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Abstract 
From the beginning of the 21st century, leaning strategies have been changed from traditional to information and 
communication technology-based. A critical review of published articles about blended and traditional leaning strategies has 
been conducted to highlight the importance and significance of both learning strategies. Thirty-six research articles published 
in various databases in various disciplines have been selected for review. The review of the literature showed that in most of 
the studies, the blended learning strategy proved to be a more effective learning strategy against the traditional lecture 
method. From 36 published articles reviewed, 25 studies showed statistically more significant value in the blended learning 
approach for academic achievement and critical and creative skills in various disciplines. On the basis of this study, it is 
strongly recommended that blended learning strategy must be applied to achieve high academic and professional results. 
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1. Introduction 

Learning is a key element of education and an important element for the development of a country 
(Hafeez et al., 2020). Learning and education are interchangeable fields. In the 20th century, it was 
necessary to be present physically for the teaching–leaning process (Ajmal, Hafeez & Saira, 2021), but 
in this modern era of the 21st century, the inventions of information technological tools have totally 
changed the teaching–learning process (Hafeez, 2021). The application of information technology in 
the learning process is called digital learning or e-learning (Arias, Gluskin, McClain, Peters & Scott, 
2016). 

The learning process depends on the learning strategy or method being used for learning. Various 
learning strategies have been stated in the literature (Kohli et al., 2019; Safari et al., 2020; Saira et al., 
2021). In the present scenario, the learning method or strategy which is being discussed in the 
literature is the blended learning method or strategy (Hafeez, 2021; Yashwant et al., 2020). A lot of 
studies have been conducted to determine the significance of the blended learning method against 
the traditional lecture method (Holbrey, 2020; Hafeez et al., 2021).  

The traditional lecture method is one of the oldest learning strategies. It is a useful and economic 
learning strategy for the transfer of essential information and concepts to a large group of learners. 
Although the traditional lecture method has a lot of advantages, evidence from various studies shows 
that this learning strategy is not very effective for the development of teaching–learning skills and 
critical thinking skills required for higher education, particularly in medical-related fields. This is the 
reason by which traditional lecture method is stated as a teacher-centred learning strategy where 
information is transferred by the instructor and is passively acknowledged by the learners (De Kok, 
Divaris & Samuelson, 2017). 

Many scholars and researchers defined blended learning in different ways. Makhdoom, Khoshhal, 
Algaidi, Heissam and Zolaly (2013) determined that blended learning is a flexible learning technique in 
which face-to-face and online learning are combined by integration of technology in the learning 
process. Eryilmaz (2015) suggested that blended learning is a learning method in which face-to-face 
and technology-based learning are combined to increase the learning abilities of students and 
teachers. The classes may be conducted online in blended learning. Alzahrani (2017) defined blended 
learning as the capability of combining elements of classroom by providing sources for face-to-face 
and online learning. Albiladi and Alshareef (2019) stated that blended learning is an instructional 
strategy in which face-to-face and online learning are combined by reducing the classroom study 
hours. The main difference between blended and traditional learning strategies is shown in Table 1. 

Table 1. Difference between traditional and blended learning 

Features Traditional learning Blended learning 

Location Physical classes At any place (flexible) 
Learning approach Face-to-face learning Face-to-face learning and online 
Time for learning Time-specific (not flexible) Not time-specific (flexible) 
Technology application No technology application Necessary to use the technology 

 

Some researchers (Hrastinski, 2019; Kazu & Demirkol, 2014) indicated that blended learning has 
positive effects on the learning process. By applying this method of leaning, the learners can not only 
learn more, but also the learner’s participation and interaction with teachers increases. This strategy 
also gives enough time for students and teachers to clear their concepts. The difference between 
traditional and blended learning strategies is shown in Figures 1 and 2. 
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Figure 1. Pictorial concept of the traditional learning strategy 

 

 
Figure 2. Conceptual framework of the blended learning strategy 

1.1. Purpose of the study 

Although there is devastating support in studies for extensive acceptance of the blended learning 
process, scholars are still facing difficulties for determining the most proper way to apply blended 
learning in the educational systems (Hockly, 2018). The objectives of this study are to critically review 
the previous researches about blended and traditional learning in various disciplines, to highlight the 
challenges for implementation of blended learning and possible solutions for challenges in blended 
learning in various disciplines. 

2. Review of the literature 

2.1. Traditional lecture method 

A lecture teaching method is stated as in which the instructor continuously speaks before a group 
of students on a particular subject or topic. The group size may vary from 20 to 1,000. The instructor is 
responsible for delivering whole of the content and subject matter. It is one of the oldest teaching 
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methods used in schools, colleges and universities in various disciplines. The lecture method of 
teaching is grounded on the transfer of information from the instructor to the learners in the presence 
of learners. The lecture method of teaching is also called traditional lecture or teaching method. Many 
instructors and researchers believe that traditional lecture method is not more successful in the 
cognitive development of learners as it is a passive method of learning. It does not involve the learners 
to contribute in the educational process. Usually, the instructor presents the whole lecture before the 
learners. The learners get the notes of the lecture and prepare them for the examination. The major 
reason for adopting the lecture method of teaching is its ability to handle a large number of learners 
at a time (Giorgdze & Dgebuadze, 2017). The important characteristics of lecture teaching method are 
highlighted and shown in Figure 3. 

