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YNIPABJITHHA 3MILIAHUM HABYAHHSAM Y 3AKJIAJAX BULLLOI OCBITHU
AK YUHHUK 3HUKEHHA OCBITHbOI HEPIBHOCTI

AHomayisa. Y cmammi 06rpyHmMo8aHo doyiabHicms po32a510y ynpasaiHHA 3MIWAHUM HABYAHHSIM Y 3aK1A0aX suwoi oceimu sk
YUHHUKA 3HUJCEHHs 0c8imHbOI HepigHocmi. BuxidHoto nosuyieto docai0xceHHs € me3d npo me, Wo 0C8iMHsl HepigHicmb y cyyacHill auwii
oceimi 8Us18/51€MbCs1 He Ule Yepe3 8i0MIHHOCMI 8 akadeMiYHUX pe3y/1bimamax, a i vepe3 HepigHuli docmyn 3006y8auis oceimu do yugposux
pecypcis, nedazoziuHoi nidmpumku, cmab6inbHoi KoMyHIikayii, eHyukux opm yuyacmi 8 oceimHboMy npoyeci ma iHOugidyanizosaHux
Modicaugocmeti npocyeanHs e Haguani. [lokasaHo, wo aMiuiaHe HABUAHHA He MAE A8MOMAMUYHO20 BUPIBHI08AILHO20 ehexmy. Hozo enaue
3a/1excums 8id moeo, ik came Ha iHcmumyyiliHomMy pigHi opzaHizosaHo yugdpose cepedosuuje, naam@opMHy 83aeMO00it0, ACUHXPOHHUL
docmyn do mamepiasnis, 360pomHull 38’130k, nidmpumky euksaadavie I MOHIMOpuHe Hae4ya/nbHUX MpyoHowis. Memow cmammi €
meopemu4Ho 06rpyHmMysamu ynpasAiHHs 3MIUAHUM HABYAHHSM SIK YUHHUK 3HUXCEHHS1 0C8IMHbOI HepieHOCMI ma usHavyumMu ynpasaiHcoKi
MexaHizmu, wo 3abesneyyroms 6inbwl pigHuli docmyn do pecypcis, 83aemodii, niompumku i peysbmamie Has4yauHs. Y pezysomami
docidxceHHs1 8CMAH0B.1eHO, WO AHMUHepi8HICHUL nomeHyian 3MiuaHo20 HABYAHHSl peanizyembucsl Yepe3 naam@opMmHy y3200x4ceHicmby,
cmaxdapmu3ayiro yu@dposux Kypcie, s102i4HO 0p2aHi308aHULl ACUHXPOHHUU docmyn, nidmpumyeanbHy nedazoziuHy KOMyHIKayito,
BUKOPUCMAHHS HABYA/ILHOT AHANIMUKU 0151 PAHHbLO20 8USI8/IEHHS PU3UKI8 | po3sumok yugposoi ma ingpopmayiiinoi 2comosHocmi 30o6ysauis
oceimu. flogedeHo, wo 3a sidcymHocmi YinicHo20 ynpasaiHHsl 3MiWlAHe HABYAHHSI MOJCe He 3MeHUy8amu, a NoCua8amu 8xce HAsi8HI
po3pusu Misxc pisHUMuU epynamu 3006yeavie oceimu. 3p06aeHO 8UCHOBOK, WO YNpasAiHHA 3MIWAHUM HABYAHHAM CAI0 mayma4umu sK
cucmeMmy cmpameziyHUX [ opeaHi3ayiliHux piweHb, cnpsMOBAHUX HA PO3WUPEHHST 0C8IMHIX Moxcausocmell, nidguueHHs docmynHocmi
0C8IMHBLO20 Npoyecy ma 3HUNHCeHHs1 0c8imHboi HepieHocmi. [IpakmuyHe 3HaYeHHS1 00CAIONCEHHST NO/si2a€ 8 3MIUjeHHI y8azu 3 OKpeMux
yugposux iHcmpymenmie Ha iHcmumyyitiHi ymMogu ix cnpaged1uso2o ma pe3y1bmamueHo20 GUKOPUCMAHHSL.

