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Abstract: This contribution presents the first stage of a project to assist the transition of a traditional to a blended program in higher nursing education. We shall describe the goals and context of this project, present the evaluation framework, discuss some early results and then discuss the usefulness of the first version of the evaluation framework.



Introduction
Among various stakeholders, there seems to be an agreement that ICT must be part of today’s teaching and educational programs of all levels. In particular, online courses, webcasts, Moocs (Massive Open Online Courses), mobile learning, distance universities and a wide range of online learning resources are part of today’s instructional landscape (Collis & Moonen, 2002). The question today is not if, but when and how to best use them for education (Triola, Huwendiek, Levinson, & Cook, 2012). Looking beyond the comparison of on-line and face-to-face instruction,  blended learning, also referred to as distributed, hybrid, flexible, or multi-modal learning was introduced in the early 2000’s as a means to combine face-to-face and distance learning in various ways (Duhaney, 2004). Some authors expanded these concepts to include the blending of different types of (educational) technologies, of different pedagogies, and, of formal learning with real-world practice (Driscoll, 2002; Graham, 2006; Nielsen, 2013). Blended learning has now passed the exploration phase and more specific questions about blended learning arise (Graham, Woodfield, & Harrison, 2012), one of them being how to best evaluate such a multimodal learning scenario (Bliuc, Goodyear, & Ellis, 2007; Drysdale, Graham, Spring, & Halverson, 2012).
The integrative approach of choosing the best blend for a specific instructional goal calls for a multimodal and holistic evaluation method that is able to support an evolutionary, cyclical development of the blended learning experience. Authors have evaluated the blended learning experience form the students perspective (Smyth, Houghton, Cooney, & Casey, 2012), from faculty perspective , (Kaleta, Skibba, & Joosten, 2007) or at an institutional level (Moskal & Cavanagh, 2013) but there are few reports on a multimodal, complete evaluation involving all actors and aspects of a blended learning program (Álvarez, Martín, Fernández-Castro, & Urretavizcaya, 2013; Normand, Littlejohn, & Falconer, 2008) 
This paper describes the first development step of a thorough, cyclic evaluation framework that accompanies the introduction of blended learning in a master program in nursing sciences in Switzerland. Looking at some initial results, we shall discuss its usefulness.

The project and context
The project described here is supported by a pedagogical innovation fund of the University of Lausanne and was managed by the principal author. It was developed in the context of a 2-years master program in nursing sciences offered by the University of Lausanne together with the University of Applied Sciences and Arts of Western Switzerland (HESSO). In a first stage of the project, blended learning was introduced into four of the five courses of the third semester, involving twenty-five students, four teachers and one teacher assistant. The courses were modified in agreement with the teachers, starting with workshops around the learning objectives, the pedagogical scenario, the activities and the evaluations. Each course was restructured accordingly and the semester schedule was reorganized to ensure the coordination of the face-to-face and distance activities. The Lausanne University Moodle platform hosted the online components.
An extensive and thorough evaluation process was put in place with the intent to investigate all aspects of the introduction of blended learning in the setting of this master program, including the institutional and organizational level, the instructional aspects as well as the learning process. The evaluation process should allow gaining insight into the pedagogical aspects, for example, if blended learning promoted an enriched pedagogy and what was gained regarding the teaching and learning quality. We shall present some first results and then discuss the evaluation tool.

