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Abstract  
Distant and blended learning are modern educational methodologies, gaining popularity 
among many teachers and students worldwide. These teaching methods have become more 
popular owing to COVID 19 and quarantine measures in education. In this article, we set the 
aim to compare three methods of teaching a foreign language in the University: traditional 
(face-to-face), distant and blended, and determine which method yields the best results. The 
research lasted for one semester and consisted of the following stages: initial – the 
preparation for experiment; educational – the usage of the selected teaching method; final – 
collecting results and their analysis. The research results have demonstrated that the blended 
approach of language teaching prove to be more effective in both the results of the tests. 
Therefore, blended learning proved to be an effective way of teaching a foreign language in 
the University. 

Keywords: traditional learning, distant learning, blended learning, English language 
teaching. 
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INTRODUCTION  

The current world is living in an age of rapid changes. This situation is 

mainly caused by modern technologies developing so quickly that humans 

cannot keep up with these changes. However, it is essential to be up to date 

with new technologies because they can facilitate many processes. As a 

critical element of forming a wise society, teachers should be aware of the 

modern technologies to teach and educate good and functional future 

members. 

When looking back to the history of education, one can notice that good 

education was of great value once, and only a few people with specific 

backgrounds could afford it. Today, the situation has changed and good 

quality education, in universities or colleges, is now available to almost 

everyone. The case has developed to such an extent that nowadays people do 

not need to go to universities; a laptop and Internet access are sufficient for 

students to receive the necessary knowledge and degrees while sitting at 

home or even being in another country. This phenomenon is called distant 

education.  

Distant education has developed between 18th-20th centuries in Europe 

and North America. Some scholars (Hall & Knox, 2009) mentioned that 

distant learning could be traced back to ancient Greek and Jewish traditions. 

However, there is no precise date or place as to where it started. Nevertheless, 

it has gained popularity in universities worldwide, especially nowadays, 

mainly due to the COVID 19 situation. With the development of technologies 

spreading the Internet around the globe, distant education is becoming more 

exciting and informative. However, Shachar and Neumann (2010) state that 

scholars did not readily accept distant education primarily. Nevertheless, if 

we compare distant programs developed 20 years ago with the current ones, 

we can observe a great learning and teaching methodology breakthrough.  

Distant learning technologies started developing rapidly due to the 

COVID 19 pandemic in the world in 2020. Many students were forced to stay 

home and study remotely. A significant number of new methodologies and 

programs of distant education were developed due to the coronavirus 

pandemic in the world. Numerous scholars have researched and are currently 

investigating the efficiency of distant education. They are developing new 
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methodologies that are raising the effectiveness of distant education. 

Kurniawati and Noviani (2021) focused on E-learning's effectiveness within 

the Covid-19 Pandemic situation frames. Teaching activities and challenges 

of online education were investigated by Atmojo and Nugroho (2020). 

Furthermore, the adaptation of students and teachers to new teaching and 

learning technologies was researched by Pitula and Grzhyb (2021); 

Octaberlina and Muslimin (2020). 

Sampson (2003) refers to the notion of distant education as a mode of 

delivery, i.e., independent learning at a distance through self-study of texts 

and non-contiguous communication. However, the author mentions that a 

student is not alone in this form of education. Glenn (2001) mentions that 

distance learning occurs when teachers and students are separated by 

distance, and technology replaces traditional instructional methods. Some 

scholars (Glenn, 2001) state that distant learning can solve a significant part 

of the problems of Life Long Learning. However, there are some drawbacks 

to distant learning. Numerous scholars (Hall & Knox, 2009; Sampson, 2003; 

Glenn, 2001; Hannay & Newvine, 2006; Trajanovic et al., 2007; Sakar, 2009; 

White, 2006), who have conducted research activities and the questionnaire 

about the pros and cons of distant learning, found that one of the main 

drawbacks of distant learning, especially in foreign language teaching, is the 

lack of communication with the teacher. However, Glenn (2001) states that 

distant technology facilitates interaction between teachers and students. This 

problem of distant learning can be solved using blended learning. 