 
Figure 3. Characteristics of the lecture method of teaching 

 
In the current age, the lecture teaching method is considered as a boring method because it does 

not allow the students to actively take part in the learning process. However, it can be made effective 
by blending the information technology tools (Fulford & Mahon, 2018). Gooblar (2019) argued that 
telling (the lecture method of teaching) is an excellent method for learners if is blended with 
information and technology tools as in the lecture method where the instructor delivers all the 
contents with details.  

2.2. Blended learning method 

2.2.1. Background and development of blended learning 
Mazur and Hilborn (1997) conducted an experiment to integrate the information and 

communication technology in the learning process. They found that the use of information technology 
and digital media in the classroom improves learners’ engagement, critical thinking skills and learning 
abilities.  

Blended learning is a conceptual learning process that involves integration of information and 
communication technology into various instructional strategies in various disciplines (Owston, 2018). 
A lot of researchers have conducted researches to elaborate its effectiveness from grade one to higher 
education in various disciplines (Alseweed, 2013; Marchalot et al., 2018; Zhang & Zhu, 2020) and it 
proved to be one of the most dynamic learning methods in various disciplines. The important 
characteristics of blended learning are shown in Figure 4. 

 
Figure 4. Characteristics of the blended learning method 

 
Lu et al. (2018) suggested that blended learning is endorsed by various colleges and universities in 

various disciplines because of its positive results on students’ academic achievement and critical 
thinking skills. Cuesta (2012) suggested that the key objective of blended learning is to offer a platform 
for the learners according to their skills, styles and needs. Erdem and Kibar (2014) conducted a 
research to know the opinion of learners about the implementation of blended learning. The 
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consequences of the research indicated that the learners have positive feedback about blended 
learning. 

3. Databases for the selection of research publications for review 

There were totally 36 research papers selected for review. Twelve research papers from the 
Elsevier database, seven research papers from the Springer data base, eight research papers from the 
Wiley Online Library database, five research papers from the Taylor and Francis database and four 
research papers from other databases were studied and selected for review. The selection process for 
review is shown in Figure 5. 

 
Figure 5. Review selection process 

 
The learning outcomes of 36 published studies in various disciplines are illustrated in Table 2. Most 

of the studies showed that blended leaning has proved to be more effective and has created a 
conducible environment strategy in the classroom in various disciplines. 

Table 2. Review results of the studies in various disciplines reviewed in this article 

Reference Class Subject Outcomes 

Oderinu, 
Adegbulugbe, 
Orenuga and Butali 
(2020) 

Undergraduate 
students 

Dental course The study concluded that blended learning 
increased the learning skills of students 

significantly. 

Choi, Lindquist and 
Son (2014) 

Undergraduate 
nursing 

students 

Psychology The blended learning process improved the 
learning outcomes when compared to the 

traditional learning approach, but no significant 
difference has been found. 

Miller, McNear and 
Metz (2013) 

Undergraduate 
students 

Physiological 
course 

The consequences of the study indicated that the 
learners performed 8.5% better by applying the 

blended learning approach. The learning method 
also increased the comprehension skills of the 

learners. 
Delialioglu (2012) First semester 

undergraduate 
students 

Computer 
networks 

course 

The blended learning strategy increased the 
student’s engagement and critical thinking skills. 
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Khalid and Azeem 
(2012) 

Secondary 
school 

students 

Biology The study indicated that blended learning 
significantly increases the students’ academic 

achievement and problem-solving abilities. 
Gholami et al. 
(2016) 

Third-year 
nursing 

students 

Critical care 
nursing 

The results of research showed the significance of 
blended learning. The study also revealed that the 

modern learning approaches improve students’ 
learning abilities and critical thinking skills. 

Frame et al. (2015) First-year 
pharmacy 
students 

Different 
pharmacy 

courses 

The students suggested that the blended learning 
approach is a problem-solving approach as it 

increased the students’ problem-solving abilities. 
They preferred the blended learning approaches 

over traditional lecture method. 
Hyun, Ediger and 
Lee (2017) 

Undergraduate 
student 

Education 
course 

The students performed better in the blended 
learning method and called it as an active learning 

method. This method improved the students 
thinking, communication and engagement skills. 

Jusoh et al. (2016) Graduate 
students 

Philosophy The results of the study indicated that the students 
scored better grades in integrated computer 

learning over the traditional lecture method. The 
students reported that blended learning 

approaches improve the understanding level, 
communication skills, active learning in classroom, 

sharing of results among the students and 
opportunity to help the other classmates. 

Meguid and Collins 
(2017) 

Undergraduate 
students 

Dental 
curriculum 

The conclusion showed that the blended learning 
approach helped learners to be motivated and 

more attentive towards their learning. 
Huggins and 
Stamatel (2015) 

Undergraduate 
students 

English 
communicati

on course 

No significant differences have been found by 
applying the blended learning and traditional 

lecture methods. 
Blissitt (2016) Undergraduate 

baccalaureate 
nursing 

programmes 

Pathophysiol
ogy courses 

The results of the study indicated that statistically 
no significance differences have been found 

between the two learning approaches. 

Montassier et al. 
(2016) 

Fifth-year 
medical 
students 

Medical 
courses 

The study concluded that both the leaning 
approaches have the same effects on the students’ 

learning abilities, critical thinking skills and 
interaction skills. 

Luna and Winters 
(2017) 

First-year 
students 

Physics The blended learning approach improved the 
students’ academic achievement. However, 

statistically no significant difference has been 
found between the blended and traditional 

learning approaches. 
Shi, Peng, Zhang and 
Yang (2017) 

Eighth-grade 
students 

Mathematics The results of the study indicated that integrated 
web-based learning approaches increased the 

students’ higher order thinking skills and academic 
level of the learners. A large significant difference 

has been found between the integrated web-based 
learning approach and traditional lecture method. 
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Arias et al. (2016) Undergraduate 
dental 

students 

Dental 
courses 

The students learnt more in the blended learning 
method and scored better academic results. 

