distance/ojdla/winter234/gustafson_haque234.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apnr.2005.06.001
https://doi.org/10.6007/ijarped/v11-i1/12343


199 

 

 

TVET education: a systematic literature review. IEEE Access. 

https://doi.org/10.1109/access.2021.3085910  

Hertati, L., Nazarudin, N., & Fery, I. (2020). Top management support functions in 

higher education management accounting information systems. Ilomata 

International Journal of Tax and Accounting, 1(4), 210–224. 

https://doi.org/10.52728/ijtc.v1i4.133  

Hill, J., & Smith, K. (2023). Visions of blended learning: identifying the challenges and 

opportunities in shaping institutional approaches to blended learning in higher 

education. Technology, Pedagogy and Education, 32(3), 289–303. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/1475939X.2023.2176916  

Hosny, S., Ghaly, M., Hmoud AlSheikh, M., Shehata, M. H., Salem, A. H., & Atwa, H. 

(2021). Developing, validating, and implementing a tool for measuring the 

readiness of medical teachers for online teaching post-COVID-19: A multicenter 

study. Advances in Medical Education and Practice, 755–768. 

https://doi.org/10.2147/amep.s317029  

Houghton, C., Casey, D., Shaw, D., & Murphy, K. (2013). Rigour in qualitative case-

study research. Nurse Researcher, 20(4). 

https://doi.org/10.7748/nr2013.03.20.4.12.e326  

Hsieh, H., & Shannon, S. (2005). Three approaches to qualitative content analysis. 

Qualitative Health Research, 15(9), 1277–1288. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732305276687  

Human Employment and Resource Training/National Service and Training Agency Trust 

https://doi.org/10.1109/access.2021.3085910
https://doi.org/10.52728/ijtc.v1i4.133
https://doi.org/10.1080/1475939X.2023.2176916
https://doi.org/10.2147/amep.s317029
https://doi.org/10.7748/nr2013.03.20.4.12.e326
https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732305276687


200 

 

 

(HEART/NSTA). (2022a). Annual report 2021-2022. HEART/NSTA Trust. 

https://www.heart-nsta.org/wp-content/uploads/Annual%20Report%202021%20-

%202022.pdf  

Human Employment and Resource Training/National Service and Training Agency Trust 

(HEART/NSTA). (2020a). About Contributions. HEART/NSTA Trust. 

https://www.heart-

nsta.org/contributions/#:~:text=How%20is%20the%203%25%20calculated,3%25

%2C%20which%20is%20%243000.  

Human Employment and Resource Training/National Service and Training Agency Trust 

(HEART/NSTA). (1982). Human employment and resource training act. 

HEART/NSTA Trust. https://www.heart-nsta.org/wp-content/uploads/The-

Human-Employment-and-Resource-Training-Act.pdf  

Human Employment and Resource Training/National Service and Training Agency Trust 

(HEART/NSTA). (2019). HEART act amendment. HEART/NSTA Trust. 

https://www.heart-nsta.org/wp-content/uploads/HEART-Act-

Amendment_2019.pdf  

Human Employment and Resource Training/National Service and Training Agency Trust 

(HEART/NSTA). (2022b). Strategic Plan 2022-2026. HEART/NSTA Trust. 

https://www.heart-nsta.org/wp-content/uploads/HEART-NSTA-Trust-Strategic-

Plan-2022-2026-Version-2-May-27-2022-Aligned-to-Triple-Access-Strategy.pdf  

Im, T. (2021). Online and blended learning in vocational training institutions in South 

Korea. Knowledge Management & E-Learning: An International Journal, 13(2), 

https://www.heart-nsta.org/wp-content/uploads/Annual%20Report%202021%20-%202022.pdf
https://www.heart-nsta.org/wp-content/uploads/Annual%20Report%202021%20-%202022.pdf
https://www.heart-nsta.org/contributions/#:~:text=How%20is%20the%203%25%20calculated,3%25%2C%20which%20is%20%243000
https://www.heart-nsta.org/contributions/#:~:text=How%20is%20the%203%25%20calculated,3%25%2C%20which%20is%20%243000
https://www.heart-nsta.org/contributions/#:~:text=How%20is%20the%203%25%20calculated,3%25%2C%20which%20is%20%243000
https://www.heart-nsta.org/wp-content/uploads/The-Human-Employment-and-Resource-Training-Act.pdf
https://www.heart-nsta.org/wp-content/uploads/The-Human-Employment-and-Resource-Training-Act.pdf
https://www.heart-nsta.org/wp-content/uploads/HEART-Act-Amendment_2019.pdf
https://www.heart-nsta.org/wp-content/uploads/HEART-Act-Amendment_2019.pdf
https://www.heart-nsta.org/wp-content/uploads/HEART-NSTA-Trust-Strategic-Plan-2022-2026-Version-2-May-27-2022-Aligned-to-Triple-Access-Strategy.pdf
https://www.heart-nsta.org/wp-content/uploads/HEART-NSTA-Trust-Strategic-Plan-2022-2026-Version-2-May-27-2022-Aligned-to-Triple-Access-Strategy.pdf


201 

 

 

194-208. https://doi.org/10.34105/j.kmel.2021.13.011  

International Labor Organization (ILO). (n.d). Human employment and resource training 

/ national service training agency (HEART/NSTA) 

trust.https://www.oitcinterfor.org/en/instituci%C3%B3n-miembro/heart-trust-nta-

national-training-agency  

International Labour Office, & United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural 

Organization. (2021). Final report: Fourteenth session of the Joint ILO–UNESCO 

Committee of Experts on the Application of the Recommendations concerning 

Teaching Personnel (4–8 October 2021). 

https://www.ilo.org/sites/default/files/wcmsp5/groups/public/%40ed_dialogue/%4

0sector/documents/meetingdocument/wcms_839719.pdf    

Irianto, J., Rodiyah, I., & Omar, K. (2023). The Use of the Unified Theory of Acceptance 

and The Use of Technology (UTAUT) to analyze the implementation of the 

Massive Open Online Course (MOOC) at the Indonesian Financial and 

Development Supervisory Agency. Jurnal Borneo Administrator, 19(2), 175–190. 

https://doi.org/10.24258/jba.v19i2.1287  

Jacob, S. A., & Furgeson, S. P. (2012). Writing interview protocols and conducting 

interviews: Tips for students new to the field of qualitative research. The 

Qualitative Report, 17(42), 1–10. https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2012.1718   

Jamaica Education Transformation Commission (JETC). (2021). The reform of education 

in Jamaica 2021 report. Ministry of Education and Youth. 

https://opm.gov.jm/wp-content/uploads/flipbook/jetc-reform-of-education-in-

https://doi.org/10.34105/j.kmel.2021.13.011
https://www.oitcinterfor.org/en/instituci%C3%B3n-miembro/heart-trust-nta-national-training-agency
https://www.oitcinterfor.org/en/instituci%C3%B3n-miembro/heart-trust-nta-national-training-agency
https://www.ilo.org/sites/default/files/wcmsp5/groups/public/%40ed_dialogue/%40sector/documents/meetingdocument/wcms_839719.pdf
https://www.ilo.org/sites/default/files/wcmsp5/groups/public/%40ed_dialogue/%40sector/documents/meetingdocument/wcms_839719.pdf
https://doi.org/10.24258/jba.v19i2.1287
https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2012.1718
https://opm.gov.jm/wp-content/uploads/flipbook/jetc-reform-of-education-in-jamaica-2021/


202 

 

 

jamaica-2021/  

Janesick, V. J. (2021). Reflection on why we need methodologists on dissertation 

committees. Research in the Schools, 27(1), 67–72. 

https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1316437 

Johnson, J. (2016, June 21). Government to fully roll out tablet in schools programme. 

The Gleaner. https://jamaica-gleaner.com/article/lead-

stories/20160622/government-fully-roll-out-tablet-schools-programme  

Joshi, D. R., Khanal, J., & Dhakal, R. H. (2023). From resistance to resilience: teachers’ 

adaptation process to mediating digital devices in pre-C COVID-19, during C 

COVID-19, and post-C COVID-19 classrooms in Nepal. Education 

Sciences, 13(5). https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci13050509  

Junus, K., Santoso, H. B., Putra, P. O. H., Gandhi, A., & Siswantining, T. (2021). 

Lecturer readiness for online classes during the pandemic: A survey 

research. Education Sciences, 11(3).  https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci11030139  

Kahlke, R. M. (2014). Generic qualitative approaches: Pitfalls and benefits of 

methodological mixology. International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 37–52. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/160940691401300119  

Kahn, K. B. (2018). Understanding innovation. Business Horizons, 61(3), 453-460. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2018.01.011Khalidi, M. A., Almajali, H. K., 

Masri, A. A., & Raqqad, F. (2021). The readiness of government schools to deal 

with the emergency and crisis situations from school administrators view point. 

Journal of Education and e-Learning Research, 8(1), 77-

https://opm.gov.jm/wp-content/uploads/flipbook/jetc-reform-of-education-in-jamaica-2021/
https://jamaica-gleaner.com/article/lead-stories/20160622/government-fully-roll-out-tablet-schools-programme
https://jamaica-gleaner.com/article/lead-stories/20160622/government-fully-roll-out-tablet-schools-programme
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci13050509
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci11030139
https://doi.org/10.1177/160940691401300119
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2018.01.011


203 

 

 

89.  https://doi.org/10.20448/journal.509.2021.81.77.89  

Khan, B. H. (2010). The global e-learning framework. E-learning, 42–51. 

https://asianvu.com/bk/appendix/Appendix%20O%20-%20The%20Global%20e-

Learning%20Framewor.pdf 

King, R. (1999). Education in the British Caribbean: The legacy of the nineteenth 

century. Educational Reform in the Commonwealth Caribbean, 25–49. 

