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Blended learning is increasingly adopted in higher education, yet its effectiveness in 
under-researched contexts such as Nepal remains unclear. This study examines Nepalese 
postgraduate students’ preferences, accessibility, and perceptions concerning blended 
learning across four major universities, addressing a critical gap in the literature on 
English language learning in resource-limited settings. Using a quantitative survey 
(N=150), our findings reveal an overwhelming preference for blended learning (80%), 
with students valuing the synergy between online and face-to-face instruction. However, 
traditional face-to-face learning remains essential for developing key language skills, 
particularly vocabulary and world knowledge acquisition. Despite the advantages of 
blended approaches, technological barriers and limited digital infrastructure pose 
significant challenges to equitable access. These findings challenge assumptions about the 
universal applicability of online learning in English medium instruction settings and 
highlight the urgent need for targeted policy interventions to bridge digital divides. By 
offering empirical insights into the pedagogical dynamics of blended learning, this study 
contributes to global debates on language education, digital learning equity, and 
curriculum reform in higher education. The findings inform educators, policymakers, and 
curriculum designers seeking to optimise blended pedagogies in diverse linguistic and 
technological landscapes.  

 
Introduction  
 
The rapid advancement of information and communications technology has transformed 
educational practices, with language learning increasingly incorporating digital tools and 
online platforms (Colpaert, 2016; Grgurović, 2017; Mohammadi et al., 2025). These 
technological developments have led to the emergence of new instructional models, such 
as blended learning, which integrate face-to-face (F2F) and online learning to enhance 
pedagogical effectiveness (Al-Mousa & Al-Mubarak, 2005). The globalisation of 
education, coupled with the increasing accessibility of digital learning, has positioned 
blended learning as a viable approach for language instruction. However, its 
implementation in resource-constrained contexts, such as Nepal, remains under-explored, 
particularly in terms of its effectiveness, accessibility, and the specific roles of F2F and 
online components in English language learning (Ramalingam et al., 2022). 
 
Despite the growing international adoption of blended learning, Nepal’s higher education 
sector faces persistent challenges, including limited technological infrastructure, uneven 
Internet access, and shortages of trained language educators. English medium instruction 
(EMI) is widely promoted in Nepalese universities, yet the extent to which blended 
learning can enhance EMI outcomes remains unclear. Previous studies have focused 
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predominantly on either fully online or traditional face-to-face instruction, often 
overlooking the complex interplay between these modes in blended settings (Ayan, 2015). 
Moreover, existing research in South Asian contexts has largely examined technological 
adoption rather than its pedagogical impact on language learning outcomes. Our study 
addresses these gaps by investigating Nepalese university students’ perceptions of blended 
learning, evaluating their preferences, accessibility challenges, and the perceived 
effectiveness of F2F and online learning in a blended environment. 
 
The study is particularly relevant in Nepal, where large class sizes, resource limitations, 
and infrastructure constraints pose significant barriers to effective English language 
education. By examining how students engage with and benefit from blended learning, 
this research provides insights into how blended pedagogies can be optimised to improve 
English language instruction in higher education (Batista-Toledo & Gavilan, 2025). 
Specifically, the study explores the roles of F2F and online learning in language skill 
development, assessing their complementary and the challenges students encounter when 
navigating blended environments (Bersin, 2004). In doing so, it contributes to global 
debates on blended learning by offering empirical evidence from an under-represented 
educational context. 
 
Beyond addressing the Nepalese context, our study advances discussions on the 
theoretical and practical dimensions of blended learning in EMI settings. It empirically 
examines the extent to which blended learning facilitates language acquisition, a subject 
that has been widely debated but insufficiently evidenced across diverse learning 
environments (Grgurović, 2017). Furthermore, by highlighting the pedagogical and 
infrastructural challenges of implementing blended learning in a developing country, the 
study offers insights that extend beyond Nepal, informing educators, policymakers, and 
curriculum designers seeking to integrate blended approaches in similar linguistic and 
technological landscapes. 
 