Adams, Randall and 
Traustadottir (2015) 

Undergraduate 
students 

Microbiology 
course 

The students performed better in the traditional 
learning method. No statistical differences have 

been found between the blended and traditional 
learning approaches. 

Khatiban, Falahan, 
Amini, Farahanchi 
and Soltanian (2019) 

Nursing 
students 

Patient care 
course 

The results of the study concluded that blended 
learning approach increases the moral values in the 

learners. The blended learning method showed a 
statistically significance difference from the 

traditional learning method. 
Wong and Ng (2016) Electronics 

engineering 
Fundamentals 
of operational 

amplifier. 

It was concluded in a study that the blended 
learning approach significantly increases the 
academic achievement of the learners when 

compared to the traditional learning method. 
Lochner, Wieser, 
Waldboth and 
Mischo-Kelling 
(2016) 

Anatomy 
students 

Anatomy 
courses 

The research concluded that students appreciated 
the online learning. Their confidence and 

motivation also improved by online learning 
process. However, no significant difference has 

been found between the learning methods applied 
for learning process. 

Daud, Chaudhry and 
Ali (2016) 

Fourth year 
MBBS students 

Community 
health and 
nutrition 
course 

The results indicated that blended learning process 
increases the efficacy of learners in learning 

process. The learning method used in the study 
also increased the academic achievement of the 

learners. However, no significance differences have 
been found between blended and Traditional 

lecture strategies statistically. 
Dehghanzadeh and 
Jafaraghaee (2018) 

Second-year 
bachelor’s 

nursing 
students 

Musculoskele
tal medical-

surgical 
nursing 
course 

After applying the blended learning approach, the 
grades of the learners improved and their critical 
thinking skills also improved. Statistically, large 

significant differences have been found between 
the blended and traditional learning approach. 

Jong (2016) 10th grade Stoichiometry 
course 

It is concluded in this study that the application of 
modern learning approaches increases the learning 

abilities of the learners. The learning approaches 
used in the study show large significant differences. 

Bazelais and Doleck 
(2018) 

College 
students 

College 
mechanics 

course 

The results of the study concluded that the learners 
in the blended learning classroom performed 

better. The students developed their concepts in 
the blended learning. Large significant differences 

have been found between the blended learning 
and traditional learning approaches. 

Farashahi and 
Tajeddin (2018) 

Undergraduate 
students 

Business 
education 

The study concluded that the blended learning 
approach is the most active learning method. This 

method improves the critical thinking skills, 
communication skills and conceptual abilities. 
Statistically, large significant differences have 

favoured the blended learning approach. 
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Asarta and Schmidt 
(2017) 

Eighth-grade 
students 

Collegiate 
course 

The results of the study indicated that statistically 
no significance differences have been found 

between the blended learning and traditional 
learning approaches. In both learning strategies, 

the students got the same academic grades. 
Ilic, Nordin, 
Glasziou, Tilson and 
Villanueva (2015) 

Medical 
students 

Clinical 
training 

The results of the study indicated that the blended 
learning approach has no effect on medical 

education. The traditional lecture method is better 
than the blended learning approach. No statistical 

significance has been found in this study. 
Nalini, Deepak, 
Neelamma, Sahana 
and Jayashree. 
(2020) 

Second-year 
MBBS students 

Clinical 
course 

The study concluded that the integration of 
blended leaning in education system significantly 
improved the learning process, students’ critical 

and creative skills. The blended learning approach 
proved to be better when compared to the 

traditional leaning approach. 
Baker (2018) Undergraduate 

students 
Education 

courses 
The results of the study revealed that both learning 

approaches developed the same learning 
achievement. No statistically significant differences 

have been found between the blended learning 
and traditional learning approaches. 

Guarascio, Nemecek 
and Zimmerman 
(2017) 

Undergraduate Clinical 
pharmacy 

The results indicated that the blended learning 
approach and traditional learning approach has no 

statistical significance. Both methods are useful 
under various learning conditions and 

environments. 
Wei, Shi, Yang and 
Liu (2017) 

College 
students 

English 
course 

The study concluded that statistically a significant 
difference has been found between the blended 

learning and traditional learning approaches. 
Abedi, 
Keshmirshekan and 
Namaziandost 
(2019) 

Intermediate English The students who learnt by blended learning 
approach have better academic achievement. 
Statistically, large significance differences have 

been found between the blended and traditional 
learning approaches. 

Sheikhaboumasoudi, 
Bagheri, Hosseini, 
Ashouri and Elahi. 
(2019) 

Nursing 
student 

Fundamentals 
of nursing 

course 

The findings of the research indicated that the 
students achieved higher academic achievement in 

the blended learning approach. 

Tseng and Walsh 
(2016) 

Undergraduate English 
literacy 
course 

The blended learning approach significantly 
improved the learning abilities of the learners and 
proved to be best teaching and learning approach. 

Furio, Juan, Segui 
and Vivo (2015) 

Primary 
students 

Computer 
studies 

The consequences of the study indicated that 
blended learning improved the students’ academic 

achievement significantly than the traditional 
lecture method. 

