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A Modest Proposal
An Objective Method
to Evaluate Delivery Options

Scott Andrew Farrow and Carmel Matin

INTRODUCTION
aving a tool that objectively
determines the most appropriate
delivery method would be a

powerful resource in designing learning.
For your consideration, we offer the 12-
Factor Test.

At one time learning events could take
place only in the lecture hall. However, as
technology took a permanent seat in the
arena of instructional design, course
designers began to enjoy an impressive
selection of delivery method options that
allow them to reach audiences far beyond
the physical classroom.

Course designers, for want of both
empirical research and universally imple-
mented procedures, generally rely on their
own experience, personal preference, and
professional judgment when choosing the
best delivery method for the particular
teaching goals. The shortage of guidance on
this subject necessitates a thorough, inter-
disciplinary model that facilitates pedagog-
ically sound delivery method decisions.

Our 12-Factor Test attempts to tackle
this most pressing challenge–that of objec-
tively weighing distance versus residential
delivery. Our test focuses on how best to
meet the desired learning objective. We
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also provide a tool, similarly focused on
the learning objective, to hone in on dis-
tance options.

THE CENTRAL ROLE
OF THE LEARNING OBJECTIVE
Learning objective-based design drives our
analysis. Each learning objective is mea-
sured by the test. This ensures that the
delivery method is tailored to meeting the
objective. And, in the case of multiple
objectives with different outcomes, the
analysis will yield a blended design.

Using an analysis dependent on the
learning objective ensures that the pur-
pose of the learning event is fulfilled and
the best delivery method is chosen. By
allowing the learning objective to guide
the analysis, our model produces a deliv-
ery method determination tailored to the
learning objective. 

THE 12-FACTOR TEST
The 12-Factor Test serves as an objective
analysis for determining the ideal delivery
method to achieve the learning objective.
Our process is particularly helpful in maxi-
mizing residential training time by screen-
ing the learning objective(s) to distinguish
those that require residential delivery from
those that can effectively be delivered from
a distance. The test evaluates the learning
objective in light of 12 distinct factors. The
12 factors address fundamental compo-
nents of the typical learning event and are
divided into three design-related groups
(presented in Table 1): content, participant,
and facility.

The learning objective is measured
against each factor. For each factor, the
spectrum ranges from solely residential to
solely distance. To quantify the placement
of the learning objective within the range
of options for a given factor, a 0–10 scale is
used. The course designer then evaluates
where on the spectrum the particular fac-
tor falls relative to the learning objective.

The scores for each factor are then
aggregated to provide an overall analysis
of the learning objective. The aggregate
score recommends the appropriate
method of delivery by identifying where
the learning objective falls in the spectrum
of delivery options. If the test yields a neu-
tral score, then the designer can select the
method or use a blended approach. 

The ranges and their suggested delivery
methods are presented in Table 2.

Often, a learning event is designed to
meet more than a single learning objective.
In that case, each objective is analyzed by
the test to receive its own aggregate score.
When the test yields different recommen-
dations for delivery, a blended learning
approach is called for. Figure 1 illustrates
the 12-Factor Test.

Each factor is defined as follows:

1. Focus. Is the learning more skill- or
knowledge-based? The more knowl-
edge-based, the more it favors dis-
tance. The more skill-based, the more
it favors residential. 

2. Complexity. How advanced is the
learning? The more the content is at
the expert level, the more it gravitates

Table 1: The 12 Factors

Content Participant Facility

• Focus • Interaction • Capacity
• Complexity • Networking • Security
• Quantity • Emotional impact • Availability
• Immediacy
• Shelf life
• Permanency
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to residential. The more basic, the
more it gravitates to distance.

3. Quantity. How much time must be
dedicated to achieve the learning
objective? Days suggest residential.
Minutes suggest distance.

4. Immediacy. When does the learning
need to occur? If immediately, then
distance. The less immediate, the more
residential becomes practical.