By filling a significant gap in the literature, our research not only enhances our 
understanding of students’ experiences with blended learning but also provides actionable 
recommendations for improving its implementation in higher education. The findings 
contribute to the development of culturally and contextually responsive blended learning 
strategies, ensuring that EMI instruction is more inclusive, accessible, and pedagogically 
effective. Ultimately, this study informs broader discussions on the role of technology in 
language education and its implications for global higher education policies. 
 
Literature review 
 
Historical development and current status of blended language learning 
 
The shift in pedagogical models and technological advances have brought significant 
change in blended language learning (Isti'anah, 2017). The origin of blended language 
learning traces back to the 1920s with Benton Harbor High School’s supervised 
correspondence study program (Moore, 2002). Blended learning became popular in the 
late 1990s as more and more universities combined online and in-person education. One 
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institution that pioneered blended learning was the University of Florida, which in 1999 
launched its Interactive Learning Centre, later renamed Epic Learning Centre (Dziuban et 
al., 2007; Friesen, 2012). Blended learning, according to Güzer and Caner (2014), goes 
through three stages. Researchers looked at ways to combine online and face-to-face 
education from 1999 to 2002. The pedagogical benefits of blended learning for student 
engagement and autonomy were the subject of intense research from 2003 to 2006. 
Numerous studies have investigated its efficacy in different settings since 2007, such as in 
professional training and language acquisition (Güzer & Caner, 2014). Blended learning 
models have been further enhanced in engagement by interactive technologies like 
simulation and gaming (Chew et al., 2010; Allen et al., 2012). Despite its global growth, 
blended language learning research is predominantly concentrated in developed nations, 
with limited evidence from developing contexts like Nepal. While studies confirm its 
benefits in fostering learner autonomy and digital literacy (Grgurović, 2017), its 
application in resource-limited settings remains underexplored. This study aims to address 
this gap by investigating the efficacy, accessibility, and student perceptions of blended 
learning in Nepalese higher education. 
 
Blended learning in Nepal: Shifts during and after the Covid-19 pandemic 
 
The Covid-19 pandemic reshaped Nepal’s higher education, pivoting from in-person to 
online learning (Dahal, 2015; Phuyal, 2015). Before the crisis, blended learning was largely 
overlooked due to poor Internet, limited tech infrastructure, and teachers’ lack of digital 
skills. Lockdowns revealed both the promise and pitfalls of online education in Nepalese 
universities. Blended learning could tackle longstanding issues like overcrowded 
classrooms, a shortage of qualified English language instructors, and outdated materials in 
English medium instruction (EMI) (Khadka, 2021). Merging digital tools with face-to-face 
teaching boosts student engagement, flexibility, and self-directed learning (Sun & Rueda, 
2012; Friesen, 2012). Studies from similar developing regions show that, when done right, 
blended learning enhances language skills (Yang et al., 2013; Yang & Chano, 2025)). Yet, 
Nepal faces hurdles like low digital literacy, poor Internet, and weak institutional support 
for blended approaches (Dettori & Persico, 2007). While students are enthusiastic about 
hybrid models, their engagement and learning experiences are constrained by 
infrastructure (Rana, 2022; Alonso et al., 2005). Our study investigates student perceptions 
of blended learning, focusing on accessibility, effectiveness, and the integration of online 
and face-to-face instruction (Hsu & Hsieh, 2011). 
 
Advantages and effectiveness of blended learning as an alternative to e-learning 
 
While e-learning has expanded educational access, it also presents challenges such as 
student disengagement, lack of motivation, and reduced interaction (Oweis, 2018). Studies 
indicate that blended learning provides a more balanced approach, preserving the 
interactivity and social engagement of face-to-face learning while leveraging the flexibility 
and resource accessibility of digital platforms (Salama, 2005). Empirical research has 
consistently demonstrated the effectiveness of blended learning in higher education and 
English as a foreign language (EFL) instruction (Halverson et al., 2014). Unlike fully 
online models, blended learning fosters interactive and communicative learning 
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environments, allowing students to engage in real-time discussions, receive immediate 
feedback, and participate in collaborative learning activities (Graham et al., 2011). 
Godwin-Jones (2020) highlighted that blended learning is particularly beneficial for 
improving linguistic, communicative, and cognitive skills, making it well-suited for EMI 
contexts. 
 
