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Abstract 

 
This study was to investigate student perceptions of teaching presence in BlendFlex instruction 
as compared to face-to-face and online instructions. BlendFlex instruction offers additional 
flexibility for students to choose between delivery methods based on their needs and change it at 
any time. Selected items from the College Student Opinion Survey were used for measurement. 
The results revealed that student perceptions of teaching presence were significantly higher in 
BlendFlex instruction and face-to-face instruction than online instruction.  
 
Keywords: BlendFlex Instruction, Blended Instruction, Face-to-Face Instruction, Online 
Instruction, Teaching Presence 
 

Introduction 
 

Blended instruction has the advantages of both face-to-face and online instructions. In 
blended instruction, instructors provide content via a combination of face-to-face and online 
instructions, delivering between 30 percent and 79 percent of the course content online, with the 
remaining contact delivered through face-to-face or other non-Internet mediums (Gomes, 2014). 
Therefore, students can have face-to-face contact with their instructor and peers and also work in 
a self-paced mode that accommodates other scheduling needs (Currie, 2017).  

BlendFlex, a form of blended instruction that was pioneered predominantly by a technical 
college in Georgia, was provided to serve students who would not have local access to the 
instructional content but might not be comfortable with the self-paced format and demands of 
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online instruction (Central Georgia Technical College, n.d.; Durso, 2017; Lieberman, 2018; 
Quinn & Lee, 2016). BlendFlex instruction melds the face-to-face, online, and telepresence 
methods into a single methodology. Rather than being restricted to only one delivery method for 
the duration of a course, students registered for BlendFlex courses can, at any time, participate in 
as many, or as few, of the delivery methods as they wish. Instructors can assist students through 
multiple delivery methods in BlendFlex instruction.  

According to the Community of Inquiry (CoI) framework, three core elements are 
essential to creating a meaningful educational experience: cognitive presence, social presence, 
and teaching presence (Garrison et al., 1999). Cognitive presence refers to one’s ability to 
construct meaning through interactions. Social presence relates to one’s ability to communicate 
directly and develop relationships based on the personality. Teaching presence is defined by the 
design, facilitation, and direction of both the social and cognitive aspects of instruction to 
provide meaningful learning in the course (Akyol et al., 2009). Sustained communication is 
important for achieving a cognitive presence in an instructional setting and can be difficult in 
face-to-face instruction, and proves to be even more difficult in online instruction. Learners in an 
instructional setting must be able to project their personalities into the community. Without the 
ability to project their personalities, learners in the online community may not view others as real 
people and therefore are unable to contribute to forming the core basis of a community where 
learners interact and build upon the knowledge and experience of others. To support the 
development of both cognitive and social presence, the function of teaching presence must be 
emphasized because it helps involve everyone in the community and produce a meaningful 
educational experience in a course (Garrison et al., 1999, 2010). Therefore, it is critical to 
investigate if BlendFlex instruction helps promote teaching presence as compared to face-to-face 
and online instructions. 
 

The Current Study 
 

BlendFlex instruction was pioneered predominantly by a technical college in Georgia 
(Central Georgia Technical College, n.d.; Durso, 2017; Lieberman, 2018; Quinn & Lee, 2016). It 
started on September 25, 2013, to provide students multiple delivery methods for healthcare 
training. Since its inception, BlendFlex instruction has expanded from healthcare-related courses 
to credit courses in other programs, non-credit adult education programs, and preparation classes 
for the GED® high school-equivalency test. This study focused on a math course due to the high 
number of sections offered by the college and the diverse student population registered for the 
course. 