The design and evaluation framework
The introduction of blended learning into the fall semester (2013/14) of the master program in nursing sciences at the university of Lausanne/HESSO is conducted within a long-term framework inspired by design-based research principles. (Anderson & Shattuck, 2012; Graham, Henrie, & Gibbons, 2013; Reeves, 2008). In line with this approach, this paper describes a component of the first step, i.e. the development of a thorough, multidimensional and cyclic evaluation concept that accompanies the introduction of blended learning in a master program in nursing sciences in Switzerland.
Change management organization:
To introduce blended learning to faculty, sensibilization events and workshops were conducted with a pedagogy-centered approach. Reflections focused on the pedagogical scenarios and only once this design process was brought to an end, the on-line activities and the modified course schedule were implemented as Moodle classes. Students were informed during their presence at the institute and introductory exercises on the Moodle LMS were offered both to faculty and to students.
The evaluation focused on the organizational and technical aspects, the implementation process and the outcomes. It included the administrative components, the faculty, and the student’s levels. The following tools were included to support the evaluation process:
Qualitative tools:
We conducted semi-structured interviews with the administrative team and the faculty. Faculty interviews were transcribed and analyzed with an analysis grid. In addition, we allowed for open text comments in the student questionnaires.
Quantitative tools:
An online survey administered to students counted 41 items including 6 personal data and 5 open text items. It was structured according to the following focus points: user experience of the platform, course organization and instructions, time management and access (flexibility issues), course evaluation, and personal data. Where possible, validated tools were used to assess the different dimensions: Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) adapted by Ngai (Ngai, Poon, & Chan, 2007); Web-Based Learning Environment Instrument (WEBLEI) (Chang & Fisher, 2003); Distance Education Learning Environment Survey (DELES) (Walker & Fraser, 2005). In addition, we included 5 items of the standard course evaluation form used in the institution. Likert scales were standardized to the 5 point scale. Context-bound items were added to the questionnaire. Translation was done by the main author. The questionnaire was reviewed by an evaluation expert and submitted to four test persons. 
	The survey was distributed automatically to students as part of the standard course evaluation procedure of the institution and published online. We also merged the student’s final marks for each class with the survey data. In addition, we retrieved the marks of the students that took the same program the previous year. 
Analysis of data from the Moodle platform:
Student usage of specific activities on the Moodle platform as well as statistics on platform use by faculty and students were extracted, analyzed and merged with survey data.

What can the results tell?
An analysis of data provided by the different evaluation tools allowed to gain first practical insights on the different aspects of this first implementation of blended learning across the semester program of the master in nursing sciences. Other, more in-depth results are pending. 25 students, 4 faculty and 1 assistant were involved in the flexibilization project as well as 3 people from the administration team. 21 students (84%) answered the online questionnaire on the modified semester. 10/21 (48%) had an occupation of 50% or more and 15/21 students had on hour or less commuting time to university. 
Structural/organizational aspects and user experience: The program schedule was reorganized in collaboration with faculty and the administrative team. Interviews with the administration team revealed the importance of good communication during the planning and scheduling of the blended courses. It also became clear that compensation for faculty regarding innovation processes needs to be better defined for the blended learning scenario at the institutional level.
Figure 1 shows how the program of the semester has been modified.
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Figure 1: Modified schedule after introducing blended learning (F2F: Face to face)

Face-to-face activities included lectures, presentations and workshops. Distance activities were readings, assignments, preparatory MCQ exercises, working on projects, forum discussions and group work. 
For some courses, time invested for rethinking the pedagogical scenario and creating resources like MCQs and handouts was substantial, i.e. almost equivalent to creating a new course. Nevertheless, all faculty members found it was worth the effort. Only one faculty member did use a Moodle platform before; techno-pedagogical support was given for creating the courses on the platform and there were no major issues regarding course management by the faculty. Students reported some anxiety regarding computer use but over 80% had no issues using the Moodle platform . 
Overall, students reported that it was easy to get used to the face-to-face and distance course organization and the coordination of the semester’s schedule was judged to be good. They found that distance and presence activities were complementary for two of the four courses. In two courses, assignment instructions for online activities were not clear enough and the distance/presence activities were less well coordinated. With respect to the blended organization, students expressed the necessity to be well-organized and more autonomous in managing one’s own time.
Blended learning: Items from the DELES and TAM scales show a mixed attitude of students towards blended learning in this semester. A majority (16/21, 76%) found it easy to get used to this way of working and acknowledge being more responsible for their learning (15/21, 71 %), but only half (11/21, 52%) thought that the hybridization had a positive effects on their learning process. Comments express the importance of presence time with other students and faculty. Students appreciate the flexible organization but miss the structuring effect of a more rigid schedule. Interestingly, Moodle analytics show that some students take advantage of this flexibility to submit their work in advance. Students confirm that there is more flexibility in time and place and also in the individual learning pace. However, they do not have more time to pursue domains of interest. Professional activity seems to have an influence on this result since there is a moderate negative correlation between time to explore domains of interest and professional workload. 
Faculty felt that student autonomy was encouraged because of the diminution of face-to-face lectures and the increase in responsibility for the students to prepare the classroom activities. They report having more time for presentations and discussion during class. The reflection process around the pedagogical scenario as such had a structuring effect on the courses, improving the efficiency of teaching.
Learning outcomes: The final mark for all courses of the semester of the students participating in the blended learning semester is not significantly different than the average of the student group having taken the traditional program the previous year. Faculty feels that the quality of students’ work is equivalent after introducing blended learning.
Overall statisfaction: As we reported above, Faculty reported that their own schedule has also become more flexible and they appreciated the structuring effect of the Moodle platform (having everything in one place). Two faculty never met the students before starting their classes and for them the new schedule made it more difficult to get to know the students. All are very satisfied with this experience and stated they wish to repeat it.
Overall student satisfaction (TAM) is good (16/21, 76%). Comments underline the necessity to have easy access to faculty during distance learning periods. Analysis of presence on the platform underlines the necessity of online presence during the distance activity phases. Student’s dissatisfaction with some courses’ organization and monitoring seems to correlate with teachers’ online activity.