Kwouyoesi cioea: ocgimus HepigHicmb, 3MiWlaHe HABYAHHS; yNPABATHHSA 3MIWAHUM HABYAHHAM; 3aKAadu suwoi oceimu; yugpose
oceimHe cepedosuwje; yugdposi naamgopmu; docmynHicms oceimu; 3006ysaui ocgimu.
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MANAGING BLENDED LEARNING IN HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS
AS AFACTOR IN REDUCING EDUCATIONAL INEQUALITY

Abstract. The article substantiates the feasibility of adopting blended learning management in higher education institutions to
reduce educational inequality. The study is grounded in the idea that educational inequality in contemporary higher education is manifested
not only through differences in academic achievement but also through unequal access of learners to digital resources, pedagogical support,
stable communication, flexible forms of participation in the educational process, and individualized opportunities for progression in learning.
It is shown that blended learning does not have an automatic equalizing effect. Its impact depends on how the digital environment, platform-
based interaction, asynchronous access to materials, feedback, teacher support, and monitoring of learning difficulties are organized at the
institutional level. The purpose of the article is to provide a theoretical substantiation of blended learning management as a factor in reducing
educational inequality and to identify the managerial mechanisms that ensure more equitable access to resources, interaction, support, and
learning outcomes. The study found that the anti-inequality potential of blended learning is realized through platform coherence,
standardization of digital courses, logically organized asynchronous access, supportive pedagogical communication, the use of learning
analytics for early risk identification, and the development of learners’ digital and information readiness. It has been proven that, in the absence
of coherent management, blended learning may not reduce but rather intensify the existing gaps between different groups of learners. It is
concluded that blended learning management should be interpreted as a system of strategic and organizational decisions aimed at expanding
educational opportunities, increasing the accessibility of the educational process, and reducing educational inequality. The practical
significance of the study lies in shifting attention from individual digital tools to the institutional conditions of their fair and effective use.

Keywords: educational inequality; blended learning; blended learning management; higher education institutions; digital
educational environment; digital platforms; accessibility of education; learners.

Problem Statement. Educational inequality in higher education institutions is evident not only in
differences in academic results but also in unequal access to digital resources, stable interaction with teachers,
timely feedback, and flexible forms of participation in the educational process. In recent years, this problem
has become more serious due to the pandemic, war-related risks, population displacement, technical
instability, and varying levels of institutional readiness for the digital transformation of education [8; 13].
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Under these conditions, blended learning should be considered not only as a combination of face-to-
face and distance learning, but also as a way of organizing the educational process that can either reduce or
reproduce existing inequalities. Its potential lies in providing access to materials at different times, supporting
an individual's learning pace, expanding communication channels, and identifying learning difficulties in time.
At the same time, the absence of coherent management of blended learning, common requirements for a digital
course, a coordinated platform policy, and targeted support for learners may deepen the gap between different
groups of participants in the educational process [2; 6].

The relevance of this problem is strengthened by the fact that research on the digitalization of
education often focuses on individual tools, technologies, or pedagogical practices, while the managerial side
of organizing blended learning is less systematically covered. However, it is managerial decisions that
determine whether the digital environment will expand educational opportunities or, conversely, reinforce
existing barriers. This is especially important in Ukrainian higher education, where the digital educational
environment must be at the same time flexible, supportive, and resilient to crisis-related challenges [6; 7; 12].

Therefore, the scientific problem lies in the need to determine how the management of blended
learning in higher education institutions can become a factor in reducing educational inequality, not at the level
of declarations, but at the level of the real organization of access, interaction, support, and learner progress in
the educational process.

Analysis of Recent Research. The problem of blended learning has long gone beyond a purely
technological description and is now considered a complex pedagogical and organizational system. Studies on
blended learning emphasize that its effectiveness depends not only on the combination of face-to-face and
distance components, but also on the coherence of instructional design, the structure of interaction, assessment
formats, and support for learners [3; 4]. At the same time, a number of studies stress that blended learning can
improve flexibility, personalization, and accessibility, but these advantages become real only when institutional
support and a clearly organized digital environment are in place [1; 5].

A separate group of studies examines digital inequality and its effects on learning outcomes.
Researchers show that inequality in digital education is shaped not only by access to devices or the Internet,
but also by differences in digital literacy, self-regulation, academic support, and the culture of using educational
platforms [9; 10]. Therefore, digitalization by itself does not remove inequality. Without a well-designed
organizational model, it may even deepen the gap between different groups of learners.

After the COVID-19 pandemic, researchers paid more attention to the resilience of educational
systems, the quality of distance interaction, and the readiness of teachers and learners to work in a digital
environment. The study by Rudenko et al. [8] showed that practicing teachers positively assessed some
opportunities of online learning but also identified difficulties with communication, engagement control, and
the organization of high-quality interaction, which are directly important for higher education as well. The
study by Yurchenko et al. [13] noted stable growth in interest in platform-based solutions but also highlighted
the need for a deeper understanding of the pedagogical conditions for their effective use. Attention has also
been focused on features of the digital environment directly connected to reducing or increasing educational
inequality. The study of partnership pedagogy in the digital learning environment leads to the conclusion that
the quality of interaction, supportive practices, and pedagogical expectations influence learner engagement as
much as the technical parameters of the platform [6]. The work on the development of youth information
hygiene skills shows that access to digital resources does not guarantee their safe and effective use; therefore,
university policy should take into account not only infrastructure but also the development of learners’
information resilience [7]. The study of the educational potential of ChatGPT from learners’ perspectives also
highlights the dual effect of digital tools: they expand learning opportunities, but at the same time raise the
issue of unequal access to the skills needed to use them effectively [2].