To measure student perceptions of teaching presence, 10 items were selected from the 
College Student Opinion Survey. The selected items focused on student perceptions of the 
instructor's strategies related to “design and organization,” “facilitation,” “direct instruction,” and 
“others” teaching presence related measures. The reliability of the selected items was calculated 
using 107 students’ responses from MATH XXXX courses in the fall semester of 2016 with a 
Cronbach’s Alpha of .97. From fall 2016 to spring 2019, 2,996 students actively registered for 
MATH XXXX that was offered in three different formats, BlendFlex, face-to-face, and online 
instructions. At the end of the course, students were invited to complete the survey. In total, 666 
students responded to the survey. The survey response rate was 22.23 %. One-way ANOVA and 
Games-Howell Post Hoc tests were used to analyze the survey results.  
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Results 
 

Data gathered from the College Student Opinion Survey consisted of responses from 
academic year (AY) 16-17 (fall 2016, spring 2017, and summer 2017), AY 17-18 (fall 2017, 
spring 2018, and summer 2018), AY 18-19 (fall 2018 and spring 2019 only). A total of 666 
responses were collected from students taking MATH 1012 courses during the defined timeline. 
Of those responses, 37 responses resulted from students participating in BlendFlex instruction, 
386 were attributed to students in face-to-face instruction, and 243 students in online instruction 
participated in the survey during the various terms (see Table 1).   
 
Table 1. Survey Responses by Academic Years 
                                                                          Instruction 
Years Covered BlendFlex 

Face-to-
Face Online 

AY 16-17 (Fall 2016, Spr 2017 and Smr 2017) 18 178 103 
AY 17-18 (Fall 2017, Spr 2018 and Smr 2018) 15 123 76 
AY 18-19 (Fall 2018 & Spring 2019) 4 85 64 
Subtotal 37 386 143 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 

Based on the CoI framework laid out by Akyol et al. (2009), teaching presence data were 
gathered via the ten selected items from the student opinion survey and divided into four 
categories: “design and organization,” “facilitation,” “direct instruction,” and “others.” Table 2 
shows the descriptive statistics for the survey results. Student responses of Strongly Agree were 
coded as 5 points, Agree coded as 4 points, No Opinion received a coding of 3 points, Disagree 
coded with 2 points, and Strongly Disagree was coded as 1 point.   
 
Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for Survey Results 
No. Question Item BlendFlex 

M (SD) 
FTF 

M (SD) 
Online 
M (SD) 

Design & Organization 4.77 (.71) 4.67 (.60) 4.48 (.81) 
1. The instructor provided/presented a course 

syllabus outlining course requirements, 
course objectives, attendance/make-up work 
policies, and grading procedures. 

4.76 (.76) 4.74 (.59) 4.55 (.84) 

2. The instructor taught the course objectives as 
listed in the course syllabus. 

4.78 (.71) 4.66 (.69) 4.46 (.88) 

3. The instructor followed the course schedule 
or gave notice of any changes to the course 
schedule. 

4.78 (.71) 4.68 (.65) 4.49 (.89) 

4. The instructor presented the material in a 
clear and organized manner. 

4.76 (.72) 4.63 (.78) 4.43 (.91) 

Facilitation 4.73 (.74) 4.61 (.73) 4.27 (.94) 
5. The instructor encouraged students to ask 

questions and/or participate in class 
discussions. 

4.70 (.78) 4.63 (.76) 4.18 (1.07) 
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6. The instructor related course material to 
practical application. 

4.76 (.72) 4.60 (.78) 4.37 (.93) 

Direct Instruction 4.70 (.72) 4.55 (.80) 4.22 (1.04) 
7. The instructor provided suggestions on how 

to be successful in the course. 
4.65 (.82) 4.55 (.86) 4.19 (1.09) 

8. The instructor provided timely feedback on 
assignments and exams. 

4.76 (.72) 4.55 (.82) 4.25 (1.08) 

Others 4.73 (.73) 4.56 (.73) 4.27 (.97) 
9. Adequate instructional time was given (in 

class or online) to cover the required 
material. 

4.78 (.71) 4.60 (.79) 4.37 (1.02) 

10. The instructor was available to assist me after 
class hours (on-campus, electronically, 
and/or by phone). 

4.68 (.78) 4.53 (.79) 4.17 (1.07) 

Note. The highlighted value is the highest mean between groups.  
 