5. Shelf Life. How long is the instruction
likely to stay accurate or relevant? Lon-
ger suggests distance, while shorter
suggests residential.

6. Permanency. Will the learning be per-
ceived as a “best practice” or as a direc-
tive or policy? The more permanent
the delivery format, the more likely it
will be perceived as a directive or pol-
icy.

Table 2

Aggregate Factor Score Recommendation

0–25 Residential
26–49 Learning residential
50–70 Neutral
71–94 Learning distance
95–120 Distance

Figure 1. The 12-Factor Test.
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7. Interaction. Is discussion between fac-
ulty and students or among students
necessary to meet the learning objec-
tive? The more needed, the more resi-
dential delivery is suggested.

8. Networking. Do the participants need
to develop peer-to-peer or other pro-
fessional relationships as part of the
learning objective? The more needed,
the more residential delivery is sug-
gested.

9. Emotional Impact. Is there a likely
emotional response to the subject mat-
ter? The higher the impact, the more
the learning should happen in a resi-
dential format.

10. Capacity. Does fulfilling the learning
need exceed the physical capacity of
the facility that would be used? The
more offerings it would take to meet
the need, the more distance is favored.

11. Security. Does the content involve
information warranting protection
from disclosure to unintended audi-
ences? The greater the security
needed, the more the learning leans
toward residential.

12. Availability. Under current training
priorities, when can the event reason-
ably be scheduled? The longer the

delay, the more distance is favored.
This factor may include human capital
limitation considerations as well.

In the event that the designer or others
involved in the decision-making process
take issue with the result of the test, at a
minimum, the test narrows the focus to a
specific factor (or subset of factors). Instead
of a debate using nebulous terms like “my
gut tells me” or “in my experience,” the test
creates a foundation for discussion based
on objective factors.

THE DISTANCE DELIVERY

METHOD EVALUATION
When the 12-Factor Test yields a distance
delivery finding for the learning objective,
the designer then needs to consider the
various methods of distance delivery. We
propose considering seven attributes for
picking the type of distance method. This
evaluation is an objective approach and
evaluates the needs of the learning objec-
tive against the capacities of the four types
of distance delivery methods. We divide
distance delivery into four categories (see
Figure 2).

Figure 2.
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Live Remote delivery is real-time pre-
sentation with learners and instructors at
more than one location. This method may
include direct or indirect interaction
between learners and instructors or
between the learners themselves (e.g.,
watching a live webinar). 

Recorded delivery is original content or
recording of a previously live event deliv-
ered through a video file. Video can be
analog, digital, optical, or encoded (e.g.,
watching a prerecorded webinar).

Self-paced delivery is content delivered
with the pace controlled solely by the
learner (e.g., performing a “click-and-go”
learning experience).

Resource is printed content (both physi-
cal and electronic) (e.g., reading this arti-
cle).

With these definitions in mind, the
designer will then determine the best dis-
tance delivery method using the seven-
attribute analysis. The attributes are:
(1) Immediate Delivery, how soon the
learning can be pushed out, (2) Participant
Interactivity, the ability to interact among
the participants, (3) Unlimited Audience,
attendee capacity limitations, (4) Anytime
Availability, attendance timing flexibility,
(5) Internal Indexing, ability to bookmark
content items, (6) Learner Assessment,
ability to assess learning, and (7) Content
Control, effective ability to prevet content.

Figure 3 analyzes the ability of each
form of distance delivery against each
other over seven attributes:

When more than one learning objective
is involved, each objective should be ana-
lyzed separately. When the results are dif-
ferent, blended distance learning is called
for.

CONCLUSION
Determining the appropriate delivery
method is paramount in developing learn-
ing events that fulfill learning objectives.
Although the course designer is met with
various elements to consider, the analysis
does not have to be a treacherous one. We
propose that you consider this model for
making an objective analysis of delivery
options.

Acknowledgment: The authors’ views do
not necessarily represent the views of the
agency or the United States.
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