Another significant advantage of blended learning is its role in promoting learner 
autonomy and digital literacy. By integrating asynchronous and synchronous learning 
opportunities, students gain exposure to self-regulated learning strategies, which are 
critical for academic success (Cocquyt et al., 2019). Furthermore, studies show that 
blended learning enhances student satisfaction, motivation, and knowledge retention 
compared to fully online or traditional learning modes (Chansamrong et al., 2014). 
Despite these benefits, research highlights several implementation challenges, including 
instructor workload, course design complexities, and the digital divide (Graham, 2006). 
Our study builds upon these findings by examining how Nepalese students perceive the 
advantages and limitations of blended learning, providing insights into its feasibility and 
scalability in higher education settings with limited digital infrastructure. 
 
Theoretical frameworks of blended learning: Combining face-to-face and online 
modes and connectivism 
 
Blended learning is not merely a combination of online and face-to-face instruction, but a 
dynamic pedagogical model that integrates multiple learning environments (Giarla, 2019). 
Oliver and Trigwell (2005) argued that blended learning fosters deeper engagement by 
leveraging diverse instructional modes, promoting active learning and cognitive flexibility. 
One of the most influential frameworks for understanding blended learning is 
connectivism (Siemens, 2005, 2006). This theory posits that learning occurs through 
networks, social connections, and digital interactions, aligning closely with the blended 
learning model (Downes, 2022). Unlike traditional cognitive theories, connectivism 
recognises technology as an essential component of knowledge construction, making it 
particularly relevant to digitally mediated learning environments (Goldie, 2016). Empirical 
research has demonstrated that students in blended learning environments benefit from 
the social and interactive dimensions of connectivist learning. Studies have shown that 
when students engage in digital discussions, collaborative projects, and multimodal 
learning activities, they develop stronger critical thinking and problem-solving skills 
(Bozkurt, 2023). Our research builds on these insights by exploring how Nepalese 
students experience blended learning, through a connectivist lens, assessing the extent to 
which social and technological factors influence learning outcomes (Dang & Nguyen, 
2024). 
 
Justification for the study and research questions 
 
The literature highlights both the potential and challenges of blended learning in diverse 
educational contexts (Awajan et al., 2024). While international research has validated its 
pedagogical benefits, studies from developing countries remain limited, particularly in the 
South Asian EMI landscape. The current study addresses this gap by providing empirical 
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data on Nepalese students' perceptions of blended learning, focusing on preferences, 
accessibility, and pedagogical effectiveness. By drawing on theoretical and empirical 
research, our study contributes to global discussions on blended pedagogy, offering 
evidence-based recommendations for policymakers, educators, and curriculum designers 
(Chapelle, 2009). Given the growing emphasis on digital transformation in higher 
education, understanding how blended learning operates in resource-constrained settings 
is essential for developing inclusive, accessible, and pedagogically sound blended learning 
models. 
 
We therefore address the following research questions: 
 
1. What mode of learning do students prefer when learning English at the higher 

education level in Nepal? 
2. How accessible is the online mode of language learning for Nepalese university 

students? 
3. What are students’ perceptions of the combination of face-to-face and online modes 

of learning?  
3a. What role does face-to-face learning play in blended language learning? 
3b. What role does online learning play in blended language learning? 
 
Method 
 
Research design and objectives 
 
This study adopts a quantitative survey research design to examine students' preferences, 
accessibility, and perceptions regarding blended learning in English education at the 
higher education level in Nepal. A survey-based approach was selected due to its 
efficiency in gathering data from a large sample, ensuring statistical generalisability 
(Creswell & Poth, 2018). A deductive approach was employed, with hypotheses developed 
based on existing literature on blended learning, digital learning barriers, and English 
language acquisition (Sun & Rueda, 2012).  
 
Our study seeks to achieve the following objectives: (1) to identify the preferred mode of 
learning among students; (2) to assess the accessibility of online learning in the Nepalese 
context; and (3) to understand students' perceptions of the combined face-to-face and 
online modes in blended language learning, further breaking it down to the roles each 
mode plays in the learning process.  
 