Also important for this article are studies that explain didactic mechanisms for improving the
accessibility and effectiveness of digital learning. The paper on the synergistic effects of the visual approach
and SMART education shows that diversity in how material is presented and instrumental flexibility increase
the accessibility of learning for different groups of learners [12]. The material on media trauma, trust, and
information verification in a frontline region once again shows that the modern digital environment cannot be
analyzed outside the conditions of psychological vulnerability, information overload, and the need for support,
which is important for universities working under crisis conditions [11].

Thus, the analysis of sources provides grounds for two conclusions. First, blended learning has the
potential to reduce educational inequality through flexible access, varied forms of interaction, and the
possibility of personalization. Second, this potential is not realized automatically but through managerial
decisions at the higher education institution, including the selection and standardization of platforms, the
organization of asynchronous participation, the monitoring of risk groups, support for teachers, and the
creation of a supportive digital environment. This managerial dimension, despite related studies, still requires
separate and systematic consideration.
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The purpose of the article is to provide a theoretical justification for managing blended learning in
higher education institutions as a factor in reducing educational inequality and to identify those managerial
mechanisms that ensure more equal access of learners to resources, interaction, support, and learning
outcomes. The focus is on the institutional organization of blended learning as an integral system that can
either expand educational opportunities for different groups of learners or reproduce existing barriers.

To achieve this purpose, a set of interconnected methods was used. The theoretical analysis of
scholarly works enabled the summary of approaches to understanding blended learning, digital inequality, and
the management of the digital educational environment, and the identification of which features of the blended
format are most often associated with a fairer organization of access to learning. The comparative analysis
method was used to compare approaches in which blended learning is primarily described as a didactic model,
and in studies that consider it an object of institutional management and the digital policy of an educational
institution.

At the generalization stage, the method of interpretation and conceptual modeling was applied. On this
basis, groups of managerial mechanisms with anti-inequality potential in blended learning were identified. This
approach enables moving from the description of individual digital practices to an integrated vision of blended
learning management as a mechanism for reducing educational inequality.

The study has a theoretical and analytical character. It does not present the results of a separate
pedagogical experiment. Instead, it aims to provide a conceptual understanding of the problem based on
modern scholarly sources and relevant Ukrainian studies.

Research Results. The analysis provides grounds for stating that the management of blended learning
in higher education institutions should be considered a separate factor in reducing educational inequality,
rather than merely as technical support for the digitalization of the university educational environment. Its
influence is mainly seen in how the university organizes access to learning materials, structures interactions
between teachers and learners, supports differentlearning paces, and identifies risk groups in a timely manner.
If blended learning is implemented as a set of uncoordinated courses, platforms, and requirements, it increases
the burden on learners and deepens the gap between those with higher levels of self-regulation, digital literacy,
and technical support and those without these advantages. In contrast, under coherent institutional
management, the blended format begins to function as a mechanism for equalizing opportunities, as it provides
repeated access to materials, asynchronous participation, diverse communication channels, and greater
transparency into learning requirements [1; 5; 9; 10].

The first result is that the anti-inequality potential of blended learning depends directly on platform
coherence. When a higher education institution uses a single, conceptually integrated digital environment,
learners receive not only technical convenience but also a predictable, logical workflow for courses. This
reduces time losses from adapting to different interfaces, makes it easier to understand learning requirements,
and creates more equal starting conditions for those with different experiences using digital resources. This is
not only about the presence of an LMS or separate services, but about a managed platform policy that reduces
the chaotic nature of digital interaction.

The second result concerns the role of asynchronous access in softening educational inequality. For
learners who combine study with work, live under unstable security conditions, have problems with Internet
connection, or are forced to interrupt their participation in face-to-face classes from time to time, the
asynchronous component becomes a condition for staying involved in the educational process. This is not only
about recording lectures or uploading presentations, but also about the presence of logically structured
modules, explanatory materials, clear instructions, intermediate tasks, and the possibility of returning to
difficult parts of the course. In such a model, blended learning reduces the dependence on one-time classroom
presence or synchronous connections and, accordingly, promotes more equal participation. At the same time,
systematic reviews show that without a well-designed online component, asynchronicity may turn into a form
of hidden learner isolation, in which a person formally has access to the course but, in fact, does not receive
sufficient support to move forward in learning [1; 5].