Scott, Green and 
Etheridge (2016) 

Undergraduate 
students 

Calculus The blended learning strategy proved to be a better 
strategy than the traditional lecture method. The 
study also concluded that the blended learning 

approach increases the self-efficacy of the learners. 
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The statistical results of studies of various disciplines reviewed are shown in Table 3. The results 
showed that in most of the studies, the blended learning strategy has more significant value than the 
traditional learning strategy. 

Table 3. Statistical results of the studies in various disciplines reviewed in this article 

References Learning 
methods 

Mean SD p Remarks 

Oderinu et al. (2020) Blended 3.75 0.50 0.004 Significant 
Traditional 3.42 0.56 

Choi et al. (2014) Blended 1.02 0.79 0.071 Significant 
Traditional 1.63 0.39 

Miller et al. (2013) Blended 87.25 2.18 0.021 Significant 
Traditional 78.66 5.58 

Delialioglu (2012) Blended 33.33 2.234 0.015 Significant 
Traditional 26.07 1.948 

Khalid and Azeem (2012) Blended 80.50 7.26 0.01 Significant 
Traditional 74.11 7.09 

Gholami et al. (2016) Blended 2.76 0.67 0.003 Significant 
Traditional 2.31 0.92 

Frame et al. (2015) Blended 5.42 1.72 0.041 Significant 
Traditional 4.78 2.05 

Hyun et al. (2017) Blended 1.25 0.23 0.021 Significant 
Traditional 1.02 0.52 

Jusoh et al. (2016) Blended 3.45 0.45 0.011 Significant 
Traditional 3.15 0.67 

Meguid and Collins (2017) Blended 7.98 0.91 0.023 Significant 
Traditional 6.75 1.21 

Huggins and Stamatel (2015) Blended 1.89 0.76 0.071 Non-significant 
Traditional 2.12 0.61 

Blissitt (2016) Blended 45.4 3.54 0.089 Non-significant 
Traditional 56.7 3.23 

Montassier et al. (2016) Blended 36.34 5.79 0.081 Non-significant 
Traditional 36.21 5.82 

Luna and Winters (2017) Blended 6.23 2.13 0.097 Non-significant 
Traditional 6.12 2.01 

Shi et al. (2017) Blended 4.47 1.02 0.026 Significant 
Traditional 3.67 1.23 

Arias et al. (2016) Blended 34.76 2.36 0.005 Significant 
Traditional 30.21 3.10 

Adams et al. (2015) Blended 10.79 2.10 0.085 Non-significant 
Traditional 11.23 1.87 

Khatiban et al. (2019) Blended 17.56 1.09 0.012 Significant 
Traditional 16.45 1.21 

Wong and Ng (2016) Blended 21.23 4.78 0.002 Significant 
Traditional 20.19 4.89 

Lochner et al. (2016) Blended 41.21 2.78 0.067 Non-significant 
Traditional 42.11 2.74 

Daud et al. (2016) Blended 15.34 1.75 0.094 Non-significant 
Traditional 15.20 1.69 

Dehghanzadeh, and 
Jafaraghaee (2018) 

Blended 33.32 2.34 0.0001 Significant 
Traditional 25.62 3.35 
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Jong (2016) Blended 1.21 0.37 0.039 Significant 
Traditional 1.09 0.41 

Bazelais and Doleck (2018) Blended 1.67 0.39 0.020 Significant 
Traditional 1.12 0.65 

Farashahi and Tajeddin (2018) Blended 19.25 3.25 0.048 Significant 
Traditional 17.32 4.12 

Asarta and Schmidt (2017) Blended 1.29 0.32 0.071 Non-significant 
Traditional 2.11 0.21 

Ilic et al. (2015) Blended 15.16 0.99 0.069 Non-significant 
Traditional 14.99 0.79 

Nalini et al. (2020) Blended 1.23 0.37 0.001 Significant 
Traditional 1.02 0.42 

Baker (2018) Blended 3.37 0.98 0.0087 Non-significant 
Traditional 3.29 0.91 

Guarascio et al. (2017) Blended 45.34 5.43 0.098 Non-Significant 
Traditional 44.23 5.12 

Wei et al. (2017) Blended 78.91 7.89 0.002 Significant 
Traditional 72.87 8.91 

Abedi et al. (2019) Blended 9.21 1.34 0.0032 Significant 
Traditional 8.92 1.57 

Sheikhaboumasoudi et al. 
(2019) 

Blended 2.34 0.24 0.011 Significant 
Traditional 1.98 0.62 

Tseng and Walsh (2016) Blended 3.81 0.61 0.045 Significant 
Traditional 3.51 0.43 

Furio et al. (2015) Blended 1.29 0.23 0.023 Significant 
Traditional 1.10 0.31 

Scott et al. (2016) Blended 2.31 0.87 0.032 Significant 
Traditional 2.02 0.99 

4. Discussion 

Hattie (2018) pointed out that the single most important factor that effects learners learning is the 
method and quality of teaching the learners receive. Information and communication developments 
have also changed the way of teaching–learning systems. Blended classroom learning has become an 
effective learning approach in the current educational system. The importance of blended learning has 
been proved by many researchers (Gladkova, Kutepov, Ilyashenko, Smirnova & Vaganova, 2019; 
Inayati, Setiawan, Suryanti & Wicaksono, 2020). 

Aristovnik, Tomazevic, Kerzic and Umek (2017) stated that blended learning is an effective way of 
learning as it eliminates distance. This is also computer-based or mobile-based learning. Blended 
learning uses multiple forms of information and communication technology. Harandi (2015) pointed 
out that the blended learning approach is an integrated form of traditional learning. It is established to 
educate learners at every stage of learning.  