Discussion
The introduction of blended learning into a traditionally organized master program of nursing sciences brings many different aspects of innovation with it. Reflection on the pedagogical scenario and objectives was the priority, ensuring that the focus stayed on the improvement of pedagogical practice and the enhancement of instructional quality. Moreover, there was a willingness to take advantage of distance and presence activities in a pedagogically meaningful way. This reflection and a reorganization of all courses of the program allowed setting up a blended semester with a coordination of the courses’ presence and distance time. The project also involved introducing a learning management system (Moodle) to students and faculty as well as to the administration team.
A comprehensive evaluation package allowed to document and to analyze the implementation of blended learning in this master program in nursing sciences. It collected information from all involved actors (learners, faculty, support and administration) taking into account the many dimensions of such a project: the technological and organizational dimension, the process of change and the learning outcomes results. Simple descriptive statistics and bivariate analysis was very helpful for interpreting the results and identifying points that can be improved. A similar experience conducted in the area, in the field of interpreter trainer education (Class & Schneider, 2014), also stressed the importance of involving all stakeholders, good planning, focusing on pedagogical design and creating appropriate tools for evaluation that can feed back information to faculty and to the administration team.
Agreed upon success indicators could show stakeholders that there was more flexibility in time and place for students, an enriched pedagogy, and learning outcomes that are similar to the previous student group taking the same courses. In other words, results show that the first step to introduce blended learning in the master of nursing sciences was successful. Techno-pedagogical support did ensure a smooth transition of mostly inexperienced faculty and students to the use of a learning management system such as Moodle. There were no major technological or usability issues. Some challenges regarding communication during the transformation and coordination of the program were identified as well as questions at the institutional level regarding faculty’s compensation teaching in a blended mode.
While the introduction of blended learning allowed students more flexible organization in time and place, there is a shift towards more self-organization of the learning activities. This fact is not always perceived as positive in a student population lacking the often cited motivation for distance learning coming from a long commuting distance. Also, professional and family responsibilities profited from organizational flexibility, but do not diminish the workload. This balance between benefit and challenge has been reported in other postgraduate programs (Smyth et al., 2012). 
Faculty reports a transformational effect of the introduction of blended learning: the reflection process around the pedagogical objectives, identifying which activities should better take place in the classroom, and what can be done on-line did enhance the awareness for pedagogical quality by faculty. Similar reports were made by other authors.(Kaleta et al., 2007). Data are fed back to faculty and will allow adjusting current course designs in order to meet identified problems. Overall, students and faculty are very satisfied with this project. This has probably to do with a good preparation phase including a thorough introduction to the Moodle platform as well as with the continuous presence and availability of a support person.
The fact that the approach was conducted in a “DBR” spirit using a well-defined and negotiated evaluation instrument also did contribute and certainly will help to bring further improvement, for example, an increased quality of learning outcomes. The evaluation instrument itself can be improved and will continue to support the blended learning experience in this institute as the program will be re-conducted. The evaluation framework could be adopted by other organizations to support a ransformative process towards blened learning. Further  validation of the survey tool in particular will be conducted in a next step.
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