Klein, K. J., & Sorra, J. S. (1996). The challenge of innovation implementation. Academy 

of Management Review, 21(4), 1055–1080. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.1996.9704071863  

Kostere, S., & Kostere, K. (2021). The generic qualitative approach to a dissertation in 

the social sciences: A step by step guide. Routledge. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003195689  

Kumar, R., & Selva Ganesh, R. (2022). Dealing with online and blended education in 

India. Decision, 1-7. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40622-022-00320-1  

Küsel, J., Martin, F., & Markic, S. (2020). University students’ readiness for using digital 

media and online learning—Comparison between Germany and the 

USA. Education Sciences, 10(11). https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci10110313  

LaBelle, C. L., Lowenthal, P. R., & Rice, K. (2020). The administration of online 

programs in statewide systems: A case study of the university system of New 

Hampshire. Online Journal of Distance Learning Administration, 23(2). 

https://doi.org/10.18122/td/1484/boisestate  

Lane, C. (2021). Preparing mid-level enrollment management practitioners to implement 

https://doi.org/10.20448/journal.509.2021.81.77.89
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.1996.9704071863
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003195689
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40622-022-00320-1
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci10110313
https://doi.org/10.18122/td/1484/boisestate


204 

 

 

quality services for fully online students. Online Journal of Distance Learning 

Administration, 24(4), 1–15. 

https://westga.edu/~distance/ojdla/winter244/lane244.html  

Latif, B., Mahmood, Z., Tze San, O., Mohd Said, R., & Bakhsh, A. (2020). Coercive, 

normative and mimetic pressures as drivers of environmental management 

accounting adoption. Sustainability, 12(11), 4506. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/su12114506  

Leacock, C. J., & Warrican, S. J. (2020). Helping teachers to respond to COVID-19 in 

the Eastern Caribbean: issues of readiness, equity and care. Journal of Education 

for Teaching, 46(4), 576-585. https://doi.org/10.1080/02607476.2020.1803733  

Lee, K., Fanguy, M., Bligh, B., & Lu, X. S. (2022). Adoption of online teaching during 

the COVID-19 Pandemic: a systematic analysis of changes in university teaching 

activity. Educational Review, 74(3), 460–483. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00131911.2021.1978401  

Li, B., Sun, J., & Oubibi, M. (2022). The acceptance behavior of blended learning in 

secondary vocational school students: Based on the modified UTAUT model. 

Sustainability, 14(23), Article 15897. https://doi.org/10.3390/su142315897  

Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. G. (1986). But is it rigorous? Trustworthiness and authenticity 

in naturalistic evaluation. New Directions for Program Evaluation, 1986(30), 73–

84. https://doi.org/10.1002/ev.1427  

Lomer, S., & Palmer, E. (2023). ‘I didn’t know this was actually stuff that could help us, 

with actually learning’: student perceptions of active blended learning. Teaching 

https://westga.edu/~distance/ojdla/winter244/lane244.html
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12114506
https://doi.org/10.1080/02607476.2020.1803733
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131911.2021.1978401
https://doi.org/10.3390/su142315897
https://doi.org/10.1002/ev.1427


205 

 

 

in Higher Education, 28(4), 679–698. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2020.1852202  

Lucero, H. R., Victoriano, J. M., Carpio, J. T., & Fernando, P. G. Jr., (2022). Assessment 

of e-learning readiness of faculty members and students in the government and 

private higher education institutions in the Philippines. International Journal of 

Computing Sciences Research, 5(1), 398–406. 

https://doi.org/10.25147/ijcsr.2017.001.1.48     

Mahdi, M. I., & Wani, N. U. H. (2021). Factors affecting e-learning adoption in 

Afghanistan: empirical evidence from technical and vocational education and 

training authority. Kardan Journal of Economics and Management Sciences, 4(2), 

1–22. https://doi.org/10.31841/kjems.2021.1  

Malik, N. K., Al-Hattami, A., Elmahdi, I., & Abusin, A. (2023, March). Hybrid Education 

and Institutional Readiness. In 2023 International Conference on IT Innovation 

and Knowledge Discovery (ITIKD) (pp. 1–8). IEEE. 

https://doi.org/10.1109/ITIKD56332.2023.10100289  

Maramba, P., & Mazongonda, S. S. (2020). Formative evaluation on acceptance and 

usage of ‘e-learning’ platforms in developing countries: A case of Zimbabwe. 

African Evaluation Journal, 8(1), 8. https://doi.org/10.4102/aej.v8i1.375  

Martin, F., Stamper, B., & Flowers, C. (2020). Examining student perception of readiness 

for online learning: Importance and confidence. Online Learning, 24(2), 38–58. 

https://doi.org/10.24059/olj.v24i2.2053  

Mason, M. (2010, August). Sample size and saturation in PhD studies using qualitative 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2020.1852202
https://doi.org/10.25147/ijcsr.2017.001.1.48
https://doi.org/10.31841/kjems.2021.1
https://doi.org/10.1109/ITIKD56332.2023.10100289
https://doi.org/10.4102/aej.v8i1.375
https://doi.org/10.24059/olj.v24i2.2053


206 

 

 

interviews. Forum qualitative Sozialforschung/Forum: qualitative social 

research, 11(3).  https://doi.org/10.17169/fqs-11.3.1428 

McCarthy, S., & Palmer, E. (2022). Defining an effective approach to blended learning in 

higher education: A systematic review. Australasian Journal of Educational 

Technology, 98–114. https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.8489  

Mercado, C. (2008). Readiness assessment tool for an e-learning environment 

implementation [Special Issue]. International Journal of the Computer, the 

Internet, and Management, 16(11), 1–11. 

https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep1&type=pdf&doi=3035f59636fd

52e3e6224c2337720c0c514fd3d8 

Merriam, S. B., & Tisdell, E. J. (2016). Qualitative research: A guide to design and 

implementation. John Wiley & Sons. 

Mihai, A., Questier, F., & Zhu, C. (2021). The institutionalisation of online and blended 

learning initiatives in politics and international relations at European 

universities. European Political Science, 20, 359–377. 

https://doi.org/10.1057/s41304-020-00307-5 

Miles, M. B., & Huberman, A. M. (1994). Qualitative data analysis: An expanded 

sourcebook (2nd ed.). SAGE Publications. 

Mitchell, K. A. (2015). Transforming communities through vocational training and 

entrepreneurship: A case study of the transforming lives training center. The 

International Journal of Education and Research. 

http://www.ijern.com/journal/2015/September-2015/16.pdf.   

https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.8489
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41304-020-00307-5
http://www.ijern.com/journal/2015/September-2015/16.pdf


207 

 

 

Molchanova, E., Kovtoniuk, K., & Savych, O. (2020). COVID-19 presents new 

challenges and opportunities to higher education. Revista Romaneasca pentru 

Educatie Multidimensionala, 12(2), 168–174. 

https://doi.org/10.18662/rrem/12.2Sup1/303  

Motulsky, S. L. (2021). Is member checking the gold standard of quality in qualitative 

research? Qualitative Psychology, 8 (3), 389–406. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/qup0000215  

Muhuro, P., & Kang’ethe, S. M. (2021). Prospects and pitfalls associated with 

implementing blended learning in rural-based higher education institutions in 

Southern Africa. Perspectives in Education, 39(1), 427–441. 

https://doi.org/10.18820/2519593x/pie.v39.i1.26  

Mukaram, A. T., Rathore, K., Khan, M. A., Danish, R. Q., & Zubair, S. S. (2021). Can 

adaptive–academic leadership duo make universities ready for change? Evidence 

from higher education institutions in Pakistan in the light of COVID-19. 

Management Research Review.  https://doi.org/10.1108/mrr-09-2020-0598  

Murphy, J. (2020, December 31). Schools want physical classes for some CXC Students. 

The Gleaner. https://jamaica-gleaner.com/article/lead-stories/20201231/schools-

want-physical-classes-some-cxc-students  

Nahamya, W. K., & Nakawala, L. (2020). Information communication technology in 

vocational training institutions: A panacea for access to TVET in 

Uganda. International Journal of Vocational Education & Training, 25(2). 

https://iveta.global/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/IJVET-25.2-FINAL.pdf#page=9 

https://doi.org/10.18662/rrem/12.2Sup1/303
https://doi.org/10.1037/qup0000215
https://doi.org/10.18820/2519593x/pie.v39.i1.26
https://doi.org/10.1108/mrr-09-2020-0598
https://jamaica-gleaner.com/article/lead-stories/20201231/schools-want-physical-classes-some-cxc-students
https://jamaica-gleaner.com/article/lead-stories/20201231/schools-want-physical-classes-some-cxc-students


208 

 

 

Nasution, A. K. P., Surbakti, A. H., Zakaria, R., Wahyuningsih, S. K., & Daulay, L. A. 

(2021). Face to face learning vs blended learning vs online learning (student 

perception of learning). Journal of Physics: Conference Series,1783(1), 

Article012112). https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/1783/1/012112 

Ndahi, H. (2020). The impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on the delivery of TVET in 

CARICOM member states. ILP Decent Work Team and Office for the Caribbean. 

http://hdl.voced.edu.au/10707/564138  

Njuguna, A. M. (2022). Affordances of successful blended learning implementation in 

higher education: A case-based study. International Journal of Computer 

Applications Technology and Research,11, 103–117. 

https://doi.org/10.7753/IJCATR1104.1001  

Nwagwu, W. E. (2020). E-learning readiness of universities in Nigeria-what are the 

opinions of the academic staff of Nigeria’s premier university? Education and 

Information Technologies, 25(2), 1343–1370. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-

019-10026-0  

Ochieng, V. O., & Ngware, M. (2022). Whole youth development and employment: 

Exploring the nexus using qualitative data from a Kenyan study of technical and 

vocational education and training institutions. Journal of Adult and Continuing 

Education, 28(2), 558–594. https://doi.org/10.1177/14779714211037357  

Odondi, W., Mukiria, F., & Wawira, B. (2022). Building resilient TVET institutions in 

Kenya amid the COVID-19 pandemic. Africa Journal of Technical and 

Vocational Education and Training, 7(1), 137–146. 

https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/1783/1/012112
http://hdl.voced.edu.au/10707/564138
https://doi.org/10.7753/IJCATR1104.1001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-019-10026-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-019-10026-0
https://doi.org/10.1177/14779714211037357


209 

 

 

http://www.afritvetjournal.org/index.php/Afritvet/article/view/146  

Okumu, G. J., & Kenei, J. K. (2022). The efficacy of distance and on-line learning in 

TVET institutions in Kenya. The Kenya Journal of Technical and Vocational 

Education and Training, 5, 17-31. 