A review study has been conducted to highlight the importance of blended versus traditional 
lecture learning. Most of the studies reviewed in this article showed that blended learning proved to 
be one of the most effective and dynamic learning strategies in the educational system. Most of the 
studies reviewed have significant effects on the academic achievement, critical thinking skills and 
creative skills more than that of the traditional learning method.  
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4.1. Challenges in implementing the blended learning strategy 

The review of the literature conducted in this article for the implementation of blended learning 
has brought about four types of challenges before the researchers, namely (i) issues related to the 
instructors, (ii) issues related to the students, (iii) technological issues and (iv) university or 
institutional issues. The traditional culture of institutions is the most important issue for the 
implementation of the blended learning strategy. 

The teachers have also some issues related to blended learning like lack of skills to integrate 
blended learning, increased workload and finding the right blending strategy for different curriculum 
(Hussain, Shahzad & Ali, 2019). On the basis of previous published literature, it has been observed that 
teachers’ workload is the most crucial challenge for the instructors. In the blended learning strategy, 
sometimes instructors require more time to upload the learning materials and evaluate learners’ work 
online (Banyen, Viriyavejakul & Ratanaolarn, 2016). The lack of technological and pedagogical skills of 
the instructors is also a great challenge for the implementation of the blended learning strategy 
(Charbonneau-Gowdy, 2018). The students’ issues related to blended learning are participation in the 
blended learning process, Internet issues and login issues (Surjono et al. 2017).  

4.2. Solutions or recommendations to solve the challenges in blended learning 

Several solutions have been proposed in the literature for the implementation of blended learning. 
Proper planning is required to implement the blended learning strategy at the institution level 
(Masood & Yousuf, 2018). The teachers and students must have enough training to implement 
blended learning in the classroom. The teachers and students must provide high-speed Internet 
facilities to implement the blended learning strategy. The institutions must change their culture of the 
traditional learning strategy. 

5. Conclusion 

A critical review study has been conducted on blended and traditional learning approaches. Thirty-
six articles published from 2012 to 2020 in various databases have been selected for the critical review 
of previous literature. Their statistical results are also highlighted to check the significance of studies. 
The review showed that in most of the studies, there were significant differences of academic 
achievements among the learners who learned by traditional and blended learning approaches. The 
blended learning approach proved to be a more effective strategy in the literature review. So, on the 
basis of previous literature, it can be concluded that the blended learning strategy is a more effective 
learning strategy when compared to the traditional learning strategy. 

 

 

References 
 

Abedi, P., Keshmirshekan, M. H. & Namaziandost, E. (2019). The comparative effect of flipped classroom 
instruction versus traditional instruction on Iranian intermediate EFL learners’ english composition 
writing. Journal of Applied Linguistics and Language Research, 6(4), 43–56. 

Adams, A. E., Randall, S. & Traustadottir, T. (2015). A tale of two sections: an experiment to compare the 
effectiveness of a hybrid versus a traditional lecture format in introductory microbiology. CBE —Life 
Sciences Education, 14(1), ar6. doi:10.1187/cbe.14-08-0118 

Albiladi, W. S. & Alshareef, K. K. (2019). Blended learning in english teaching and learning: a review of the 
current literature. Journal of Language Teaching and Research, 10(2), 232–238. doi:10.17507/jltr.1002.03 

Alseweed, M. A. (2013). Students’ achievement and attitudes toward using traditional learning, blended 
learning, and virtual classes learning in teaching and learning at the university level. Studies in Literature 

https://doi.org/10.18844/ijlt.v13i2.5668


Hafeez, M. (2021). A critical review on blended learning versus traditional lecture method. International Journal of Learning and Teaching. 
13(2), 54-68. https://doi.org/10.18844/ijlt.v13i2.5668  

 

65 

and Language, 6(1), 65–73. Retrieved from http://flr-journal.org/index.php/sll/article/view/ 
j.sll.1923156320130601.1464/4357 

Alzahrani, M. G. (2017). The developments of ICT and the need for blended learning in Saudi Arabia. Journal of 
Education and Practice, 8(9), 79–87. Retrieved from http://www.iiste.org/ 

Arias, A., Scott, R., Peters, O. A., McClain, E. & Gluskin, A. H. (2016). Educational outcomes of small-group 
discussion versus traditional lecture format in dental students’ learning and skills acquisition. Journal of 
Dental Education, 80(4), 459–465. doi:10.1002/j.0022-0337.2016.80.4.tb06104.x 

Aristovnik, A., Tomazevic, N., Kerzic, D. & Umek, L. (2017). The impact of demographic factors on selected 
aspects of e-learning in higher education. The International Journal of Information and Learning 
Technology, 34(2), 114–121. doi:10.1108/IJILT-09-2016-0045 

Asarta, C. J. & Schmidt, J. R. (2017). Comparing student performance in blended and traditional courses: does 
prior academic achievement matter? The Internet and Higher Education, 32, 29–38. 
doi:10.1016/j.iheduc.2016.08.002 

Baker, D. M. (2018). USA and Asia hospitality & tourism students' perceptions and satisfaction with online 
learning versus traditional face-to-face instruction. e-Journal of Business Education and Scholarship of 
Teaching, 12(2), 40–54. Retrieved from http://www.ejbest.org 

Banyen, W., Viriyavejakul, C. & Ratanaolarn, T. (2016). A blended learning model for learning achievement 
enhancement of Thai undergraduate students. International Journal of Emerging Technologies in 
Learning, 11(4), 48–55. doi:10.3991/ijet.v11i04.5325 

Bazelais, P. & Doleck, T. (2018). Blended learning and traditional learning: a comparative study of college 
mechanics courses. Education and Information Technologies, 23(6), 2889–2900. 