Blended learning is a teaching and learning methodology when distant 

education is combined with face-to-face education. Pardede (2012) mentions 

that blended learning includes most often face-to-face instructions with 

synchronous and, or asynchronous computer technologies. According to Kim 

(2014), this methodology, developed in the second half of the 20th century, is 

popular among many teachers worldwide. For example, blended learning is 

widely introduced into the educational system of the US. Furthermore, the 

study performed by the US Department of Education (Means et al., 2010) 

proved the efficiency of blended learning in comparison with the traditional 

face-to-face and sole online learning. Among the benefits of blended learning 

in a foreign language learning, Pardede (2012) mentions that more student-
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centered learning, supports independent and collaborative learning, 

accommodates a variety of learning styles, ability to practice language beyond 

the class in a comfortable place, and time.  

The notion, benefits, drawbacks, and differences of distant and blended 

learning from other methods of education were researched by many scholars 

(Hall & Knox, 2009; Yilmaz & Malone, 2020; Kim, 2014; Thompson & 

Whittacker, 2019; Trajanovic et al., 2007; Sakar, 2009; Castro, 2019; White, 

2006; Pardede, 2012; Kemaloglu & Bayyurt, 2022). However, we would like 

to pay attention to using these two education methods in conducting foreign 

language classes in the University. Considering the abovementioned, we 

decided to study the effectiveness of distance and blended learning with 

students while learning a foreign language, i.e., English.  

It should be mentioned that the research will be of great use for English 

language teachers in higher education institutions, especially in the COVID-

19 pandemic situation in the world. Having analyzed numerous articles on 

different methods of foreign language learning, it should be mentioned that 

there is no research that would compare the abovementioned methods in the 

sphere of language learning at a university.  

The research aims to study and compare the effectiveness of the usage 

of distant, blended, and traditional (face-to-face) methods of education in the 

English language classes at the University. Therefore, the Research 

Questions can be formulated in the following way: What is the most effective 

way of learning a foreign language among the following methods: face to face, 

distant or blended? Why blended method of learning a foreign language can 

be beneficial for students?   

RESEARCH METHOD 

Sixty-eight students (3 academic groups) of the 2nd course were selected 

to participate in the experiment. The choice of the students was made 

randomly among 14 academic groups. Three groups of students were willing 

to participate in the study. The experiment was conducted within the subject 

"English for professional purposes" in the educational plan. 

The control Group consisted of 23 students studying the language using 

traditional learning, i.e., usual lessons with teachers with little usage of media 
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and internet resources; experimental group 2 engaged 25 students studying 

the language using only distant learning; experimental Group 3 had 20 

students studying the language using blended learning. 

Time. Each group studied the English language for one semester, i.e., 16 

weeks. They had three lessons per fortnight for each group, with each lesson 

lasting 90 minutes. Therefore, students had 24 lessons or 36 academic hours.  

Materials. Students of all groups studied the same materials. Grammar 

was taught using books by Virginia Evans Round up five by Longman; 

Grammarway by Jenny Dooley and Virginia Evans by Express Publishing; Hills 

Atlas of Veterinary Clinical Anatomy; English vocabulary in use by Stuart 

Redman by Cambridge. These books were the basis of course development. 

However, we used other materials, handouts, websites, and presentations. In 

addition, we presented links to different YouTube channels, where grammar 

was explained. It is essential to notice that students of all groups have studied 

using the same materials. The only difference was in the methods of 

presentation—the 2nd and 3rd Groups—where students were using different 

YouTube videos, Prezi presentations, etc. 

The statistical analysis of the data was performed using the PC program 

RStudio version 0.99.486. 

The procedure of research and results.  

The experiment consisted of the following stages: 

Initial – during this stage, students for the experiment were selected; the 

teaching materials were elaborated; a pre-test was conducted. 

Educational – students were learning using the appropriate method. 

Final – students were given a diagnostic test (the same as pre-test); 

collected data was analyzed.  

Students were given a pre-test before the experiment to determine their 

English language level. The same teacher, conducting classes for all three 

groups, compiled the test. The test was compiled in the mode of multiple-

choice and sentence translation, using professional vocabulary. Groups wrote 

the pre-test separately. The maximum score was 12 points. The results were 

the following: 

Control Group – av. 6.75 points; 

Experimental Group 2 – av. 6.8 points; 
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Experimental Group 3 – av. 7.1 points.  