The category of “design and organization” contained four questions (Q1, Q2, Q3, and Q4) 
and focused on information provided at the beginning of the course, the effectiveness of the 
course syllabus, the schedule of the course, and how well the instructor followed the initial 
information presented or provided a notice when changes were made. This category also 
evaluated the presentation of course materials.   

Students participating in BlendFlex instruction showed the highest perception score of 
teaching presence related to “design and organization” with a mean of 4.77 points (SD = .71). 
Face-to-face instruction-based courses scored slightly lower with a mean of 4.67 points (SD 
= .60). Students using online instruction indicated the lowest perception score of teaching 
presence (M = 4.48, SD = .81). 

“Facilitation” was the second categorical grouping used and consisted of two questions 
(Q5 and Q6) related to the instructor’s encouragement of queries from students, class 
participation, and relating the subject matter of the course to real-world examples. As with 
“design and organization,” students using BlendFlex instruction showed the highest perception 
score of teaching presence (M = 4.73, SD = .74). Face-to-face instruction scored slightly lower 
(M = 4.61, SD = .73) while online instruction showed the lowest perceived level of “facilitation” 
(M = 4.27, SD = .936). 

The “direct instruction” category consisted of two questions (Q7 and Q8) related to 
suggestions on how to be successful in the course and timely feedback on assignments and 
exams. Students in BlendFlex instruction courses once again indicated the highest level of 
perceived teacher presence (M = 4.70, SD = .721). Face-to-face instruction scored lower (M = 
4.55, SD = .80), while online instruction scored the lowest (M = 4.22, SD = 1.04). 

The last category, “others,” focused on the time allotted for instruction during class and 
the availability of the instructor outside of class. Once again, questions related to the “others” 
category revealed that classes taught using BlendFlex instruction had the highest perception 
score of teaching presence (M = 4.73, SD = .73). Face-to-face based instruction was in the 
middle (M = 4.56, SD = .726) while online instruction had the lowest perception score of 
teaching presence (M = 4.27, SD = .967). 

Students had the highest perception score of teaching presence in BlendFlex instruction 
in all categories and for every question. Some of the individual mean scores were not very far 
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apart. For example, when asked about the presentation of a course syllabus containing course 
requirements, course objectives, attendance/make-up work policies, and grading procedures, 
students in BlendFlex instruction courses (M = 4.76, SD = .76) responded similarly to those in 
face-to-face instruction (M = 4.74, SD = .59). Other questions had considerable differences in the 
level of teaching presence perception. For example, BlendFlex instruction (M = 4.70, SD = .78) 
had a higher level of teaching presence according to respondents than online instruction (M = 
4.18, SD = 1.07) when asked about the instructor encouraging questions and class participation. 
 
One-Way ANOVA Test Results 
 

A one-way ANOVA test was used to test the impact of the instructional delivery method 
on student perceptions of teaching presence. As outlined in the descriptive analytics above, 10 
selected questions were divided into four categories: “design and organization,” “facilitation,” 
“direct instruction,” and “others.” “Design and organization” continued to focus on the initial 
presentation of information, following the presented course outline and schedule, communication 
of any changes, and material delivery throughout the course. “Facilitation” included questions 
related to encouraging questions, class participation, and relating the material to real-world 
examples. “Direct instruction” consisted of two questions related to the instructor providing 
suggestions on how to be successful in the course and providing feedback on assignments and 
tests. The “others” category was made up of two questions related to instructional time and 
instructor access outside of regular class hours.  