Blissitt, A. M. (2016). Blended learning versus traditional lecture in introductory nursing pathophysiology 
courses. Journal of Nursing Education, 55(4), 227–230. doi:10.3928/01484834-20160316-09 

Charbonneau-Gowdy, P. (2018). Beyond stalemate: Seeking solutions to challenges in online and blended 
learning programs. Electronic Journal of e-Learning, 16(1), 56–66. Retrieved from http://www.ejel.org/ 

Choi, E., Lindquist, R. & Song, Y. (2014). Effects of problem-based learning vs. traditional lecture on Korean 
nursing students’ critical thinking, problem-solving, and self-directed learning. Nurse Education Today, 
34(1), 52–56. doi:10.1016/j.nedt.2013.02.012 

Cuesta Medina, L. (2010). Metacognitive instructional strategies: a study of e-learners’ self-regulation. Paper 
presented at the Fourteenth International CALL Conference: Motivation and Beyond, University of 
Antwerp, Antwerp, Belgium. Retrieved August, 2010, from http://uahost.uantwerpen.be/linguapolis/ 
scuati/proceedings_CALL 2010.pdf 

Daud, S., Chaudhry, A. M. & Ali, S. K. (2016). Lecture based versus peer assisted learning: quasi-experimental 
study to compare knowledge gain of fourth year medical students in community health and nutrition 
course. Research and Development in Medical Education, 5(2), 62–68. doi:10.15171/rdme.2016.013 

Dehghanzadeh, S. & Jafaraghaee, F. (2018). Comparing the effects of traditional lecture and flipped classroom on 
nursing students’ critical thinking disposition: a quasi-experimental study. Nurse Education Today, 71, 
151–156. doi:10.1016/j.nedt.2018.09.027 

Delialioglu, O. (2012). Student engagement in blended learning environments with lecture-based and problem-
based instructional approaches. Journal of Educational Technology & Society, 15(3), 310–322. Retrieved 
from https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.2307/jeductechsoci.15.3.310 

Erdem, M. & Kibar, P. N. (2014). Students opinions on Facebook supported blended learning environment. The 
Turkish Online Journal of Educational Technology, 13(1), 199. 

https://doi.org/10.18844/ijlt.v13i2.5668
http://uahost.uantwerpen.be/linguapolis/scuati/proceedings_CALL%202010.pdf
http://uahost.uantwerpen.be/linguapolis/scuati/proceedings_CALL%202010.pdf
https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.2307/jeductechsoci.15.3.310


Hafeez, M. (2021). A critical review on blended learning versus traditional lecture method. International Journal of Learning and Teaching. 
13(2), 54-68. https://doi.org/10.18844/ijlt.v13i2.5668  

 

66 

Eryilmaz, M. (2015). The effectiveness of blended learning environments. Contemporary Issues in Education 
Research, 8(4), 251–256. doi:10.19030/cier.v8i4.9433 

Farashahi, M. & Tajeddin, M. (2018). Effectiveness of teaching methods in business education: a comparison 
study on the learning outcomes of lectures, case studies and simulations. The International Journal of 
Management Education, 16(1), 131–142. doi:10.1016/j.ijme.2018.01.003 

Frame, T. R., Cailor, S. M., Gryka, R. J., Chen, A. M., Kiersma, M. E. & Sheppard, L. (2015). Student perceptions of 
team-based learning vs traditional lecture-based learning. American Journal of Pharmaceutical Education, 
79(4), 51. doi: 10.5688/ajpe79451 

Furio, D., Juan, M. C., Segui, I. & Vivo, R. (2015). Mobile learning vs. traditional classroom lessons: a comparative 
study. Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, 31(3), 189–201. doi:10.1111/jcal.12071 

Gholami, M., Moghadam, P. K., Mohammadipoor, F., Tarahi, M. J., Sak, M., Toulabi, T. & Pour, A. H. H. (2016). 
Comparing the effects of problem-based learning and the traditional lecture method on critical thinking 
skills and metacognitive awareness in nursing students in a critical care nursing course. Nurse Education 
Today, 45, 16–21. doi:10.1016/j.nedt.2016.06.007 

Giorgdze, M. & Dgebuadze, M. (2017). Interactive teaching methods: challenges and perspectives. International 
E-Journal of Advances in Education, 3(9), 544–548. Retrieved from http://ijaedu.ocerintjournals.org/ 

Guarascio, A. J., Nemecek, B. D. & Zimmerman, D. E. (2017). Evaluation of students’ perceptions of the socrative 
application versus a traditional student response system and its impact on classroom engagement. 
Currents in Pharmacy Teaching and Learning, 9(5), 808–812. doi:10.1016/j.cptl.2017.05.011 

Hafeez, M. (2021a). Systematic review on modern learning approaches, critical thinking skills and students 
learning outcomes. Indonesian Journal of Educational Research and Review, 4(1). 
doi:10.23887/ijerr.v4i1.33192 

Hafeez, M. (2021b). Teaching-learning process and ict tools-a review. Indonesian Journal of Basic Education, 4(1), 
18–27. 