Oliffe, J. L., Kelly, M. T., Gonzalez Montaner, G., & Yu Ko, W. F. (2021). Zoom 

interviews: benefits and concessions. International Journal of Qualitative 

Methods, 20. https://doi.org/10.1177/16094069211053522  

Onwuegbuzie, A. J., Frels, R. K., & Hwang, E. (2016). Mapping Saldana’s coding 

methods onto the literature review process. Journal of Educational Issues, 2(1), 

130–150. https://doi.org/10.5296/jei.v2i1.8931  

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). (2021). Teachers 

and leaders in vocational education and training. OECD Reviews of Vocational 

Education and Training. OECD Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1787/59d4fbb1-en  

Orji, C. T., Anaele, E. A. O., Olelewe, C. J., Kanu, C. C., & Chukwuone, C. A. (2021). A 

critical view on blended learning improvement strategies in post- COVID 

19. IETE Journal of Education, 62(2), 80–88. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09747338.2021.1967206 

Owais, A., Alabidi, S., Hatamleh, Z., & Hussein, E. (2020). Technical and vocational 

education and training in the UAE. International Journal of Emerging 

Technologies in Learning (iJET), 15(13), 264–288. 

https://doi.org/10.3991/ijet.v15i13.13801  

Palinkas, L. A., Horwitz, S. M., Green, C. A., Wisdom, J. P., Duan, N., & Hoagwood, K. 

http://www.afritvetjournal.org/index.php/Afritvet/article/view/146
https://doi.org/10.1177/16094069211053522
https://doi.org/10.5296/jei.v2i1.8931
https://doi.org/10.1787/59d4fbb1-en
https://doi.org/10.1080/09747338.2021.1967206
https://doi.org/10.3991/ijet.v15i13.13801


210 

 

 

(2015). Purposeful sampling for qualitative data collection and analysis in mixed 

method implementation research. Administration and Policy in Mental Health and 

Mental Health Services Research, 42, 533–544. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10488-

013-0528-y  

Patino, C. M., & Ferreira, J. C. (2018). Inclusion and exclusion criteria in research 

studies: definitions and why they matter. Jornal Brasileiro de Pneumologia, 44, 

84–84. https://doi.org/10.1590/S1806-37562018000000088 

Patton, M. Q. (2015). Qualitative research & evaluation methods: Integrating theory and 

practice. Sage publications. 

Pemberton, S. M. (1979). Developments in technical education in the British Caribbean, 

1940–60. Office of Education. https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED175738.pdf  

Philipsen, B., Tondeur, J., Scherer, R., Pynoo, B., & Zhu, C. (2022). Measuring 

institutional support for online and blended learning professional development: 

validating an instrument that examines teachers’ perceptions. International 

Journal of Research & Method in Education, 45(2), 164–179. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/1743727X.2021.1926973  

Piña, A. A. (2017). An organizational development framework for assessing readiness 

and capacity for expanding online education. Online Journal of Distance 

Learning Administration, 20(3).  

Planning Institute of Jamaica (PIOJ). (2009). Vision 2030 Jamaica: national development 

plan. PIOJ. 

https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/1501jamaica.pdf  

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10488-013-0528-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10488-013-0528-y
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED175738.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/1743727X.2021.1926973
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/1501jamaica.pdf


211 

 

 

Porter, W. W., Graham, C. R., Bodily, R. G., & Sandberg, D. S. (2016). A qualitative 

analysis of institutional drivers and barriers to blended learning adoption in higher 

education. The Internet and Higher Education, 28, 17–27. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2015.08.003  

Porter, W. W., Graham, C. R., Spring, K. A., & Welch, K. R. (2014). Blended learning in 

higher education: Institutional adoption and implementation. Computers & 

Education, 75, 185–195.  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2014.02.011  

Qiao, P., Zhu, X., Guo, Y., Sun, Y., & Qin, C. (2021). The development and adoption of 

online learning in pre-and post-COVID-19: Combination of technological system 

evolution theory and unified theory of acceptance and use of technology. Journal 

of Risk and Financial Management, 14(4), 162. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm14040162  

Qu, S. Q., & Dumay, J. (2011). The qualitative research interview. Qualitative research 

in accounting & management, 8(3), 238–264. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/11766091111162070  

Rädiker, S., & Kuckartz, U. (2020). Focused analysis of qualitative interviews with 

MAXQDA. MAXQDA Press. https://www.maxqda-press.com/wp-

content/uploads/sites/4/978-3-948768072.pdf 

Rafiee, M., & Abbasian-Naghneh, S. (2021). E-learning: development of a model to 

assess the acceptance and readiness of technology among language 

learners. Computer Assisted Language Learning, 34(5-6), 730–750. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2019.1640255  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2015.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2014.02.011
https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm14040162
https://doi.org/10.1108/11766091111162070 
https://www.maxqda-press.com/wp-content/uploads/sites/4/978-3-948768072.pdf
https://www.maxqda-press.com/wp-content/uploads/sites/4/978-3-948768072.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2019.1640255


212 

 

 

Rahmawati, N. I., Fauziati, E., & Marmanto, S. (2021). Investigating the institutional 

blended learning adoption framework in higher education. Indonesian Journal of 

EFL and Linguistics, 6(1), 101–125. https://doi.org/10.21462/ijefl.v6i1.345  

Ranjan, P. (2020). Is blended learning better than online learning for B. Ed 

students?. Journal of Learning for Development, 7(3), 349–366. 

https://doi.org/10.56059/jl4d.v7i3.412  

Ravitch, S. M., & Carl, N. M. (2019). Qualitative research: Bridging the conceptual, 

theoretical, and methodological. Sage Publications. 

Ridley, D. (2012). The literature review: A step-by-step guide for students. Sage. 

Roberts, R. E. (2020). Qualitative interview questions: Guidance for novice researchers. 

The Qualitative Report, 25(9), 3185–3203. https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-

3715/2020.4640   

Robinson, O. C. (2014). Sampling in interview-based qualitative research: A theoretical 

and practical guide. Qualitative Research in Psychology, 11(1), 25–41. 

https://doi.org/10.1590/s1806-37562018000000088  

Rodik, P., & Primorac, J. (2015, January). To use or not to use: Computer-assisted 

qualitative data analysis software usage among early-career sociologists in 

Croatia. Forum Qualitative Sozialforschung/Forum: Qualitative Social Researc, 

16(1). https://doi.org/10.17169/fqs-16.1.2221 

Rogers, E. M. (2003). Diffusion of innovations. Simon and Schuster. 

Roy, G., Babu, R., Abul Kalam, M., Yasmin, N., Zafar, T., & Nath, S. R. (2021). 

Response, readiness and challenges of online teaching amid COVID-19 

https://doi.org/10.21462/ijefl.v6i1.345
https://doi.org/10.56059/jl4d.v7i3.412
https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2020.4640
https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2020.4640
https://doi.org/10.1590/s1806-37562018000000088
https://doi.org/10.17169/fqs-16.1.2221


213 

 

 

pandemic: the case of higher education in Bangladesh. Educational and 

Developmental Psychologist, 1–11. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/20590776.2021.1997066  

Rubin, H. J., & Rubin, I. S. (2012). Qualitative interviewing: The art of hearing data (3rd 

ed.). Sage Publications. 

Ryan, G. W., & Bernard, H. R. (2003). Techniques to identify themes. Field methods, 

15(1), 85–109. https://doi.org/10.1177/1525822x02239569  

Sabariah, R. (2022). The implementation of online learning during the COVID-19 

pandemic. Journal of Positive School Psychology, 7524–7533. 

https://doi.org/10.31219/osf.io/f27n9  

Saboowala, R., & Manghirmalani Mishra, P. (2021). Readiness of in-service teachers 

toward a blended learning approach as a learning pedagogy in the post-COVID-

19 era. Journal of Educational Technology Systems, 50(1), 9–23. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/00472395211015232 

Sadiq, F., & Malik, M. S. (2022). Online Higher Education in the Wake of COVID-19: A 

Systems Thinking Perspective. In Global perspectives on educational innovations 

for emergency situations (pp. 221–229). Cham: Springer International Publishing. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-99634-5_22  

Saintika, Y., Astiti, S., Kusuma, D. J. A., & Muhammad, A. W. (2021). Analysis of e-

learning readiness level of public and private universities in Central Java, 

Indonesia. Register: Jurnal Ilmiah Teknologi Sistem Informasi, 7(1), 16–30. 

https://doi.org/10.26594/register.v7i1.2042  

https://doi.org/10.1080/20590776.2021.1997066
https://doi.org/10.1177/1525822x02239569
https://doi.org/10.31219/osf.io/f27n9
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-99634-5_22
https://doi.org/10.26594/register.v7i1.2042


214 

 

 

Saldaña, J. (2016). The coding manual for qualitative researchers (3rd ed.). Sage 

Publications. 

Sangeeta, M., & Tandon, U. (2021). Factors influencing adoption of online teaching by 

school teachers: A study during COVID‐19 pandemic. Journal of Public 

Affairs, 21(4), e2503. https://doi.org/10.1002/pa.2503  

Sanjari, M., Bahramnezhad, F., Fomani, F. K., Shoghi, M., & Cheraghi, M. A. (2014). 

Ethical challenges of researchers in qualitative studies: The necessity to develop a 

specific guideline. Journal of medical ethics and history of medicine, 7. 

https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC4263394/ 

Santos, N., Monteiro, V., & Mata, L. (2021). Using MAXQDA in qualitative content 

analysis: an example comparing single-person and focus group interviews. The 

Practice of Qualitative Data Analysis: Research Examples Using MAXQDA (pp. 

35-54). MAXQDA Press. 

Sasere, O. B., & Makhasane, S. D. (2020). Global perceptions of faculties on virtual 

programme delivery and assessment in higher education institutions during the 

2020 COVID-19 pandemic. International Journal of Higher Education, 9(5), 

181–192. https://doi.org/10.5430/ijhe.v9n5p181  

Scheidt, D., Kozma, C., Middleton, H., & Shields, K. (2018). Partnering to Understand 

Undergraduate Research and Writing Longitudinally. 

https://digitalcommons.georgiasouthern.edu/gaintlit/2018/2018/12 

Schneider, M. H. G., Hofmeister, J., & Kanbach, D. K. (2022). Effective innovation 

implementation: A mixed method study. International Journal of Innovation 

https://doi.org/10.1002/pa.2503
https://doi.org/10.5430/ijhe.v9n5p181
https://digitalcommons.georgiasouthern.edu/gaintlit/2018/2018/12


215 

 

 

Management, 26(06), Article 2250042. 

https://doi.org/10.1142/s1363919622500426  

Schophuizen, M., & Kalz, M. (2020). Educational innovation projects in Dutch higher 

education: bottom-up contextual coping to deal with organizational 

challenges. International Journal of Educational Technology in Higher 

Education, 17, 1–17. https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-020-00197-z  

Schwandt, T. A., Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. G. (2007). Judging interpretations: But is it 

rigorous? Trustworthiness and authenticity in naturalistic evaluation. New 

Directions for Evaluation, 2007(114), 11–25. https://doi.org/10.1002/ev.223  

Shakeel, S. I., Haolader, M. F. A., & Sultana, M. S. (2023). Exploring dimensions of 

blended learning readiness: Validation of scale and assessing blended learning 

readiness in the context of TVET Bangladesh. Heliyon, 9(1). 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2022.e12766  

Shea, P., & Bidjerano, T. (2010). Learning presence: Towards a theory of self-efficacy, 

self-regulation, and the development of a communities of inquiry in online and 

blended learning environments. Computers & Education, 55(4), 1721–1731. 

https://doi.org/doi:10.1016/j.compedu.2010.07.017  

Shenton, A. K. (2004). Strategies for ensuring trustworthiness in qualitative research 

projects. Education for Information, 22(2), 63–75. https://doi.org/10.3233/efi-

2004-22201  

Statistical Institute of Jamaica. (n.d.). The Labor Force Survey in July 2022. Statistical 

Institute of Jamaica. https://statinja.gov.jm/PressReleases.aspx?field1=lfs  

https://doi.org/10.1142/s1363919622500426
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-020-00197-z
https://doi.org/10.1002/ev.223
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2022.e12766
https://doi.org/doi:10.1016/j.compedu.2010.07.017
https://doi.org/10.3233/efi-2004-22201
https://doi.org/10.3233/efi-2004-22201
https://statinja.gov.jm/PressReleases.aspx?field1=lfs


216 

 

 

Stevens, G. J., Bienz, T., Wali, N., Condie, J., & Schismenos, S. (2021). Online 

university education is the new normal: but is face-to-face better? Interactive 

Technology and Smart Education, 18(3), 278–297. https://doi.org/10.1108/itse-

08-2020-0181  

Sunny, R., Ismail, A., Hashim, M., & Naser, A. (2023). Exploring strategies to enhance 

TVET engagement in Maldives to improve youth career development. Journal of 

Technical Education and Training, 15(1), 265–276. 

https://doi.org/10.30880/jtet.2023.15.01.023  

Suryanti, S., Sutaji, D., & Nusantara, T. (2021, June). An assessment of teachers’ 

readiness for online teaching. Journal of Physics: Conference Series 1933(1). 