Therefore, it is evident that all students from experimental groups had 

almost the same English language level, which is crucial for future 

experimental procedures.   

Having completed all pre-tests, students studied their English language 

course for one semester or 16 weeks. The classes were conducted 

simultaneously for all three groups by the same teacher. This was done to 

avoid the dependence of the results on a teacher's personality. When the same 

person conducts all lessons in each group, we have precise results of the 

method used in teaching. Therefore, the teacher had 24 classes in each group 

during the semester (72 classes total). 

The materials taught during 24 lessons were mainly concerned with 

improving English language usage, especially in the professional sphere. 

Students learned professional vocabulary and terms and their correct usage 

in the speech. In addition, students were taught English grammatical 

constructions and their correct usage in the professional sphere. All 

materials, which were taught during 16 weeks, were included in the tests.  

The following skills are included in the abovementioned language-

learning course:  

Writing: summary on a scientific article, professional correspondence, letter 

to a friend, complaint about something.  

Speaking: give an opinion on reading the information, communicate with 

colleagues, speak on professional topics 

Listening: watching and understanding different professional videos and 

speeches; 

Reading: reading, translating, and analyzing articles with professional 

vocabulary; 

Presentational: make presentations using MS PowerPoint, Prezi, Canva, 

Google Slides; 

Grammar: using appropriate grammar construction in different speech 

situations; 

Professional: using appropriate terms and professional vocabulary in 

different speech situations. 
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The research was conducted using an online platform for distant 

education as Canvas. The course for Experimental Group 2 and Experimental 

Group 3 was developed and placed on the platform separately. The same 

teacher developed the online activities. The attendance rate of all groups was 

relatively high:  

Control Group – 81% of all lessons; 

Experimental Group 2 – 89% of all online lessons; 

Experimental Group 3 – 87% of all online and face-to-face lessons. 

The attendance of the Experimental Group 2 was measured by the 

participation in forum discussions, homework, and tests done.  

At the end of the semester, students were given diagnostic tests to 

determine the progress they made while using the appropriate method of 

education. The results were the following:  

Control Group – av. 7.34 points; 

Experimental Group 2 – av. 7.08 points; 

Experimental Group 3 – av. 9.2 points.  

The results of each student of three groups are presented in Table 1. 

Table 1.  

The results of the students' test 
Control Group  
Traditional Learning  

 Experimental Group 2  
Distant Learning   

Experimental Group 3  
Blended Learning  

Students
* 

 

Pre-
test 
6.75 
points 
averag
e  

Diagnosti
c test  
7.34 
points 
average 

 Students
* 
 

Pre-
test 
6.8 
points 
averag
e 

Diagnosti
c test  
7.08 
points 
average 

Students
* 
 

Pre-
test 
7.1 
points 
averag
e.  

Diagnosti
c test  
9.95 
points 
average 

1 3 6  1 6 6 1 5 9 
2 10 9  2 5 6 2 6 9 

3 10 10  3 1 2 3 8 10 
4 7 8  4 4 6 4 6 11 

5 6,25 7  5 5 5 5 10 11 
6 5 6  6 7 5 6 7 9 

7 3 5  7 12 11 7 4 8 
8 1,5 3  8 5 6 8 9 11 

9 11 11  9 8 8 9 7 9 
10 7 5  10 11 11 10 5 10 

11 8 8  11 4 5 11 9 10 

12 9 10  12 3 3 12 6 9 
13 6 6  13 8 5 13 9 11 

14 1,25 2  14 7 8 14 8 11 
15 10 8  15 5 7 15 10 12 

16 5 7  16 7 6 16 4 9 
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Control Group  
Traditional Learning  

 Experimental Group 2  
Distant Learning   

Experimental Group 3  
Blended Learning  

Students
* 

 

Pre-
test 
6.75 
points 
averag
e  

Diagnosti
c test  
7.34 
points 
average 

 Students
* 
 

Pre-
test 
6.8 
points 
averag
e 

Diagnosti
c test  
7.08 
points 
average 

Students
* 
 

Pre-
test 
7.1 
points 
averag
e.  