The third result is that reducing educational inequality in blended learning is impossible without
supportive pedagogical interaction. The digital environment is not neutral with regard to learner participation.
It either creates a feeling of inclusion, teacher availability, predictability of learning steps, and the right to make
mistakes, or it increases distance and academic alienation. Research on partnership pedagogy in the digital
learning environment shows that the nature of pedagogical expectations, communication style, and supportive
interaction directly influence learner engagement and learning activity [7] This means that the management of
blended learning should include not only technical regulations, but also institutional requirements for the
quality of feedback, transparency of assessment, access to consultations, and pedagogical support.

The fourth result is that educational inequality in blended learning is increasingly determined not so
much by primary access to technology as by differences in the ability to use the digital environment
productively. This includes digital literacy, information hygiene, information verification skills, self-regulation,
and the ability to work with new tools, including generative artificial intelligence. Research on the development

126



OcsiTa. IHHOBaTKKa. MpaKTuKa (ISSN: 2616-650X) Tom 14, Ne 3, 2026

of youth information hygiene skills revealed a gap between the self-assessment of these skills and their real
level, which points to the risk of hidden inequality: some learners believe they are ready for digital learning,
although in fact they do not have sufficient strategies for safe and critical work with information [6; 7].
Similarly, the study of the educational potential of ChatGPT from a learners’ perspective shows that the main
benefits of new tools are received by those who already have better skills in prompt formulation, response
evaluation, and integrating digital assistance into their own learning activities [2]. Therefore, the management
of blended learning should include not only access to services, but also the institutional development of a
culture of their thoughtful use.

The fifth result concerns the role of learning analytics and the early identification of learning
difficulties. Blended learning creates wider opportunities for higher education institutions to observe the
dynamics of learner participation, record interruptions in activity, timeliness of task completion, repeated
mistakes, requests for help, and other indicators of risk. In this case, the management of blended learning shifts
to preventive support. Its task is not to issue an academic failure statement at the end of the semester, but to
identify early signs of dropping out of the educational process and initiate corrective actions. This logic enables
transforming the digital environment from a space for placing materials into a space for pedagogical support.
In such a model, the managerial decision directly influences the reduction of educational inequality, because
support is provided not equally to everyone, but to those who really need it.

The sixth result is the clarification that blended learning may not reduce but deepen inequality. This
happens when digital courses differ greatly in quality, teachers act without common guidelines, the number of
platforms exceeds the limits of convenience, and responsibility for adaptation to the system is fully shifted to
the learner. An additional risk arises when digital flexibility is formally declared but, in practice, the learner
faces task overload, unclear deadlines, poorly explained requirements, and a lack of live communication. Data
on the experience of online learning during the pandemic show that it is the quality of interaction organization,
rather than the technological form itself, that determines participants’ attitudes to digital learning and its
effectiveness [8]. Therefore, the management of blended learning should remove not only technical barriers,
but also organizational ones.

The generalization of the results obtained provides grounds for considering the management of
blended learning as a decision-making system across several interconnected dimensions. The first dimension
includes infrastructural and platform order. The second concerns the instructional design of digital courses
and support for teachers. The third concerns pedagogical interaction, feedback, and the supportive character
of the digital environment. The fourth includes developing learners’ digital, information, and communicative
readiness. The fifth provides for the use of learning analytics to support early risk identification and corrective
action. It is the combination of these dimensions that forms the real anti-inequality effect of blended learning
in a higher education institution.

Conclusions. The study showed that blended learning in higher education institutions should be
considered not only as a combination of face-to-face and distance formats, but also as a system whose
effectiveness is determined by the quality of institutional management. It is management that shapes the
accessibility of the digital environment, the predictability of requirements, the stability of pedagogical
interaction, and the possibilities for timely support of learners.

It was found that the anti-inequality potential of blended learning is connected with platform
coherence, the standardization of digital courses, logically organized asynchronous access, supportive
communication, the use of learning analytics, and the development of learners’ digital readiness. In the absence
of coherent management, blended learning may, on the contrary, deepen existing gaps.

Therefore, the management of blended learning should be understood as a system of strategic and
organizational decisions aimed at making the digital environment work to expand educational opportunities
rather than reproduce barriers. The practical significance of this approach lies in shifting the discussion of
blended learning from the realm of technological novelty to that of fairness, accessibility, and the managed
quality of the educational process. A prospect for further research is the empirical verification of which models
of blended learning management in higher education institutions have the strongest influence on reducing
educational inequality among different groups of learners.
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