Article 012117. https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/1933/1/012117  

Suwawi, D. D. J., Aditya, B. R., Selviandro, N., Herdiani, A., Rohayati, Y., & Wibowo, 

Y. F. A. (2021). Capturing institution and learners readiness of e-learning 

implementation: A case study of a university in Bandung, Indonesia. 2021 9th 

International Conference on Information and Communication Technology, 364–

370 https://doi.org/10.1109/icoict52021.2021.9527494  

Syauqi, K., Munadi, S., & Triyono, M. B. (2020). Students’ perceptions toward 

vocational education on online learning during the COVID-19 

pandemic. International Journal of Evaluation and Research in Education, 9(4), 

881–886. https://doi.org/10.11591/ijere.v9i4.20766  

Taufikin, I. A. I. N., Zamroni, S., & Muthohar, A. (2021). Readiness to change during the 

COVID-19 pandemic: Study of self-efficacy and perceived organizational support 

https://doi.org/10.1108/itse-08-2020-0181
https://doi.org/10.1108/itse-08-2020-0181
https://doi.org/10.30880/jtet.2023.15.01.023
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/1933/1/012117
https://doi.org/10.1109/icoict52021.2021.9527494
https://doi.org/10.11591/ijere.v9i4.20766


217 

 

 

on lectures performance. Academy of Strategic Management Journal, 20(45). 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/353466937_Readiness_to_Change_Duri

ng_the_Covid-19_Pandemic_Study_of_Self-

Efficacy_and_Perceived_Organizational_Support_on_Lectures_Performance 

The Jamaica Observer. (2020, September 30). Education ministry partners with 

technology firms to facilitate internet access. 

https://www.jamaicaobserver.com/latest-news/education-ministry-partners-with-

technology-firms-to-facilitate-internet-access/#article_comments  

Thomas-Brown, K. (2020). The Education System in Jamaica: From Slavery to 

Neoliberalism. The Education Systems of the Americas, 1–30. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-93443-3_10-1  

Thompson, K., Corrin, L., Hwang, G. J., & Lodge, J. M. (2021). Trends in education 

technology in higher education. Australasian Journal of Educational Technology, 

37(3), 1–4. 

Topping, K. J., Douglas, W., Robertson, D., & Ferguson, N. (2022). Effectiveness of 

online and blended learning from schools: A systematic review. Review of 

Education, 10(2), Article e3353. https://doi.org/10.1002/rev3.3353  

UNESCO International Bureau of Education (UNESCO-IBE). (2013). Glossary of 

Curriculum Terminology. https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000223059 

UNESCO-UNEVOC International Centre for Technical and Vocational Education and 

Training (UNESCO-UNEVOC). (2022). Advancing open and distance learning 

for TVET in the Caribbean. UNESCO-UNEVOC. 

https://www.jamaicaobserver.com/latest-news/education-ministry-partners-with-technology-firms-to-facilitate-internet-access/#article_comments
https://www.jamaicaobserver.com/latest-news/education-ministry-partners-with-technology-firms-to-facilitate-internet-access/#article_comments
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-93443-3_10-1
https://doi.org/10.1002/rev3.3353
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000223059


218 

 

 

https://unevoc.unesco.org/home/Open+and+distance+learning+for+TVET+in+the

+Caribbean 

United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO). 

(2022). Education in Latin America and the Caribbean at a crossroads: Regional 

monitoring report SDG4-Education 2030. UNESCO Publishing. 

United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO). (2023). 

Enhancing TVET through digital transformation in developing countries 

https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000385988  

United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO). (2011). 

UNESCO ICT competency framework for teachers. 

http://hdl.voced.edu.au/10707/217813 

United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO). (2021). 

UNESCO Strategy for TVET (2022-2029): Transforming TVET for successful and 

just transitions [Discussion document]. 

https://www.voced.edu.au/content/ngv:92256 

Valtonen, T., López-Pernas, S., Saqr, M., Vartiainen, H., Sointu, E. T., & Tedre, M. 

(2022). The nature and building blocks of educational technology research. 

Computers in Human Behavior, 128, Article 

107123.  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2021.107123  

Venkatesh, V., Morris, M. G., Davis, G. B., & Davis, F. D. (2003). User acceptance of 

information technology: Toward a unified view. MIS Quarterly 27(3), 425–

478.  https://doi.org/10.2307/30036540  

https://unevoc.unesco.org/home/Open+and+distance+learning+for+TVET+in+the+Caribbean
https://unevoc.unesco.org/home/Open+and+distance+learning+for+TVET+in+the+Caribbean
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000385988
http://hdl.voced.edu.au/10707/217813
https://www.voced.edu.au/content/ngv:92256
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2021.107123
https://doi.org/10.2307/30036540


219 

 

 

Venkatesh, V., Thong, J. Y., & Xu, X. (2012). Consumer acceptance and use of 

information technology: extending the unified theory of acceptance and use of 

technology. MIS quarterly, 157–178. https://doi.org/10.2307/41410412  

Venkatesh, V., Thong, J. Y., & Xu, X. (2016). Unified theory of acceptance and use of 

technology: A synthesis and the road ahead. Journal of the association for 

Information Systems, 17(5), 328–376. 

https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2800121  

Vieira, M. J., Ferreira, C., Rodríguez-Esteban, A., & Vidal, J. (2021). Towards 

sustainable development in education: Implementing a vet system for in-service 

teachers in Albania. Sustainability, 13(16), Article 

8739.  https://doi.org/10.3390/su13168739  

Webster, A., & Gardner, J. (2019). Aligning technology and institutional readiness: The 

adoption of innovation. Technology Analysis & Strategic Management, 31(10), 

1229–1241. https://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2019.1601694 

Wei, S., & Yin, G. (2024). Optimizing Online Teaching: Total Quality Management in 

Action for Quality Assurance Measures. Journal of Education and Learning, 

13(4), 168–184. 

Weiner, B. J. (2020). A theory of organizational readiness for change. Handbook on 

Implementation Science, 215–232. 

https://doi.org/10.4337/9781788975995.00015  

Whittingham, C., & Hoffman, E. B. (2020). A teaching and learning tightrope: 

Navigating accountability mandates while maintaining sound pedagogical 

https://doi.org/10.2307/41410412
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2800121
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13168739
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2019.1601694
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781788975995.00015 


220 

 

 

practices. HS Dialog: The Research to Practice Journal for the Early Childhood 

Field, 23(2). 

Williams, K. (2020, October 1). Rural St Elizabeth schools struggling to reach students. 

The Jamaica Observer. https://www.jamaicaobserver.com/central/rural-st-

elizabeth-schools-struggling-to-reach-students/   

Williams, M., & Moser, T. (2019). The art of coding and thematic exploration in 

qualitative research. International Management Review, 15(1), 45–55. 

World Bank, UNESCO, & International Labor Organization. (2023). Building better 

formal TVET systems: Principles and practice in low- and middle-income 

countries. https://doi.org/10.54675/RVDM3811 

Yildiz, E. P., Çengel, M., & Alkan, A. (2020). Current trends in education technologies 

research worldwide: Meta-analysis of studies between 2015-2020. World Journal 

on Educational Technology: Current Issues, 12(3), 192–206. 

https://doi.org/10.18844/wjet.v12i3.5000  

Yin, R. K. (2015). Qualitative research from start to finish. Guilford Publications. 

Zaugg, H., Graham, C. R., Lim, C. P., & Wang, T. (2021). Current and future directions 

of blended learning and teaching in Asia. Blended learning for inclusive and 

quality higher education in Asia, 301–327.  https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-33-

4106-7_16  

Zgraggen, M. (2021). Blended learning model in a vocational educational training 

hospitality setting: from teachers’ perspectives. International Journal of Training 

Research, 19(3), 202–228. https://doi.org/10.1080/14480220.2021.1933568  

https://www.jamaicaobserver.com/central/rural-st-elizabeth-schools-struggling-to-reach-students/
https://www.jamaicaobserver.com/central/rural-st-elizabeth-schools-struggling-to-reach-students/
https://doi.org/10.18844/wjet.v12i3.5000
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-33-4106-7_16
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-33-4106-7_16
https://doi.org/10.1080/14480220.2021.1933568


221 

 

 

Zhang, C., Wen, M., Tong, K., Chen, Z., Wen, Q., Yang, T., & Liu, Q. (2022). 

Institutional adoption and implementation of blended learning in the era of 

intelligent education. Applied Sciences, 12(17), Article 

8846.  https://doi.org/10.3390/app12178846  

Zhang, W., & Zhu, C. (2023). Institutional presence: Toward a further developed 

community of inquiry model integrating institutional functions in online and 

blended learning environment. Frontiers in Psychology, 14, Article 1132204. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1132204  

Zhang, Z., Cao, T., Shu, J., & Liu, H. (2020). Identifying key factors affecting college 

students’ adoption of the e-learning system in mandatory blended learning 

environments. Interactive Learning Environments, 30(8), 1388-1401. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2020.1723113  

Zhao, S., & Song, J. (2021). What kind of support do teachers really need in a blended 

learning context? Australasian Journal of Educational Technology, 116–129. 

https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.6592   

Zhou, M., Dzingirai, C., Hove, K., Chitata, T., & Mugandani, R. (2022). Adoption, use 

and enhancement of virtual learning during COVID-19. Education and 

Information Technologies, 27(7), 8939–8959. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-

022-10985-x  

Zine, M., Harrou, F., Terbeche, M., Bellahcene, M., Dairi, A., & Sun, Y. (2023). E-

Learning readiness assessment using machine learning 

methods. Sustainability, 15(11), Article 8924. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/app12178846
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1132204
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2020.1723113
https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.6592
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-022-10985-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-022-10985-x


222 

 

 

Appendix A: Interview Protocol 

 

 

SEGMENT/STAGE 1 - GREETINGS/INTRODUCTIONS/PURPOSE 

A. Greet the participant 

• Re-introduce self. 