Questions 1 through 4 were categorized for “design and organization” as part of the CoI 
framework.  Specifically, these questions related to instructional delivery and relaying of course 
content. Q1 related to whether or not students perceived that their instructor provided a course 
syllabus outlining course objectives, attendance policies, makeup policies, and grading 
procedures, F(2, 663) = 5.73, p = .003 < .05. Q2 illustrated students’ perceptions of whether or 
not the instructor taught the course objectives outlined in the syllabus, F(2, 663) = 6.49, p = .002 
< .05. Q3 asked students if their instructor followed the schedule provided at the beginning of the 
term and whether or not the class was notified of any deviations from the originally presented 
schedule, F(2, 663) = 5.38, p = .005 < .05. Q4 examined whether or not students perceived a 
difference in teaching presence when asked if their instructors provided material in a clear and 
organized manner, F(2, 663) = 5.44, p = .005 < .05. As indicated by the data, there was a 
significant difference in student perceptions for questions 1, 2, 3, and 4 in the “design and 
organization” category (see Table 3).    

Question 5 and question 6 were grouped in the “facilitation” category. Q5 asked whether 
or not the instructor encouraged questions and engaged in-class participation, F(2, 663) = 20.48, 
p = .000 < .05. Q6 asked students if instructors related class material to real-world examples, F(2, 
663) = 7.31, p = .001 < .05. Both questions 5 and 6 illustrated significant differences in student 
perceptions of teaching presence between instructional delivery methods. Therefore, data showed 
a significant difference in student perceptions related to the “facilitation” category for the CoI 
framework (see Table 3).  

Question 7 and question 8 were grouped for the “direct instruction” category. Q7 related 
to whether or not instructors provided suggestions on how to be successful in the course, F(2, 
663) = 11.92, p = .000 < .05. Q8 examined whether or not instructors provided timely feedback 
to assignments and tests, F(2, 663) = 10.29, p = .000 < .05. Question 7 and question 8 both 
showed significant differences in student perceptions of teaching presence between instructional 
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delivery methods (see Table 3).   
The last category of “others” consisted of two questions (Q9 and Q10) related to the time 

allowed for course material delivery and access to the instructor outside of class times. When 
asked about the time allowed for course material delivery, students indicated a perceived 
difference based on instructional delivery with F(2, 663) = 6.75, p = .001 < .05. Students also 
showed a difference in their perception of teaching presence using different instructional delivery 
methods with a result of F(2, 663) = 13.80, p = .000 < .05 (see Table 3). The “others” category 
represented the fourth and final piece to the CoI framework. 
 
Table 3. One-Way ANOVA Test Results  
No. Question Item Results 
Design & Organization 
1. The instructor provided/presented a course syllabus 

outlining course requirements, course objectives, 
attendance/make-up work policies, and grading 
procedures. 