Diagnosti
c test  
9.95 
points 
average 

17 11 11  17 4 5 17 11 12 
18 5 7  18 11 11 18 7 10 

19 8 8  19 6 6 19 6 9 
20 10 11  20 8 9 20 5 9 

21 4 6  21 10 11    
22 6 7  22 4 5    

23 8,25 8  23 11 11    
    24 9 9    

    25 9 10    

*Note: students have not signed the permission to mention their names in 
publications; therefore, we have affiliated numbers for each of them. 

Figure 1. Diagram of the pre-test 

results  

Figure 2. Diagram of the Diagnostic 

test results 
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Figure 3. The results of the Pre-test of the groups 

The abovementioned figures do not demonstrate significant deviations 

in the results of the pre-test and diagnostic test (the diagonal line). All three 

groups are included in these figures. Therefore, the diagrams show that the 

data is eligible for the ANOVA test. 

The following pictures present the results of the statistical processing 

using the ANOVA method. The results of the pre-test analysis are shown in 

Figure 3; the results of the diagnostic test are shown in Figure 4; the 

comparison of both the pre-test and the diagnostic test results is shown in 

Figure 5.  

Figure 3 demonstrates that the F value is 0.1039 and the difference in 

Estimate std. Value is within the frame of 0.35 points out of a maximum of 12. 

Therefore, the results demonstrate that the students of all three groups had 

almost the same level of knowledge of the English language at the beginning 

of the experiment.  

Figure 4. The results of the Diagnostic test of the groups  
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Figure 4 demonstrates that the F value is 10.86 and the difference in 

Estimate std. Value is 2.6022 points out of a maximum of 12. Therefore, the 

results demonstrate that the students of all three groups had a different level 

of knowledge of the English language at the end of the experiment. 

Figure 5. Comparative results of the pre-test and diagnostic test 

Figure 5 demonstrates that the F value has changed from 0.104 (pre-

test results) to 10.87 (diagnostic test results). Therefore, we can mention that 

the results are significant and have changed.  

The next step was determining whether the pre-test and diagnostic 

test results were different or equal. In order to do this, we formulated two 

hypotheses, separately for pre-test and diagnostic test. 

Hypothesis for pre-test: 

H0 – results are equal  

H1 – results are different 

The obtained results demonstrate that the F value is 0.1039 and the 

difference in Estimate std. Value is within the frame of 0.35 points out of a 

maximum of 12. Thus, these results demonstrate that Hypothesis 0 is 

correct—i.e., the difference in students' knowledge of all three groups at the 

beginning of the experiment was equal (Figure 6). 

Hypothesis for diagnostic test: 

H0 – results are equal  

H1 – results are different 

The obtained results demonstrate that the F value is 10.86 and the 

difference in Estimate std. Value is 2.6022 points out of a maximum of 12. 

Thus, these results demonstrate that Hypothesis 1 is correct—i.e., the 
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difference in students' knowledge of all three groups at the end of the 

experiment was not equal (Figure 7). In addition, the p-value in the diagnostic 

test results was less than 0.05, which demonstrates that the results are 

credible (p<0.05). 

Figure 6. The comparison of the pre-

test result of 3 groups  

Figure 7. The comparison of the 

diagnostic test result of 3 groups  

 

Therefore, we can observe the changes in the students' knowledge of 

three groups between pre-and diagnostic tests. 

RESULTS & DISCUSSION 

The study was designed to answer the question: What is a more effective 

way of learning/teaching a foreign language? There are the following possible 

answers: traditional, distant, and blended.  

Thus, having analyzed the obtained results after processing with the 

ANOVA statistic method, we conclude that Experimental Group 3 (Blended 

learning) results are the best out of all groups. Therefore, blended English 

language learning proved more effective than traditional (face-to-face) and 

distant ones. According to the conducted research activities, we determined 

that the diagnostic test results in the Control Group (Traditional learning) 

were higher than the pre-test by 8.74%. The results of Experimental Group 2 
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(Distant learning) were higher compared to the pre-test by 4.11%. 