• Thank him/her for agreeing to participate in the interview.  

• Ask how he/she is doing? 

• Establish some common ground if necessary (comment on 

weather/environment/prevailing social issue) 

Explain the research purpose and why I am collecting data from the participants.  

FOR INTERVIEWER ONLY 

Research Topic: Vocational Education Leaders’ Perceptions of 

Institutional Readiness for Online and Blended 

Learning  

 

Research Question: How do institutional leaders in vocational education 

institutions in Jamaica describe institutional 

readiness for OBL adoption and implementation? 

 

Subquestions: 

RQ1a: How do leaders in vocational 

education institutions in Jamaica describe the 

institutional strategy for OBL adoption and 

implementation? 

RQ1b: How do leaders in vocational 

education institutions in Jamaica describe the 

institutional structure for OBL adoption and 

implementation? 

RQ1c: How do leaders in vocational 

education institutions in Jamaica describe 

institutional support for OBL adoption and 

implementation? 
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This researcher is exploring how institution leaders in Jamaican vocational education 

institutions describe institutional readiness for online and blended learning adoption and 

implementation. I am collecting data to fill a knowledge gap: the lack of understanding 

about how institutional leaders describe institutional readiness for OBL adoption and 

implementation in the Jamaican TVET context. As such, I am not in the interview to 

form judgments about you, your work, or your institution. Instead, my role is to collect 

data that may help me realize my research purpose. Do you understand? (Wait for 

response) 

 Before we move on, may I have your permission to audio record the interview for 

review and transcription purposes (wait for participant to give permission). Also kindly 

indicate if you have read and understood the interview consent form? (wait for 

participant to confirm. If they have not read the form, go through the form with them). Do 

you consent to participate in this study? (Participant must say yes for the interview to 

continue) 

I want to confirm that you have met the inclusion criteria for participation in this study. 

As such, kindly respond to the following questions by indicating yes or no. 

1. Do you serve in an educational institution as principal, vice principal, institution 

manager, or deputy manager? 

2. Does your institution offer (or is preparing to offer) vocational programs or 

courses in the online and blended learning modalities? 

3. Is your institution owned, operated, or funded by the HEART NSTA Trust? 

 



224 

 

 

SEGMENT/STAGE 2 – ORIENTATION TO THE INTERVIEW PROCESS 

A. Explain the format of the interview and the expected duration.  

The interview will consist of four main sections: a section in which I ask you 

general questions and then three other sections in which I focus on aspects of 

institutional readiness relating to strategy, structure, and support. After I have 

asked all the interview questions, I will allow you to share any additional 

information you would like to give. Then, I will outline the post-interview 

activities. I expect the interview to last 60 to 70 minutes. 

B. Explain the ethical protection mechanisms.  

C. You can choose to stop the interview at any time. Also, I need to let you know 

that the discussion will be recorded for transcription purposes, and a summary of 

our conversation will be shared with you for verification later. Do you have any 

questions? 

Do you agree to be interviewed for this study? (Yes or No answer for recording) 

D. For the purposes of this study, online and blended learning refers to the use of 

online learning, blended learning, or both in an educational institution or place of 

learning (Philipsen et al., 2022). It includes the instructional strategies, tools, and 

environments that facilitate the adoption and implementation of this approach to 

learning and instruction. 
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SEGMENT/STAGE 3 – THE INTERVIEW 

BLAF Category 

and 

Research/Sub 

Question/s 

  Questions 

Introductory Questions 

 

 

General 

Questions  

 

1. How did your institution get started in online and blended 

learning? (Background) 

-  How long has your institution been offering online and 

blended learning courses or programs? 

 

2. What steps did you and your team take to prepare for the 

implementation of online and blended learning at your 

institution? (Background) 

 

3. What do you know about institutional readiness for online and 

blended learning? (Background) 

- How would you define institutional readiness for online 

and blended learning adoption and implementation?  

- Briefly describe what institutional readiness looks like in 

your institution.  

 

Questions Aligned to the Conceptual Framework 

 

BLAF: Strategy  

 

 

RQ1a: How do 

leaders in 

vocational 

education 

institutions in 

Jamaica 

describe the 

institutional 

strategy for 

OBL adoption 

and 

implementation? 

 

 

4. How does your institution define online and blended learning 

for its members and stakeholders? (Background/ Strategy - 

Definition) [Graham et al., 2013] 

- Where can the definition be found? 

 

5. How has the vision/purpose for online and blended learning 

been communicated to the members and stakeholders of the 

institution? (Vision/Plan) [Graham et al., 2013] 

- To what extent is online and blended learning reflected in 

your institution’s mission, vision, and values?  

 

6. How would you describe the adequacy of your institution’s 

online and blended learning policy to support adoption and 

implementation in your institution? (Policy) [Darab & 

Montazer, 2011; Graham et al., 2013] 
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7. Describe the strategy you are using to implement online and 

blended learning across your institution. (Implementation 

Strategy) [Graham et al., 2013] 

- How did you come by the strategy you are using? 

- What strategy are you using to get buy-in for online and 

blended learning from faculty and students?  

 

8. Who is advocating/promoting/championing online and 

blended learning in your institution? Tell me what that looks 

like. (Leadership/Advocacy) [Graham et al., 2013] 

 

BLAF: 

Structure  

 

RQ1b: How do 

leaders in 

vocational 

education 

institutions in 

Jamaica 

describe the 

institutional 

structure for 

OBL adoption 

and 

implementation? 

 

9. Describe the technological infrastructure currently in place to 

support online and blended learning in your institution. 

(Physical/technological Infrastructure) [Darab & 

Montazer, 2011; Graham et al., 2013] 

- Are there any technology tools or equipment that are 

needed? 

 

10. How does your organizational structure support online and 

blended learning in your institution? (Governance) [Graham 

et al., 2013] 

- What does your organization structure look like for online 

and blended learning? 

- Who is responsible for the day-to-day implementation of 

online and blended in your institution?  

- Who has ownership of online and blended courses in your 

institution, and why?  

 

 

11. What institutional processes are in place to support online and 

blended learning implementation?  

 

12. What mechanisms are in place to evaluate the effectiveness of 

online and blended learning in your institution? (Evaluation) 

[Darab & Montazer, 2011; Graham et al., 2013] 

- How do you ensure online and blended learning works as 

you intended? 

 

BLAF: Support  

 

RQ1c: How do 

leaders in 

vocational 

 

13. What types of support are available for trainees and 

instructors who operate in the online and blended 

environment? (Technical/Pedagogical/Content Support) 
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education 

institutions in 

Jamaica 

describe 

institutional 

support for OBL 

adoption and 

implementation? 

 

[Darab & Montazer, 2011; Graham et al., 2013; Lane 

2021] 

- Technical  

- Online Pedagogical/Teaching  

- Content (e.g. library) 

- Psycho-social  

 

14. How do you ensure your support services and support staff are 

ready to meet the needs of your instructors and trainees 

operating in the online and blended learning environment? 

(Admin staff support) [Lane, 2021] 

 

15. What incentives do you offer to instructors or support staff 

who facilitate or support trainees in the online and blended 

learning environment? (Incentive) [Graham et al., 2013] 

UTAUT: 

Facilitating 

Conditions  

16. From where you sit as a TVET institutional leader, how well 

do you believe your institution’s infrastructure and resources 

are able to facilitate online and blended learning? (Venkatesh 

et al., 2016)  

- How well do you believe your implementation strategy, 

institutional structure, and support systems facilitate your 

purpose for online and blended learning? 

- Give reasons for your answer. 

 

SEGMENT/STAGE 4 – THE INTERVIEW CLOSEOUT 

A. Request for Additional Information – I have completed all the questions I had 

intended to ask you. Is there anything else you would like to share with me before 

we finish this interview? Is there any question that I have asked that you would 

like to extend your response? 

B. Show Respect – If there is nothing further, I want to close by expressing my 

gratitude to you for sharing your thoughts and ideas with me. I want you to know 

that I respect the views you shared with me today, and nothing shared will be 

taken for granted. As a practitioner, your experience and expertise are valuable to 
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the knowledge-building and knowledge-sharing process. Everything shared with 

me will inform my findings in the final analysis. 

C. Next Steps - Once I close the interview, I will review the recording and transcribe 

our discussion. With your permission, I will email you a summary of our 

conversation highlighting the key points in seven days. At this point, I kindly ask 

that you review the summary and reply via email indicating your endorsement 

that what has been captured is an accurate and true reflection of our conversation. 

If you have any challenges with what is presented, kindly contact me via email, 

and I will arrange for us to meet and resolve any matter of concern. Please be 

assured that anything you do not want to be represented in the study will be 

removed at your request. If you do not provide feedback in 5-7 days after receipt, 

I will assume you are comfortable with the content of the summary. 

D. Close – Again, I thank you for your participation, and I look forward to the 

impact of your interview on my research findings. We will keep in touch. 
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Appendix B: Blended Learning Adoption Framework Interview Protocol  

Extracted from Graham, C. R., Woodfield, W., & Harrison, J. B. (2013). A framework 

for institutional adoption and implementation of blended learning in higher education. 

The internet and higher education, 18, 4-14. 

 

 

1. Introduction– quickly explain purpose of the study is to better understand the policy 

and issues surrounding the adoption and implementation of BL at their institution. 

2.  General questions 

a) How does your institution define blended or hybrid learning? 

b) How did BL get started at your institution? 

c) What issues and challenges have you faced in trying to implement BL at your 

institution? 

d) What is the primary purpose for adopting BL at your institution? (related to 

improved pedagogy, increased flexibility for students/faculty, reduced costs, etc.) 

3. Strategy 

a) Vision/Plan 

i. Who is driving/promoting the BL initiatives on campus? 

ii. Has the vision/purpose for BL been communicated to the campus 

community? If so how? 

iii. Does your institution have explicit written policies surrounding 

blended learning? If so, would you be willing to share them with me. 

b) Implementation strategy 
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i. Do you have a strategy for implementing BL across your institution? If 

so, what does it involve? 

ii. Do you have a strategy for getting buy-in for faculty and department 

adoption of BL practices? 

iii. Do you have a strategy for measuring progress of your 

implementation? 

iv. How have external constraints such as accreditation affected 

institutional decisions around blended learning? 