Hafeez, M., Ajmal, F. & Kazmi, Q. A. (2021). Challenges faced by the teachers and students in online learning. 
International Journal of Innovation, Creativity and Change, 15(2), 325–346. Retrieved from 
http://www.ijicc.net/ 

Hafeez, M., Kazmi, Q. A., Tahira, F., Hussain, M. Z., Ahmad, S., Yasmeen, A. … Saqi, M. I. (2020). Impact of school 
enrolment size on student’s achievements. Indonesian Journal of Basic Education, 3(1), 17–21. 
doi:10.37728/ijobe. v3i1.302 

Harandi, S. (2015). Effects of e-learning on students’ motivation. In 3rd International Conference on Leadership, 
Technology and Innovation Management, Cambridge, UK, vol. 181, pp. 423–430. Retrieved from 
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/ article/pii/S1877042815031985 

Hattie, J. (2018). 250+ influences on student achievement. Visible learning plus. Retrieved August 6, 2018, from 
https://us.corwin.com/sites/default/files/250_influences_-_7.18.18.pdf 

Huggins, C. M. & Stamatel, J. P. (2015). An exploratory study comparing the effectiveness of lecturing versus 
team-based learning. Teaching Sociology, 43(3), 227–235. doi:10.1177%2F0092055X15581929 

Hussain, I., Shahzad, A. H. & Ali, R. (2019). A qualitative study on practices and issues of blended learning in 
higher education. Pakistan Journal of Distance and Online Learning, 5(1), 189–208. 

Hyun, J., Ediger, R. & Lee, D. (2017). Students’ satisfaction on their learning process in active learning and 
traditional classrooms. International Journal of Teaching and Learning in Higher Education, 29(1), 108–
118. Retrieved from http://www.isetl.org/ijtlhe/ 

https://doi.org/10.18844/ijlt.v13i2.5668
doi:%2010.5688/ajpe79451
doi:10.23887/ijerr.v4i1.33192
http://www.ijicc.net/
https://us.corwin.com/sites/default/files/250_influences_-_7.18.18.pdf


Hafeez, M. (2021). A critical review on blended learning versus traditional lecture method. International Journal of Learning and Teaching. 
13(2), 54-68. https://doi.org/10.18844/ijlt.v13i2.5668  

 

67 

Ilic, D., Nordin, R. B., Glasziou, P., Tilson, J. K. & Villanueva, E. (2015). A randomised controlled trial of a blended 
learning education intervention for teaching evidence-based medicine. BMC Medical Education, 15(1), 
39. doi:10.1186/s12909-015-0321-6 

Ilyashenko, L. K., Gladkova, M. N., Kutepov, M. M., Vaganova, O. I. & Smirnova, Z. V. (2019). Development of 
communicative competencies of students in the context of blended learning. Amazonia Investiga, 8(18), 
313–322. Retrieved from https://amazoniainvestiga.info/index.php/amazonia/article/view/313 

Jong, J. P. (2016). The effect of a blended collaborative learning environment in a small private online course 
(SPOC): a comparison with a lecture course. Journal of Baltic Science Education, 15(2), 194. 

Jusoh, N. M., Rebuan, H. M. A., Aung, M. M. T., Mohamad, M., Husain, R., Esa, A. R. & Ismail, S. (2016). 
Undergraduate medical students’ attitude and preferences toward traditional lecture versus informal 
cooperative learning. Malaysian Journal of Public Health Medicine, 16(2), 55–63. 

Khalid, A. & Azeem, M. (2012). Constructivist vs traditional: effective instructional approach in teacher 
education. International Journal of Humanities and Social Science, 2(5), 170–177. Retrieved from 
http://www.ijhssnet.com/ 

Khatiban, M., Falahan, S. N., Amini, R., Farahanchi, A. & Soltanian, A. (2019). Lecture-based versus problem-
based learning in ethics education among nursing students. Nursing Ethics, 26(6), 1753–1764. 
doi:10.1177%2F0969733018767246 

Lochner, L., Wieser, H., Waldboth, S. & Mischo-Kelling, M. (2016). Combining traditional anatomy lectures with 
e-learning activities: how do students perceive their learning experience? International Journal of 
Medical Education, 7, 69. doi:10.5116%2Fijme.56b5.0369 

Lu, O. H., Huang, A. Y., Huang, J. C., Lin, A. J., Ogata, H. & Yang, S. J. (2018). ‘Applying learning analytics for the 
early prediction of Students’ academic performance in blended learning’. Journal of Educational 
Technology and Society, 21(2), . 220–232. 

Luna, Y. M. & Winters, S. A. (2017). ‘Why did you blend my learning?’ A comparison of student success in lecture 
and blended learning introduction to sociology courses. Teaching Sociology, 45(2), 116–130. 
doi:10.1177%2F0092055X16685373 

Makhdoom, N., Khoshhal, K. I., Algaidi, S., Heissam, K. & Zolaly, M. A. (2013). ‘Blended learning as an effective 
teaching and learning strategy in clinical medicine: a comparative cross-sectional university-based study. 
Journal of taibah university medical sciences, 8(1), 12–17. doi:10.1016/j.jtumed.2013.01.002 

Marchalot, A., Dureuil, B., Veber, B., Fellahi, J. L., Hanouz, J. L., Dupont, H., … Compere, V. (2018). Effectiveness 
of a blended learning course and flipped classroom in first year anaesthesia training. Anaesthesia Critical 
Care & Pain Medicine, 37(5), 411–415. doi:10.1016/j.accpm.2017.10.008 

Masood, S. & Yousuf, N. (2018). Blended learning: a pedagogical alternative to traditional learning in 
dermatology. Journal of Pakistan Association of Dermatology, 27(2), 99–101. 

Mazur, E. & Hilborn, R. C. (1997), Peer instruction: a user’s manual. Physics Today, 50(4), 65. 