F(2, 663) = 5.73, p = .003 < .05 

2. The instructor taught the course objectives as listed 
in the course syllabus. 

F(2, 663) = 6.49, p = .002 < .05 

3. The instructor followed the course schedule or 
gave notice of any changes to the course schedule. 

F(2, 663) = 5.38, p = .005 < .05 

4. The instructor presented the material in a clear and 
organized manner. 

F(2, 663) = 5.44, p = .005 < .05 

Facilitation 
5. The instructor encouraged students to ask questions 

and/or participate in class discussions. 
F(2, 663) = 20.48, p = .000 < .05 

6. The instructor related course material to practical 
application. 

F(2, 663) = 7.31, p = .001 < .05 

Direct Instruction 
7. The instructor provided suggestions on how to be 

successful in the course. 
F(2, 663) = 11.92, p = .000 < .05 

8. The instructor provided timely feedback on 
assignments and exams. 

F(2, 663) = 10.29, p = .000 < .05 

Others 
9. Adequate instructional time was given (in class or 

online) to cover the required material. 
F(2, 663) = 6.75, p = .001 < .05 

10. The instructor was available to assist me after class 
hours (on-campus, electronically, and/or by phone). 

F(2, 663) = 13.80, p = .000 < .05 

 
Games-Howell Post Hoc Test Results 
 

Games-Howell post hoc tests are used when data differ in sample sizes and there are not 
equal variances in each group (Starkweather, 2010). Since the College Student Opinion Survey 
resulted in differing sample sizes for students participating in courses using BlendFlex 
instruction (N =37), face-to-face (N = 386), and online instruction (N = 243), Games-Howell post 
hoc tests were performed. Table 4 illustrates the full results from the Games-Howell post hoc 
tests. 
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Games-Howell post hoc tests revealed that there were significant differences in perceived 
teaching presence in the “design and organization” category. All associated questions (Q1, Q2, 
Q3, and Q4) found significant differences in face-to-face instruction and online instruction. The 
student perception score of teaching presence related to “design and organization” was 
significantly higher in face-to-face instruction than online instruction. The tests also revealed 
significances in questions relating to teaching the course objectives (Q2) and material 
presentation (Q4) between BlendFlex instruction and online instruction. For these two items 
(course objectives and material presentation), the student perception score of teaching presence 
was significantly higher in BlendFlex instruction than online instruction.   

“Facilitation” related questions (Q5 and Q6) showed a significance in perceived teaching 
presence between instructional delivery methods. When asked about instructors encouraging 
students to ask questions and participate in class discussions, there was a difference in responses 
for BlendFlex instruction and online instruction (p = .002), and between face-to-face instruction 
and online instruction (p = .000). The student perception score of teaching presence was 
significantly higher in both BlendFlex instruction and face-to-face instruction than in online 
instruction. When asked about instructors relating course material to practical application, there 
was a difference in BlendFlex instruction and online instruction (p = .013), and between face-to-
face instruction and online instruction (p = .004). The student perception score of teaching 
presence related to facilitation was significantly higher in both BlendFlex instruction and face-to-
face instruction than online instruction.   

“Direct instruction” related questions (Q7 and Q8) showed similar results with 
differences in BlendFlex instruction and online instruction, with additional significance in face-
to-face instruction and online instruction. Q7 related to instructors providing suggestions on how 
to be successful in the course. There were significant differences between BlendFlex instruction 
and online instruction (p = .011), and between face-to-face instruction and online instruction (p 
= .000). Q8 related to timely feedback received on assignments and exams. The result showed 
significant differences between BlendFlex instruction and online instruction (p = .001), and 
between face-to-face instruction and online instruction (p = .001). The student perception score 
of teaching presence related to direct instruction was significantly higher in both BlendFlex 
instruction and face-to-face instruction than in online instruction.     

The last category of teaching presence, “others,” had similar results with each question 
indicating the significant differences in instructional delivery methods on perceived teaching 
presence. The adequate instructional time between BlendFlex instruction and online instruction 
showed the same significance as face-to-face instruction and online instruction with p = .009. 
When asked about access to the instructor outside of regular class hours, there was a significant 
difference between BlendFlex instruction and online instruction (p = .003). There was also a 
significant difference between student perception scores of teaching presence between face-to-
face instruction and online instruction (p = .000).  
 
Table 4. Games-Howell Post Hoc Tests Results  
No. Question Item Results 
Design & Organization 
1. The instructor 

provided/presented a 
course syllabus outlining 
course requirements, 

1) Significant difference between face-to-face instruction 
and online instruction (p = .007), Mface-to-face > Monline 
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course objectives, 
attendance/make-up 
work policies, and 
grading procedures. 

2. The instructor taught the 
course objectives as 
listed in the course 
syllabus. 

1) Significant difference between BlendFlex instruction 
and online instruction (p = .039), MBlendFlex > Monline 
2) Significant difference between face-to-face instruction 
and online instruction (p = .006), Mface-to-face > Monline 

3. The instructor followed 
the course schedule or 
gave notice of any 
changes to the course 
schedule. 

1) Significant difference between face-to-face instruction 
and online instruction (p = .017), Mface-to-face > Monline 

4. The instructor presented 
the material in a clear 
and organized manner. 

1) Significant difference between BlendFlex instruction 
and online instruction (p = .042), MBlendFlex > Monline 
2) Significant difference between face-to-face instruction 
and online instruction (p = .014), Mface-to-face > Monline 

Facilitation 
5. The instructor 

encouraged students to 
ask questions and/or 
participate in class 
discussions. 