4. Structure 

a) Institutional policy structure 

i. Models—Does the institution have a specific model or architectures 

that have been adopted for blended learning? If so, explain. 

ii. Course development—Does the institution have a course development 

model for blended learning courses? What does the course 

development process look like? 

iii. Recruitment—How do faculty become interested in and pursue 

teaching a blended learning course? 

iv. Scheduling—How are blended learning courses planned and 

scheduled? 

v. Catalog—Can students see whether a course is blended in the catalog? 

If so, what does it look like to them? How do blended learning sections 

of a course look different from traditional sections? 
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b) Comparison to F2F and online courses 

i. Ownership—Where does ownership for blended learning courses 

reside? (within the academic departments, with a teaching and learning 

center, with an online learning or continuing education unit, etc.) 

ii. Are the learning outcomes or competencies the same for blended 

learning courses as their equivalent courses in the traditional format? 

iii. Instructors—Do the same instructors teach them? 

iv. Student–teacher ratios—How do student–teacher ratio expectations 

compare between F2F and BL courses? 

v. Assessments—Are students evaluated/assessed the same way in 

blended learning courses as they are in traditional courses? 

vi. Faculty load—Do BL courses use a different faculty load structure 

than F2F courses? (e.g., seat hours vs. merit-based progression) 

c) Incentive structure 

i. Faculty incentives—Do you offer any incentives to faculty who 

implement blended learning? If so, what are they (e.g. tenure 

incentives, funding, equipment, weighing blended learning courses 

more heavily than regular classes in measuring teaching load)? 

d) Physical/Technological infrastructure 

i. What additional technical infrastructure, if any, has been needed to 

support the blended learning initiative? (libraries, academic services,) 

e) Evaluation of implementation 
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i. What institutional-level evaluations are in place to look at the desired 

outcomes for blended learning institution wide? 

ii. Do you currently have students or professors report the types of 

blended learning they utilize in their classes? 

iii. Do you currently ask students and/or professors to report the level of 

access, flexibility, and/or quality of blended learning? How? 

5. Support 

a) Faculty professional development 

i. What technological and pedagogical support is available for professors 

who have decided to teach in a blended learning format? 

ii. Have you conducted any training for professors regarding how to 

adopt blended learning in their pedagogy? Please describe. 

iii. If you held initial training, have you had any subsequent seminars or 

forums for professors to provide updates and/or best practices? Please 

describe. 

iv. Are there plans to increase this support in the future? What are they? 

b) Student support 

i. What support is needed for students enrolled in BL courses? 

ii. What support is available for students in BL courses? 

6. Final questions 

a) Any additional institutional issues related to blended learning that you think 

are relevant to our conversation? If so, please share. 
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7. Thanks for participating. 
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Appendix C: Permission Letter from Charles Graham Ph.D. 
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Appendix D: Master Codebook  

Codes Labels Code Definitions and Descriptions 

Academic and training support   The institution provides academic and training support to 

instructors and trainees in the OBL environment 

Additional technology resources needed to support 

OBL  
The perception that the institution is in need of additional 

technology resources to successfully implement OBL  

Creating and delivering instruction/training  

 

The design, development and delivery of the learning 

experience (instruction) is part of the institution’s OBL 

implementation strategy 

Existing organizational structure not adequate  The perception that the organizational structure (org chart) 

in the institution is not adequate to support OBL. 

Formal and informal general incentives  Formal and informal incentives are given to faculty and 

staff that perform well generally; noting specific to OBL. 

Formal evaluation and QA strategies used  The institution utilizes established/formalized institutional 

and organizational tools, procedures and strategies to 

evaluate, and quality assure OBL 

Informal evaluation and QA strategies used  

 

The institution leader utilizes informal strategies to 

evaluate, and quality assure OBL such as troubleshooting 

problems, random class checks, and following up 

feedback provided in teacher/student WhatsApp groups. 

Institutional Leader as only OBL advocate/champion Only the institution leader champions/advocates/promotes 

OBL throughout the institution  

IT based infrastructure to support OBL (11)  

 

The institutions reported having IT based infrastructure in 

place to support OBL implementation  

Lack of QA measures specific to OBL (4) The institution has limited or no mechanism in place to 

evaluate or quality assure OBL specifically 

Leverage exiting institutional context to get buy-in  Institutional contextual realities are used to encourage 

stakeholder acceptance of and/or commitment to OBL 

(e.g. replacing retired faculty with younger tech savvy 

faculty) 

Manager and other staff as OBL champions  The institution manager and/or other named members of 

staff identified as OBL champions within the institution  

Monitoring training quality  The institution uses strategies to quality assure what 

happens in OBL environment and provide good customer 

service to students 

More organizational support needed (3) The perception held among institution leaders that more 

support is needed from the organization to facilitate the 

readiness of facilitating conditions to support OBL 

adoption and implementation 

No official champion identified   No one is championing OBL in the institutional. This lack 

of champion/advocate ranges from having no one playing 

that role officially to no one doing it at all. 

No specific OBL Incentive No incentive specifically given for work done in the OBL 

environment. Incentives that are offered are offered for 

work done in general 
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Codes Labels Code Definitions and Descriptions 

OBL as Flexible learning  A definition of OBL that emphasizes flexibility especially 

for persons separated from the institution by factors such 

as distance, time and circumstances. 

OBL as a mixture of face-to-face and online OBL is defined as a combination of face-to-face and 

online instruction. Additionally, there is the perception 

that OBL is offering the theoretical aspects of a 

course/program in the online environment while the 

practical aspects of the course/program are offered face to 

face. 

OBL as providing access   The perception that OBL is a way of providing greater 

access to skills training 

OBL definition documented but not generally 

accessible  

OBL is defined by the institution and found in various 

places such as student handbook, Policy and Procedural 

Manual, and other documents, and on social media but 

some most times these places are not accessible to public 

OBL Definition not formalized or documented  The institution’s definition of OBL is not 

documented/published for persons to access or if it exists, 

there is uncertainty about where to access it. 

OBL implied in organizational mission and vision (4) 

 

Vision and purpose for OBL implicitly reflected at the 

organizational level; not explicit stated 

OBL is the use of software  The perception that OBL is the use of various software to 

facilitate learning 

OBL not reflected in institutional or organizational 

mission and vision  

 

Perception that the vision and purpose for OBL is not 

reflected in the organizational/institutional mission, 

vision, and values 

OBL policy in place and adequate The institution OBL policy exists and is perceived as 

adequate and secures the trust of those who have to 

interact/use with it. 

OBL policy not adequate or non-existent The perception that the institution’s OBL policy was not 

adequate to serve the institution or reported have not been 

in place 

OBL vision and purpose communicated via personal 

interaction  

OBL vision and purpose communicated through in person 

interaction such as meetings, stakeholder consultation, etc. 

OBL vision and purpose communicated via 

promotional tools and activities 

OBL vision and purpose communicated through 

marketing and promotion tools and activities such as 

flyers, announcements, noticeboards etc. 

OBL vision and purpose not communicated   OBL vision and purpose not communicated to members 

and stakeholders 

OBL vision and purpose via management tools  OBL vision and purpose communicated through 

management tools such as performance objectives, emails, 

and institutional documents 

Open and clear communication   Open and clear communication is used as a strategy to 

prepare administrative/support staff to facilitate trainees 

and instructors in the OBL environment 

Personnel in place for OBL  

 

The institution has at least one person identified to oversee 

the implementation of OBL. 
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Codes Labels Code Definitions and Descriptions 

Physical and academic infrastructure in place   

 
The institutions reported having physical and academic 

resources in place to support OBL adoption and 

implementation  

Processes relating to application and admissions To support OBL adoption and implementation the 

institution has processes in place that facilitate student 

recruitment and admissions 

Processes relating to assessment and certification  To support OBL adoption and implementation the 

institution has processes in place that facilitate assessment 

and certification 

Processes relating to monitoring, evaluation and 

quality assurance  

To support OBL adoption and implementation the 

institution has processes in place that facilitate 

monitoring, evaluation and quality assurance 

Processes relating to training development and 

delivery  

To support OBL adoption and implementation the 

institution has processes in place that facilitate training 

development and delivery 

Provide key stakeholders with readiness training Readiness training/orientation is provided to stakeholders 

as part of the OBL implementation strategy 

Provide ongoing support  The institution provides ongoing support to stakeholders 

as part of the OBL implementation strategy 

Psychosocial support  The institution provides psychosocial and welfare support 

to instructors and trainees in the OBL environment 

Readiness as conducting training  Institutional readiness perceived as conducting training for 

instructors and trainees 

Readiness of instructors, trainers and facilitators Institution leaders define institutional readiness as the 

readiness of the instructional staff (other wise known as 

teachers, instructors, trainers or facilitators) to support 

OBL adoption and implementation  

Readiness of other staff Institution leaders define institutional readiness as the 

readiness of other types/categories of staff (E.g. technical 

support staff, assessors and training managers) to support 

OBL adoption and implementation 

Readiness of resources  Institution leaders define institutional readiness as the 

readiness of the physical and technological tools and 

resources needed to support OBL adoption and 

implementation 

Readiness of support systems and mechanisms  Institution leaders define institutional readiness as the 

readiness as the readiness of institutional support systems 

and mechanisms for OBL implementation 

Readiness of trainees/learners Readiness of trainees/students to operate in the OBL 

environment is considered part of institutional readiness 

Recruitment, training and capacitation  Recruitment, training, and capacitation are used as 

strategies to prepare administrative/support staff to 

facilitate trainees and instructors in the OBL environment 

Some processes remained manual  Some of the processes used in the institution to support 

OBL are manual offline processes (E.g. marking of 

student registers and submission of teaching claims by 

faculty). 
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Codes Labels Code Definitions and Descriptions 

Specific support needed  The perception that improvements are needed in specific 

types of support such as help desk support and 

psychosocial support. 