Participants and sampling strategy 
 
A purposively selected sample of 150 students from four Nepalese universities 
participated in the study. These universities were chosen to ensure a contextually relevant 
sample, based on three key criteria: geographical diversity, academic reputation, and 
technological infrastructure. The selection aimed to capture regional variations in digital 
access and pedagogical practices, ensuring that findings reflected the diverse educational 
landscapes across Nepal. The universities included in the study all had strong English 
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education programs, which guaranteed that participants were familiar with language 
learning pedagogies. Additionally, these institutions were equipped with sufficient digital 
infrastructure to support blended learning, a crucial factor in assessing student experiences 
with technology-enhanced instruction. All participants were Masters candidates in English 
education, a deliberate choice to ensure that respondents had prior exposure to both 
traditional and digital pedagogies. Their advanced academic level positioned them as both 
learners and future educators, making their perspectives valuable in evaluating the 
feasibility and effectiveness of blended learning adoption in Nepalese higher education 
(Bourdieu, 1989; Swain & Lapkin, 1995). 
 
The final sample distribution across universities is presented in Table 1.  
 

Table 1: Distribution of the student sample across universities 
 

University 
(pseudonym) 

No. of 
participants Male Female Level and subject 

specialisation 
Trapit University 45 22 23 Master of Education (English) 
Katrin University 40 19 21 Master of Education (English) 
Midewa University 35 17 18 Master of Education (English) 
Fidewa University 30 14 16 Master of Education (English) 
Total 150 72 78  
 
Blended language learning course structure 
 
The courses in this study adopted a structured blended design, with approximately 60% of 
instruction delivered online and 40% face-to-face across a 15-week semester. The online 
component, hosted through Moodle and supplemented with virtual meetings, provided 
students with flexible access to materials, quizzes, and discussion forums. Face-to-face 
sessions, by contrast, emphasised interactive activities such as lectures, group discussions, 
and collaborative tasks that fostered engagement and peer learning. This balance between 
online and in-person learning was intended to combine the flexibility and accessibility of 
digital platforms with the immediacy and interaction of classroom settings. While online 
tools supported independent study and self-paced learning, face-to-face teaching was 
positioned as critical for building vocabulary, oral communication, and collaborative skills. 
Assessment was similarly blended, with participation in online activities contributing 
alongside traditional exams and assignments. By structuring courses in this way, we were 
able to explore how different learning environments complemented each other, and how 
the proportion of online versus face-to-face instruction shaped students’ experiences of 
blended learning. 
 
Data collection 
 
Data were collected via a structured online questionnaire sent through email and Facebook 
Messenger, popular platforms among Nepalese Masters students, to maximise response 
rates and minimise tech-related non-participation. However, this online approach likely 
excluded students with poor Internet or limited digital access, potentially affecting sample 
representativeness. 



1434 Blended learning in Nepalese higher education: Student preferences, challenges, and pedagogical implications 

A researcher-designed survey, inspired by Sagarra and Zapata (2008) and other literature, 
was tailored for Nepal’s educational context. Written in English, the medium of 
instruction at participating institutions, it was distributed via Google Forms. Items were 
adapted to reflect local infrastructure constraints and students’ English-medium 
instruction experiences, replacing unfamiliar technologies with locally relevant ones.  
 
The survey was piloted for cultural and contextual fit prior to the main data collection, 
which took place from March to May 2023. 
 
The survey included three sections, for (1) students’ preferred learning modes (blended, 
face-to-face, or online); accessibility of online learning via five four-point Likert-scale 
items, without a neutral option, as we were seeking more decisive responses (Iwaniec, 
2020); (2) perceptions of blended learning using ten three-point Likert-style items for 
clarity; and nine statements on the roles of online and face-to-face learning. Instrument 
reliability was high, with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.98 (Field, 2018). Content validity was 
ensured through adaptation from a trusted tool, expert review, and iterative revisions. 
Ethical measures included clear study information, informed consent, and guaranteed 
anonymity and confidentiality. 
 