1) Significant difference between BlendFlex instruction 
and online instruction (p = .002), MBlendFlex > Monline 
2) Significant difference between face-to-face instruction 
and online instruction (p = .000), Mface-to-face > Monline 

6. The instructor related 
course material to 
practical application. 

1) Significant difference between BlendFlex instruction 
and online instruction (p = .013), MBlendFlex > Monline 
2) Significant difference between face-to-face instruction 
and online instruction (p = .004), Mface-to-face > Monline 

Direct Instruction 
7. The instructor provided 

suggestions on how to be 
successful in the course. 

1) Significant difference between BlendFlex instruction 
and online instruction (p = .011), MBlendFlex > Monline 
2) Significant difference between face-to-face instruction 
and online instruction (p = .000), Mface-to-face > Monline 

8. The instructor provided 
timely feedback on 
assignments and exams. 

1) Significant difference between BlendFlex instruction 
and online instruction (p = .001), MBlendFlex > Monline 
2) Significant difference between face-to-face instruction 
and online instruction (p = .001), Mface-to-face > Monline 

Continued on next page 
Others (Continued) 
9. Adequate instructional 

time was given (in class 
or online) to cover the 
required material. 

1) Significant difference between BlendFlex instruction 
and online instruction (p = .009), MBlendFlex > Monline 
2) Significant difference between face-to-face instruction 
and online instruction (p = .009), Mface-to-face > Monline 

10. The instructor was 
available to assist me 
after class hours (on-
campus, electronically, 

1) Significant difference between BlendFlex instruction 
and online instruction (p = .003), MBlendFlex > Monline 
2) Significant difference between face-to-face instruction 
and online instruction (p = .000), Mface-to-face > Monline 
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and/or by phone). 
 

Discussion 
 

The results showed that the student perception scores of teaching presence were 
significantly higher in face-to-face instruction than online instruction for all survey questions. 
Except for survey questions one and three, the student perception scores of teaching presence 
were significantly higher in BlendFlex instruction than online instruction. The results proved the 
success of BlendFlex and, similarly, face-to-face instruction. Vaughan et al. (2013) stated, 
“teaching presence is enhanced when participants become more metacognitively aware and are 
encouraged to assume increasing responsibility and control of their learning” (p.13). Anderson et 
al. (2001) found that teaching in an online environment is influenced by the lack of non-verbal 
communication cues that exist in face-to-face instruction. BlendFlex instruction provides the 
immediate non-verbal cues that help to increase the perception of teaching presence but also 
allows students to take more control of their learning by providing multiple ways to consume 
course content. This could help explain why BlendFlex instruction consistently rated higher in 
perceived teaching presence than online instruction.   
 

Conclusions 
 

The purpose of this study was to examine student perceptions of teaching presence in 
BlendFlex instruction when compared to face-to-face instruction and online instruction. 
BlendFlex instruction incorporates the benefits of both face-to-face and online instructions, 
which helps engage students in a meaningful educational experience. The results of this study 
proved the success of BlendFlex and, similarly, face-to-face instruction. BlendFlex instruction 
seems to be a legitimate, and ultimately worthwhile, methodology for producing better results in 
improved perception of teaching presence among students than solely online instruction. To 
achieve a successful implementation of this new instruction, institutions must be willing to invest 
in technology, training, and other resources to establish best practices for ensuring both faculty 
and students are prepared to get the most benefit out of the BlendFlex instruction. Students will 
need considerable support, both before and after instruction begins, to understand how they can 
best utilize this instruction to achieve their educational goals. 
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