Support staff readiness not adequately addressed  The perception that the readiness of support staff was not 

adequately addressed in their institution 

Technical and technological support  The institution provides technical and technological 

support to instructors and trainees in the OBL 

environment 

Various strategies utilized to get OBL buy-in  Institution leaders use a variety of strategies to get faculty, 

staff, and students to buy-in or adopt OBL (e.g. providing 

OBL resources, and emphasizing OBL benefits) 

Weak infrastructure and resources The perception held by some institution leaders that 

relevant infrastructure and resources to support OBL in 

their institution were inadequate 

Weak strategy and systems  

 

The perception held by some institution leaders that 

implementation strategies and systems existing in the 

institution to support OBL were inadequate 
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Appendix E: Permissions for Use of Tables and Figures  

 

 

Figure E14 

 

Permission to use Figure 1 and Figure 2 

Permission for Figure 

1 and 2.pdf  
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Figure E15 

 

Permission to use Figure 3 

Permission for Figure 

3.pdf  
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Figure E16 

 

Permission to use Figure 5 

Permission for Figure 

5.pdf  
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Appendix F: Details of the Phases of Data Analysis 

Phase 1: Preparing the Data  

After each interview ended, I transcribed the audio recording generated by 

Zoom® using the verbatim approach. I used the verbatim interview transcription 

approach to remain as close to the interview experience and data as possible and to 

ensure that I excluded no thought or idea expressed by the participants from the data 

corpus. Halcomb and Davidson (2006) justified using a verbatim approach to 

transcription if the researcher wants to get close to the data. In this phase, I was careful to 

remove the names of the participants from the transcripts and replace them with aliases 

such as P1 for participant one and P2 for participant 2 to maintain confidentiality. 

After conducting each interview, I created an interview summary for member-

checking purposes. The document summarized the participant responses for each 

question, highlighting the significant points made and direct responses to the question. 

The summarized responses were presented in tabular form so the participant could easily 

align the summary of each response they provided to the relevant question asked (Figure 

H19 provides an example of the tables created). After generating each summary, I 

emailed it to the participant for them to review and confirm that it was a true reflection of 

the essence of their responses. Participants had a maximum of 10 days to respond to the 

member-checking request, after which I sent them a thank you card and a copy of the 

Blended Learning Adoption Checklist developed by Graham et al. (2013). Only four 

participants responded to the member checking request, although no participant objected 

during the interview. 



243 

 

 

Figure F17 

 

Excerpt from Member Checking Document Sent to Participants 

 

Note. This figure provides a sample of how interview summaries were created and 

formatted.  

After participants confirmed the interview summary or after the 10 days for 

review had elapsed, I uploaded the transcript and transcript summary into MAXQDA, 

preparing for the subsequent analysis phases. I also double-checked the accuracy of the 

transcript against the recording to ensure that the transcription was error-free. Double-

checking the transcripts also helped me to get reacquainted with the data collected from 

each participant, given the time that would have elapsed between the interview and 

uploading the transcript into MAXQDA.  

Phase 2: First-Cycle Coding 

In first-cycle coding, I used three coding methods: a) structural coding, b) 

analytical coding involving descriptive and in vivo coding, and c) refinement of the 
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analytical codes to align with the structural codes. Before coding the interviews, I used 

the features in MAXQDA to create structural codes and subcodes based on the content 

and concepts from the interview protocol and, by extension, the conceptual framework. I 

created these structural codes and subcodes to easily organize, retrieve, and apply the 

analytical codes I would later create from my interview transcripts. According to Saldaña 

(2016), researchers use structural codes to label and index chunks of data for 

organizational and access purposes, and their use is appropriate for studies utilizing a 

semistructured interview protocol. Accordingly, the structural codes I created closely 

aligned with the content and organization of the questions in the interview protocol. For 

example, I created a code called IQ 1-3: Background and corresponding sub-codes, 

which I labeled Factors Influencing OBL (IQ#1), OBL Implementation Steps (IQ#2), and 

Description of IR (IQ#3). These codes corresponded directly to questions 1-3 in my 

interview protocol. Figures H20 and H21 demonstrate how the interview protocol and the 

list of structural codes I created in MAXQDA are related. 
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Figure F18  

 

Excerpt from Interview Protocol Showing Sample of Content and Structure of My 

Interview Questions 
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Figure F19  

 

Structural Codes Created in MAXQDA 

 

Although I did not plan to utilize structural codes in MAXQDA as part of my 

initial coding methods, there are three main reasons I created them before I started to 

code my interviews. Firstly, as I immersed myself in the data I collected and the 

principles of qualitative data analysis, I anticipated that I would create many codes from 

my transcripts and would need a mechanism to manage those codes. Qualitative data 

collection often results in rich, thick data (Elliott & Timulak, 2021; Merriam & Tisdell, 

2016), and as a novice researcher, I wanted to ensure that I did not become overwhelmed 

with the volume of codes I would create from the interview transcripts. Secondly, I found 

precedence for using structural codes as part of the first-cycle coding activities when 
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using MAXQDA (see Engdawork et al., 2024; Santos et al., 2021; Scheidt et al., 2018), 

and that made me confident that employing their use was a good idea. Thirdly, I wanted 

to make the coding experience less cumbersome as possible. As a novice researcher 

working alone, I tried to use coding strategies that would help simplify my coding 

experience. Given the process for creating codes in MAXQDA, I surmised that creating 

structural codes before coding the transcripts would make organizing my codes easier 

than doing so after coding the transcripts. Creating the structural codes first was also in 

keeping with Saldaña’s (2016) description of how structural codes are applied. The 

reader should note that structural coding “both codes and initially categorizes the data 

corpus” (Saldaña, 2016; p.98). However, my use of structural codes in first-cycle coding 

was primarily organizational and not analytical. 

After I created the structural codes, I then coded each transcript individually and 

aligned those codes to the structural codes previously created. As indicated in Chapter 3, 

I read each transcript line by line within the software and identified, highlighted, and 

coded meaning units within the data. In this phase of first-cycle coding, I used two 

approaches to analytical coding: descriptive coding and in vivo coding. Saldaña (2016) 

recommended descriptive coding for novice researchers, especially those using 

qualitative analysis software. There were also occasions where the actual words of the 

participants were more appropriate to be used to represent meaning units. On those 

occasions, I used in vivo coding to condense the data. Figure H22 shows how I 

highlighted and coded excerpts from an interview transcript within the software, where 
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the labels on the left represent the names of the codes given to the highlight interview 

segments on the right. 

 

Figure F20  

 

Example of Descriptive Codes Created in MAXQDA 

 

After creating each code in a transcript, I aligned it to its corresponding structural 

code or subcode to keep the data organized. As stated earlier in this section, I aligned 

each structural code to an interview question. As such, I aligned the codes I generated 

from the participant responses to each question to the structural code relating to that 

question. Figure H23 shows how I used the software tools to align codes in the transcript 

to the structural codes I created at the start of the coding process.  
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Figure F21  

 

Examples of Descriptive and Other Codes Aligned to Structural Codes  

 

Where participant responses to one question resulted in codes applicable to 

another, I aligned those codes to the structural codes for both questions or the most 

appropriate ones. For example, in responding to question 3, P11 made a critical comment 

about the underutilized benefits and affordances of OBL. I aligned the code generated 

from that comment to the structural code relating to question 16, which asked about the 

general readiness of facilitating conditions in the institution for OBL (see Figure H24). 
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Figure F22  

 

Aligning Codes from Transcripts to the Most Appropriate Structural Codes 

 

In first-cycle coding, I also created other structural codes to organize codes I 

made that did not directly relate to existing structural codes but represented a unit of 

meaning I wanted to note for later analysis. For example, I created a structural code 

called emotional outbursts, under which I placed emotionally charged utterances made by 

participants, such as, “Oh God!” or “Ah, they can’t afford.” I also created a structural 

code called Interesting Quotes to capture interesting expressions made by the participants 

and a code called Unsure for meaning units that did not relate directly to the interview 

questions but revealed a vital thought or idea.  

I applied these first-cycle coding strategies to all 12 interview transcripts. At the 

end of the initial coding, I created approximately 400 codes from over 1000 coded 

interview segments or excerpts. After completing the first coding cycle, I submitted all 

my coded transcripts to my Dissertation Committee for review and feedback. 
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Phase 3: Second Cycle Coding  

I began my second-cycle coding activities by reviewing the codes I created for 

each question I asked in my interview. Unlike first-cycle coding, where data analysis was 

undertaken interview by interview, I decided to examine all the codes I created for each 

interview question to manage the many codes and coded segments I had created. This 

approach is in keeping with Saldaña’s (2016) description of the goals of second-cycle 

coding: reorganizing and condensing the data set. 

Having decided to approach second-cycle coding question by question, I then 

determined the order in which I would analyze the questions and their corresponding 

codes. Rädiker and Kuckartz (2020) advised researchers who use MAXQDA to 

determine the order of the codes to be examined based on their importance to the research 

question. They posited that researchers should do this to keep data analysis focused on 

the research question and maximize time. Ordering the analysis this way was not difficult 

because I had already used structural codes to organize my analytical codes and could 

easily explore my analytical codes in groups based on my interview questions. Table J1 

outlines the order in which I processed my codes based on their importance to my 

research question and subquestions. 
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Table F7 

 

Code Processing Order Relative to the Importance of Code to Research Question 

Order of 

Analysis 

Interview Question/s 

(IQ) Related to Code 
Focus of Interview Question 

Research Question 

Alignment 

1 IQ 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 Description of various aspects of 

Institutional Readiness related to 

strategy  

RQ1a 

2 IQ 9, 10, 11, 12 Description of various 

aspects of Institutional 

Readiness related to 

structure 

RQ1b  

3 IQ 13, 14, 15 Description of various aspects of 

Institutional Readiness related to 

support 

RQ1c 

4 IQ 3 Definition of Institutional 

Readiness  

RQ1 

5 IQ 16 Description of Institutional 

Readiness in the Specific 

Context 

RQ1 

 

Next, I used the Creative Coding Tool in MAXQDA to generate visual 

representations of the codes associated with each question to begin the focused coding 

process. Saldaña (2016) recommended focused coding for almost all types of qualitative 

analysis as it facilitates categorizing coded data based on thematic or conceptual 

similarity or difference. Because I utilized homogenous purposive sampling to select my 

participants, I felt that using focused coding in my second cycle coding activities would 

help me quickly identify areas of common convergence or divergence in the data set. 

Figure H25 provides an example of the software-generated visual tool representing the 

codes associated with an interview question. At the top of the image is the structural code 

representing the corresponding question from the interview protocol, followed by arrows 
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leading to the related analytical codes created from the analysis of the interview 

transcripts. 

Figure F23   

 

Visual Representation of Descriptive et al. Codes Aligned to an Interview Question 

 

After creating the visual representation, I removed the arrows that linked each 

code to the corresponding structural code so that I could look at the data without any 

visual biases or hindrances (see Figure H26). I then grouped my codes based on the 

similarities and differences in the essence and meaning of each code. Where codes 

overlapped (i.e., they had different labels but had the same meaning), I collapsed or 

merged them to avoid redundancy. Next, I labeled each group of codes based on the 

meaning of the codes in the group, and these labels became my data categories or 

subcategories. I named categories and subcategories using a mixture of a priori and 
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emergent category labels. Figures H26 to H28 show my progress from descriptive et al. 

codes to categories and subcategories. 