Experimental Group 3 (Blended learning) was higher in comparison with the 

pre-test by 40.14%. The percentage of the efficiency of the method was 

calculated according to the formula: 

(M2-M1)/M1*100 

in which:  

M2 – are the results of the diagnostic test;  

M1 – are the results of the pre-test. 

The study results showed that the most effective way of 

learning/teaching the English language is blended with the efficiency of more 

than 40,14%. In addition, the data in Figure 6 shows that all students from the 

three groups were almost equal in knowledge. Meanwhile, Figure 7 shows 

that students of Experimental Group 3 (Blended learning) have demonstrated 

the best results out of all three groups. However, there are slight differences 

in results between distant and traditional (within the frame of 4.63%). 

Concerning the abovementioned, Glenn (2001) mentions that there is no 

statistically significant relationship between scores and perceptions in face-

to-face groups or the distant groups. In addition, she cites some results of 

research activities where the results between traditional and distant 

education were almost the same. 

Furthermore, Shachar and Neumann (2010) mentioned that in a 

significant part of studies, students of distant education outperformed 

students of face-to-face learning. However, according to, Glenn (2001), 

sometimes traditional learning results were higher than distant. Hannay and 

Newvine (2006) showed the results of the questionnaire where students 

stated that learning occurs more in distant (57%) than in traditional (41%). 

However, as one Hannay and Newvine (2016) in their study can notice, the 

difference is insignificant. The study, performed by the US Department of 

Education has demonstrated that blended learning is more effective than the 

distant or traditional one (Means et al., 2010).  

Nevertheless, Glenn (2001) states that students who used distant 

learning spent less time learning than traditional learning methods. On the 

contrary, the study of Hannay and Newvine (2006) shows that students of 

distant learning spent more time learning than students of traditional one. 
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Therefore, we cannot say that blended is a better learning method than 

distant or traditional because each student has his learning abilities, and each 

teacher has his teaching techniques and methods. However, we assume that 

the high results of the blended method of learning were caused due to the 

more frequent repetition of materials than in distant or traditional. White 

(2006) mentions that the development of distant language courses should 

include human, logistic, and institutional infrastructure. Furthermore, she 

cites some scholars who emphasized the role of the teacher and his/her 

interaction within the distant language course, its design, content, equipment 

supply, etc. The other study by Ariza and Hancock (2003) states that distant 

learning language courses should be designed in such ways that follow 

constructivism philosophy, i.e., learners are seen as constructors of their 

knowledge through active participation in the learning process. Thus, we can 

assume that the success of a course, whether distant, blended, or traditional, 

lies upon many factors that should be taken into account before developing 

such a course. 

It is worth mentioning that in blended learning we developed, the 

division between face-to-face and distant lessons was about half. According 

to Pardede (2012), the course can be considered blended when the 

percentage of online works is within the frames of 30-79%. However, 

students tend to write tests during face-to-face lessons, but with the usage of 

Canvas. Therefore, they are more responsible for learning the material better 

and performing tests well. The other factor for blended learning was that they 

could communicate with the teacher in class, often raising topics they did not 

understand while working distant with Canvas. The teacher explained and 

clarified grammar, vocabulary, and reading in almost every class in 

Experimental Group 3.  

In addition, Trajanovic et al. (2007) stated the importance of training on 

four basic language skills (reading, writing, speaking, and listening) in distant 

online courses. Hence, it is worth saying that we tend to include the 

abovementioned skills in our online course. 

We suppose that the lower results of the traditional method of teaching 

and distant are caused by one method of presentation, i.e., explanation of 

teacher in traditional and video presentation in distant. There was a slight 
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repetition of material in these two types of learning when we compared them 

with blended. In addition, we tend to use video presentations alongside with 

pdf files when explaining grammar. It proved to be an effective way of 

learning, as it comes from the article by Trajanovic et al. (2007), in which the 

authors stress the usage of a combination of video and text.  

We can assume that the lowest results in distant are caused mainly by 

lack of communication with the teacher (as was shown in the questionnaire 

answers). However, the teacher tried to perform synchronous and 

asynchronous communication with students during distant learning. 