Meguid, E. A. & Collins, M. (2017). Students’ perceptions of lecturing approaches: traditional versus interactive 
teaching. Advances in Medical Education and Practice, 8, 229. doi:10.2147%2FAMEP.S131851 

Miller, C. J., McNear, J. & Metz, M. J. (2013). A comparison of traditional and engaging lecture methods in a 
large, professional-level course. Advances in Physiology Education, 37(4), 347–355. 
doi:10.1152/advan.00050.2013 

Montassier, E., Hardouin, J. B., Segard, J., Batard, E., Potel, G., Planchon, B., … Pottier, P. (2016). e-Learning 
versus lecture-based courses in ECG interpretation for undergraduate medical students: a randomized 
non inferiority study. European Journal of Emergency Medicine, 23(2), 108–113. 
doi:10.1097/MEJ.0000000000000215 

https://doi.org/10.18844/ijlt.v13i2.5668


Hafeez, M. (2021). A critical review on blended learning versus traditional lecture method. International Journal of Learning and Teaching. 
13(2), 54-68. https://doi.org/10.18844/ijlt.v13i2.5668  

 

68 

Nalini, G. K., Deepak, P., Neelamma, P., Sahana, G. N. & Jayashree, V. N. (2020). Effectiveness of digital learning 
versus traditional learning among undergraduate students–prescription writing. National Journal of 
Physiology, Pharmacy and Pharmacology, 10(1), 9–14. doi:10.5455/njppp.2020.10.0828816102019 

Oderinu, O. H., Adegbulugbe, I. C., Orenuga, O. O. & Butali, A. (2020). Comparison of students’ perception of 
problem based learning and traditional teaching method in a Nigerian dental school. European Journal of 
Dental Education, 24(2), 207–212. doi:10.1111/eje.12486 

Saira, Ajmal, F. & Hafeez, M. (2020). Assessment of student’s academic achievement by flipped classroom model 
and traditional lecture method. Global Educational Studies Review, V(IV), 10–19. 
doi:10.31703/gesr.2020(V-IV).02 

Saira, Ajmal, F. & Hafeez, M. (2021). Critical review on flipped classroom model versus traditional lecture 
method. International Journal of Education and Practice, 9(1), 128–140. 

Saira, N. Z. & Hafeez, M. (2021). A critical review on discussion and traditional teaching methods. Psychology and 
Education Journal, 58(1), 1871–1886. doi:10.17762/pae.v58i1.1042 

Samuelson, D. B., Divaris, K. & De Kok, I. J. (2017). Benefits of case-based versus traditional lecture-based 
instruction in a preclinical removable prosthodontics course. Journal of Dental Education, 81(4), 387–394. 
doi:10.21815/JDE.016.005 

Scott, C. E., Green, L. E. & Etheridge, D. L. (2016). A comparison between flipped and lecture-based instruction in 
the calculus classroom. Journal of Applied Research in Higher Education, 8(2), 252–264. 
doi:10.1108/JARHE-04-2015-0024 

Sheikhaboumasoudi, R., Bagheri, M., Hosseini, S. A., Ashouri, E. & Elahi, N. (2018). Improving nursing students’ 
learning outcomes in fundamentals of nursing course through combination of traditional and e-learning 
methods. Iranian Journal of Nursing and Midwifery Research, 23(3), 217. 
doi:10.4103%2Fijnmr.IJNMR_79_17 

Shi, Y., Peng, C., Zhang, X. & Yang, H. H. (2017, June). Interactive whiteboard-based instruction versus lecture-
based instruction: a study on college students’ academic self-efficacy and academic press.  
In International Conference on Blended Learning, Berlin, Germany, Cham, Switzerland: Springer,  
pp. 319–28. doi:10.1007/978-3-319-59360-9_28 

Suryanti, S., Wicaksono, B. H., Inayati, N. & Setiawan, S. (2020). EFL teacher blended professional training: a 
review of learners’ online and traditional learning interactions quality. 3L: Language, Linguistics, 
Literature, 26(3). doi:10.17576/3L-2020-2603-10 

Tseng, H. W. & Walsh Jr, E. J. (2016). Blended vs. traditional course delivery: comparing students’ motivation, 
learning outcomes, and preferences. Quarterly Review of Distance Education, 17(1). 

Wei, Y., Shi, Y., Yang, H. H. & Liu, J. (2017, June). Blended learning versus traditional learning: a study on 
students’ learning achievements and academic press (pp. 219–223). Conference: In 2017 International 
Symposium on Educational Technology (ISET). Hong Kong, Macao: IEEE. doi:10.1109/ISET.2017.57 

Wong, W. K. & Ng, P. K. (2016). An empirical study on e-learning versus traditional learning among electronics 
engineering students. American Journal of Applied Sciences, 13(6), 836–844. doi:10.3844/ 
ajassp.2016.836.844 

Zhang, W. & Zhu, C. (2020). Blended learning as a good practice in ESL courses compared to F2F learning and 
online learning. International Journal of Mobile and Blended Learning, 12(1), 64–81. 
doi:10.4018/IJMBL.2020010105 

https://doi.org/10.18844/ijlt.v13i2.5668
doi:10.1111/eje.12486
doi:10.31703/gesr.2020(V-IV).02
doi:10.17762/pae.v58i1.1042
doi:10.21815/JDE.016.005
doi:10.1108/JARHE-04-2015-0024
doi:10.1108/JARHE-04-2015-0024
doi:10.4103%2Fijnmr.IJNMR_79_17