Figure F24  

 

Example of Descriptive et al. Codes (Arrows Removed) 
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Figure F25  

 

Example of Grouped Codes 
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Figure F26   

 

Example of Categorized Codes 
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After categorizing my data, I continued to use the focused coding approach to 

organize my data into groups of more frequent or significant codes. According to Saldaña 

(2016), researchers can use focused coding to highlight the codes that capture the key 

patterns in the analysis and identify the less significant codes they can eliminate from the 

data analysis. To identify those significant codes, I utilized the Code Matrix Browser in 

MAXQDA to visually represent the frequency of the codes that appeared in each 

category or subcategory. Figure H29 shows how MAXQDA captured the frequency 

patterns for the codes associated with one interview question. In the image, the first 

column lists the categories identified in the data set for the interview question relating to 

the description of institutional readiness. The remaining columns represent participant 

responses in each interview transcript. Figure H29 shows that all 12 participants 

described institutional readiness in relation to infrastructure readiness, but only three 

participants spoke about strategic readiness. 

Figure F27  

 

Example of Key Code Frequency Patterns in MAXQDA 
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After completing the focused coding activities, I initiated the axial coding phase 

of my second coding cycle to clean and reassemble my data set and identify relationships 

in the data (see Saldaña, 2016). According to Chakraborty and Dehlinger (2009), axial 

coding establishes relationships between categories and subcategories. Researchers also 

use axial coding to refine a category’s properties and dimensions (Saldaña, 2016). At this 

point, I re-examined the coded excerpts related to the categories identified in the previous 

step. I did so to identify any relationships between and among meaning units within 

excerpts and other codes and categories. I also used the comment feature in MAXQDA to 

record my thoughts about any relationships I identified. By examining these 

relationships, I could align the data to my a priori and emergent categories. Figure H30 

demonstrates how I used the Smart Coding Tool in MAXQDA to identify and examine 

the relationship among codes. In this example, I examined the coded interview segments 

relating to the Readiness of Technical Infrastructure category and identified other codes 

embedded in each segment. I also used the comment feature to note any other 

relationships I identified.  

After completing the axial coding phase, I ended up with 378 codes. To condense 

my codes further I repeated the focused and axial coding activities a few more times to 

create broader categories and codes while at the same time refine the meaning associated 

with each category and code. After the additional rounds of focused and axial coding I 

was able to reduce the number of codes to 54 and the number of categories to 19. Once I 

had completed refining my categories and codes, I moved to phase four of the process 

where I created themes. 
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Figure F28  

 

Example of Axial Coding 

 

 

Phase 4: Theming the Data 

After I concluded second-cycle coding, I created themes from the data. According 

to Saldaña (2016), themes result from qualitative coding, categorizing, and analytically 

reflecting on the data. Researchers do not discover themes but create them by interacting 

with the data (Saldaña, 2016). As such, theming demonstrates the knowledge-creation 

aspects of qualitative inquiry. After the second coding cycle, I re-examined the refined 

categories, codes, coded interview segments, and the relationships I identified between 

and among them to formulate the themes that answered my research question and 

subquestions. I looked for frequencies, similarities, differences, and missing data (see 
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Ryan & Bernard, 2003). I also looked for additional patterns and relationships in the data 

and ways to further condense the data into phrases and sentences that captured the 

essences and meanings that emerged from my analysis. I then used these phrases and 

sentences to formulate themes. Appendix G provides the full list of codes, categories and 

themes I created from the data. It shows how I moved my data analysis from codes to 

categories and themes.  
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Appendix G: List of Codes, Categories, and Themes 

Table G8 

 

From Codes to Categories to Themes 

Phase 2: First Cycle Coding 
Phase 3: Second 

Cycle Coding 
Phase 4: Theming 

Structural Codes 
Descriptive and In Vivo Codes 

with Frequency 
Categories Theme/s 

    

Institutional Definition 

of OBL (IQ#4) 
• OBL as providing 

access (6) 

• OBL defined as 

flexible learning (7) 

OBL as making 

training accessible  

 

Institution 

Leaders in 

Vocational 

Institutions in 

Jamaica 

Described 

Institutional 

Strategy for 

OBL as 

Focused on 

Training  

 

• OBL as a mixture of 

face-to-face and online 

(4) 

• OBL is the use of 

software (4) 

 

OBL as 

incorporating 

technology 

 

Description of OBL 

implementation strategy 

utilized (IQ#7) 

• Creating and delivering 

instruction/training (7) 

• Monitoring training 

quality (7) 

• Provide key 

stakeholders with 

readiness training (4) 

• Providing ongoing 

support (3) 

 

OBL 

implementation 

focused on training 

delivery  

 

How OBL 

vision/purpose has been 

communicated (IQ#5) 

• OBL vision and 

purpose communicated 

via personal interaction 

(6) 

• OBL vision and 

purpose communicated 

via promotional tools 

and activities (5) 

• OBL vision and 

purpose communicated 

via management tools 

(6) 

• OBL vision and 

purpose not 

communicated (3) 

Multi-faceted 

approach to 

communicating 

OBL vision and 

purpose 

 

Institution 

Leaders in 

Vocational 

Institutions in 

Jamaica 

Described 

Institutional 

Strategy for 

OBL as 

Prioritizing 

Stakeholder 

Buy-in 

 

Description of OBL 

implementation strategy 

utilized (IQ#7) 

• Various strategies 

utilized to get OBL 

buy-in (6) 

Deliberate 

OBL buy-in 

strategies 

employed 
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Phase 2: First Cycle Coding 
Phase 3: Second 

Cycle Coding 
Phase 4: Theming 

Structural Codes 
Descriptive and In Vivo Codes 

with Frequency 
Categories Theme/s 

    

• Leverage exiting 

institutional context to 

get buy-in (3)  

 

 

OBL championing in 

the institution (IQ#8) 
• Manager and other staff 

as OBL champions (6) 

• Institutional leaders as 

only OBL 

advocate/champion (2) 

• No official champion 

identified (4)  

 

Key internal 

stakeholders 

champion OBL 

 

Institutional Definition 

of OBL (IQ#4) 
• OBL definition not 

formalized or 

documented (6) 

• OBL definition 

documented by not 

generally accessible (5) 

•  

OBL definition 

non-existent or 

inaccessible 

 

Institution 

Leaders in 

Vocational 

Institutions in 

Jamaica 

Described 

Institutional 

Strategy for 

OBL as not 

Prioritizing 

Policy and 

Governance. 

 

How OBL 

vision/purpose has been 

communicated (IQ#5) 

• OBL not reflected in 

institutional or 

organizational mission 

and vision (7)  

• OBL implied in 

organizational mission 

and vision (4) 

•  

OBL not clearly 

reflected in 

mission and 

vision 

statements 

 

Adequacy of the 

institutional OBL 

policy (IQ#6) 

• OBL policy in place 

and adequate (5) 

• OBL policy not 

adequate or non-

existent (6)  

 

Mixed views 

about OBL 

policy and its 

adequacy  

 

Description of 

Existing/Needed 

Technology 

Infrastructure (IQ#9) 

• IT based infrastructure 

to support OBL (11)  

• Physical and academic 

infrastructure in place 

(3) 

• Additional technology 

resources needed to 

support OBL (11)  

•  

OBL resources 

available but 

more needed 

 

Institution 

Leaders in 

Vocational 

Institutions in 

Jamaica 

Described 

Institutional 

Structure for 

OBL as 

Adequate, 

Multifaceted 

and Requiring 

Improvement. 

Organizational structure 

in place for OBL 

(IQ#10) 

• Personnel in place for 

OBL (12) 

Organizational 

structure to 

support OBL in 

most institutions 
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Phase 2: First Cycle Coding 
Phase 3: Second 

Cycle Coding 
Phase 4: Theming 

Structural Codes 
Descriptive and In Vivo Codes 

with Frequency 
Categories Theme/s 

    

• Existing organizational 

structure not adequate 

(7) 

•  

 

Institutional Processes 

to Support OBL 

(IQ#11) 

• Processes relating to 

training development 

and delivery (10) 

• Processes relating to 

application and 

admission (8)  

• Processes relating to 

assessment and 

certification (6) 

• Processes relating to 

monitoring, evaluation, 

and QA (4).  

• Some processes 

remained manual (3) 

 

Varied and 

holistic 

processes in 

place 

 

Mechanisms for OBL 

Quality Assurance 

(IQ#12) 

• Informal evaluation 

and QA strategies used 

(7) 

• Formal evaluation and 

QA strategies used (9) 

• Lack of QA measures 

specific to OBL (4) 

 

Mix of QA 

strategies not 

specific to OBL 

 

Available support for 

OBL Users (IQ#13) 
• Academic and training 

support (11) 

• Technical and 

technological support 

(9) 

• Psychosocial support 

(8) 

• Specific support 

needed (3) 

•  

Three types of OBL 

user support 

 

Institution 

Leaders in 

Vocational 

Institutions in 

Jamaica 

Described 

Institutional 

Support as 

Varied with 

Specific OBL 

Incentives 

Non-Existent 

 

Readiness of support 

services and staff 

(IQ#14) 

• Recruitment, training, 

and capacity building 

(9) 

• Open and clear 

communication (5) 

• Support staff readiness 

not adequately 

addressed (3) 

 

Support staff 

somewhat prepared 
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Phase 2: First Cycle Coding 
Phase 3: Second 

Cycle Coding 
Phase 4: Theming 

Structural Codes 
Descriptive and In Vivo Codes 

with Frequency 
Categories Theme/s 

    

Incentives for OBL 

faculty and support 

staff (IQ#15) 

• No specific OBL 

incentive (10) 

• Formal and informal 

general incentives (8) 

No incentive for 

OBL 

 

Description/definition 

of Institutional 

Readiness (IQ #3) 

• Readiness of Resources 

and Systems 

• Readiness of other staff 

(3) 

• Readiness of 

trainees/learners (7) 

• Readiness as 

conducting training (3) 

IR as people 

readiness 

 

Institution 

Leaders in 

Vocational 

Institutions in 

Jamaica 

Described 

Institutional 

Readiness for 

OBL as the 

Readiness of 

People and 

Resources 

 

• Readiness of resources 

(12)  

• Readiness of support 

systems and 

mechanisms (4) 

 

Readiness of 

Resources and 

Systems 

 

IQ 16: Facilitating 

Conditions (UTAUT) 
• Weak infrastructure 

and resources (11) 

• Weak strategy and 

systems (6) 

• More organizational 

support needed (3) 

OBL facilitating 

conditions 

generally 

inadequate 

Institution 

Leaders in 

Vocational 

Institutions in 

Jamaica 

Described 

Facilitating 

Conditions in 

Institutions as 

Inadequate 
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