Furthermore, White (2006) mentions the importance of synchronous 

communication with the teacher in a distant language course. Ekmerci (2015) 

showed that the more the teacher interacts with students, the better the level 

of satisfaction from the learning process will be. Hall and Knox (2009) 

reference the problem of communication, stating that students who do 

distant learning in all fields can feel isolated, lack immediate peer support, 

have problems in communication, etc. In addition, the authors emphasize that 

distant learning students most likely study part-time and therefore suffer 

fatigue in learning. While doing blended learning, students have to show their 

results to teachers during face-to-face lessons. The other paper by White 

(2008) cites the scholar who investigated the role of communication of 

teachers with students. He mentions that distant learning students lacked 

immediate support from the teacher and language practice. Ariza and 

Hancock (2003) also mentioned that the teacher in distant learning courses 

should act as a facilitator for students, providing assistance and support while 

presenting the content in ways that encourage engagement.  

In addition, we have conducted a questionnaire to receive feedback from 

students on the methodology of learning. The questionnaire results have 

shown that students from Experimental Group 2 and Experimental Group 3 

were mainly satisfied with the learning method. Furthermore, Allen et al. 

(2002) showed that the level of satisfaction from learning between distant 

learning students and the traditional one is almost the same.  

The dissatisfaction in our experiment was only concerning learning 

materials, feedback, and the evaluation process. Here we should argue as we 

have considered the study by Hall and Knox (2009) emphasizing the role of 
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evaluation and material preparation in distant learning. However, unlike the 

study, we did not assess discussions in distant learning but only students' 

knowledge through tests. In addition, we compiled tests strictly according to 

the materials students covered during the semester. Moreover, there were 

clear instructions on the work they should do and on the evaluation system. 

These two principles are one of the main in students' knowledge assessments, 

as from Koksal (2004). In addition, Ekmerci (2015) showed the importance 

of evaluation in distant language learning. In the study, the central part of 

students (75% and 85,5%) mentioned that the assignments and grading were 

not clear enough. 

Concerning the course materials, it should be stated that they are of great 

importance. Ariza and Hancock (2003) mentioned that it is crucially 

important that learners of distant language courses understand the course 

content for effective learning. Furthermore, Sampson (2003) as a critical 

component in distant education mentions the accessibility to materials. 

Considering the abovementioned, we tried to provide students of all groups 

with access to all necessary materials for learning.  

The possible cause why students can be dissatisfied with distant learning 

towards traditional classes is referenced in Hannay and Newvine’s (2006) 

study. The main reason for the said dissatisfaction is that distant education 

students did not see much difference between distant and traditional 

learning. Sometimes, authors stated that students of distant education could 

be jealous of students of traditional one because of the possibility to interact 

and communicate with the teacher. Trajanovich et al., (2007) emphasize that 

the distant course should be developed in such a way so that students do not 

feel they are out of class. It should be noted that in our experiment, students 

did not state the difference from the traditional class as the cause of 

dissatisfaction. On the contrary, one of our students' main dissatisfaction was 

lack of communication with the teacher. 

It is worth mentioning that Hannay and Newvine (2006) states that 

teachers of the distant courses are often dissatisfied with the distant teaching 

process. On the contrary, the teacher did not face dissatisfaction with our 

research since he taught all three groups. However, he mentioned that 

traditional learning was less time-consuming than distant and blended ones. 
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Furthermore, he emphasized that blended learning required the most time of 

all methods used in the experiment.  

In the feedback on the course, students mentioned that the blended 

learning method has more benefits and fewer disadvantages than the distant. 

Among the pros, students singled out for both learning methods as a 

comfortable and easy way of learning; the possibility of communication with 

peers; a new way of learning. Some students mentioned that electronic 

devices and the Internet in learning increased their interest and motivation 

to study. Hannay and Newvine (2006), states that distant learning can be 

more motivating for students than a traditional one. Trajanovic et al. (2007) 

emphasize the role of the teacher while preparing materials. They mention 

that teachers should introduce tasks and materials that would retain 

interaction within limited direct contact and promote motivation in the 

teaching environment.  

Moreover, some students noticed that distant learning taught them 

responsibility and time management since they have to decide how to do their 

online learning. A similar idea is stated by Sampson (2003), however for 

distant learning, who mentions that distant teaching support students' 

motivation promotes learning pleasure and effectiveness. However, Allen et 

al. (2002) showed that while assessing the quality of the educational process, 

students showed a higher level of satisfaction from traditional face-to-face 

education rather than from distant. Sakar (2009) raised the critical issue that 

students are less likely to take it seriously if the distant course is not 

obligatory. The study shows that students enrolled for online courses just 

before exams to facilitate their preparation. Therefore, while doing blended 

learning with Experimental Group 3, we decided on the tests in face-to-face 

classes.  

Blended learning has more minor disadvantages in comparison with 

distant. Students mentioned that they repeated the same material more times 

than traditional and distant ones while doing blended learning. In addition, 

after watching videos or reading textbooks, they could communicate with the 

teacher during face-to-face lessons. Allen et al. (2002) states that some 

students may positively favor distant education and some traditional. The 
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authors state that the link to student learning style may indicate the need to 

diagnose providing a course in multiple formats. 

Furthermore, Sakar (2009) has demonstrated that the online course was 

not enough for students to accomplish a complete learning process. The 

author provides the results, according to which 82,3% of students wanted to 

take face-to-face courses despite the published materials and online courses. 

Therefore, blended learning can be a possible potential to satisfy more 

students' needs for education.   

Compared to distant learning, one of the other cons of blended learning 

that students mentioned was that they could work in groups in class, 

communicating in the face with their peers. However, it should be mentioned 

that Experimental Group 2 did some group tasks and group learning. 

Furthermore, Hall and Knox (2009) mentioned that one of the problems of 

distant learning students is the lack of immediate peer support. Allen et al. 

(2002) mention the different possibilities and importance of participants' 

interaction in the distant course. In addition, Ariza and Hancock (2003) state 

that different types of learner-learner interaction should be thoroughly 

planned to address goals.  

One of the most significant drawbacks of distant learning towards 

blended was students' communication with the teacher. The majority of 

students from Experimental Group 2 mentioned that they were lack of live 

communication with the teacher. However, we should notice that they could 

write messages and have online chats. The other issue concerning 

communication was with speaking tasks. Experimental Group 3 presented 

almost all their speaking tasks during lessons and some in canvas, recording 

their answers. Students from Experimental Group 3 mentioned that they 

faced some difficulties with recording their answers. However, Koksal (2004) 

emphasizes that students' speaking skills should be tested by encouraging 

speaking. In addition, Trajanovic et al. (2007) mentioned that speaking skills 

could be tested when the teacher listens to how students talk. According to 

the authors, the answers can be recorded and sent to chats or forums to 

evaluate teachers. Nevertheless, when discussing their opinion of the learning 

process, they agreed that recording has pros and cons. The main advantage of 
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recording was the possibility to rerecord your answer multiple times, but in 

a live answer, only one is possible.  

According to the results, the answers can be recorded and sent and after 

the experiment, students from all three groups were asked to answer two 

questions. The results showed that most students choose blended learning; 

distant goes the second, and traditional goes last. The reasons for choosing 

blended learning were: an exciting and new learning experience, a suitable 

way of learning, and the diversity of materials. In addition, the results of the 

research by Hannay (2006) showed that students are likely to choose distant 

learning (69%) towards traditional (31%). We suggest that students would 

opt more for blended learning despite this comparison between distant and 

traditional learning. Furthermore, Pardede (2012) mentions that blended 

learning allows the teacher to provide more individualized learning through 

the phenomenon of partial self-education.  

CONCLUSION 

The results of the research allow us to make several conclusions. The 

results of the final tests, compared to pre-tests, showed that blended learning 

proved to be more effective in comparison with traditional and distant. 

Blended learning offers a new and comfortable way of education, combining 

both distant and face-to-face. The benefits of blended learning lie in the fact 

that it combines the advantages of both learning methods, solves problems 

that occur while doing distant learning, and modernizes traditional teaching. 
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