Institutional variation in blended learning design 
 
Although the participating universities differed in the specific digital platforms and course 
structures used in their English education programmes, their overall approach to blended 
learning was broadly aligned. To maintain comparability across institutions, this study 
draws on a representative course model from one university that closely reflected practices 
observed elsewhere. This model provides a consistent basis for interpreting student 
experiences and for examining how institutional variation may influence engagement with 
blended learning. By presenting a unified framework, the study ensures that differences in 
technological infrastructure or course design do not obscure broader patterns in how 
students perceived the interaction between online and face to face learning. 
 
Pilot study and instrument validation 
 
Before conducting full-scale data collection, a pilot study involving 40 masters students 
was carried out to assess the clarity and comprehensibility of the questionnaire items. The 
pilot study also aimed to identify any ambiguities or redundancies in the survey structure 
and to ensure that all items were aligned with the study’s objectives (McKinley & Rose, 
2020; Iwaniec, 2020). The results of the pilot study indicated that no major modifications 
were necessary, confirming the reliability and construct validity of the questionnaire. 
 
Data analysis 
 
Data were analysed using R (statistical computing software) to ensure statistical precision 
and replicability, aligning with best practices in quantitative educational research 
(Wickham, 2019). The analysis process involved several steps. First, data cleaning was 
conducted to identify and address any missing values or inconsistencies. However, no 



Curle, & Paudel 1435 

missing data were found, ensuring a complete dataset for analysis. Next, descriptive 
statistics were generated, including frequency distributions and mean scores for Likert-
scale responses. Additionally, comparative cross-tabulations were performed to assess 
trends across different universities. For inferential statistics, a chi-square test was used to 
determine significant differences in learning preferences among students across 
universities. Furthermore, a multiple regression analysis was conducted to examine how 
accessibility factors influenced student perceptions of blended learning. 
 
Ethical considerations 
 
Ethical approval for this study was obtained from the Institutional Review Board of the 
lead university. Several ethical safeguards were implemented to ensure the protection of 
participants' rights and data integrity. All participants voluntarily provided written consent, 
confirming their awareness of the study’s aims, procedures, and their right to participate 
or decline. To maintain confidentiality and anonymity, each participant was assigned a 
unique identification code, and all data were securely stored, with access restricted to the 
research team. Participants were also informed of their right to withdraw at any time 
without any consequences. To uphold data integrity, responses were analysed without 
modification or bias, ensuring that student perspectives were accurately represented. By 
adhering to these ethical principles, the study maintains academic integrity and participant 
trust, reinforcing the credibility and reliability of its findings (Creswell & Poth, 2018). 
 
Results 
 
This section presents the findings of the study, which aimed to examine the effectiveness 
and perceptions of blended learning among masters students in English education across 
four universities in Nepal. The results provide empirical insights into student learning 
preferences, highlighting the extent to which blended learning is perceived as beneficial 
compared to fully face-to-face (F2F) or online modes of instruction. 
 
RQ1: What mode of learning do students prefer when learning English? 
 
To determine student preferences for different modes of language learning, participants 
were asked to indicate whether they preferred face-to-face instruction, online learning, or 
a combination of both. The results are summarised in Table 2. 
 

Table 2: Learners’ preferred mode of language learning (N=150) 
 

Preferred mode of language learning Responses (%) No. respondents 
Only a face-to-face (F2F) mode of delivery 6.7 10 
Only an online mode of delivery 10 15 
Blending an F2F mode with an online mode of delivery 80 120 
Neither an F2F mode nor an online mode of delivery 3.3 5 
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The findings indicate a strong preference for blended learning, with 80% of students 
favouring a combination of F2F and online instruction. In contrast, only 10% preferred 
online-only instruction, while 6.7% favoured face-to-face learning exclusively. A small 
proportion of students (3.3%) expressed no preference for either mode, suggesting a 
degree of flexibility or indifference in their approach to learning. The dominance of 
blended learning preference suggests that students value the synergy between in-person 
interaction and digital learning tools. The ability to engage in discussions, receive 
immediate feedback, and participate in structured classroom activities appears to 
complement the flexibility and accessibility provided by online learning. Conversely, the 
relatively low percentage of students who preferred a purely online (10%) or purely face-
to-face (6.7%) approach suggests that both modes in isolation may lack certain 
instructional benefits that a blended approach provides. The minimal 3.3% who reported 
no preference could indicate a subset of students who are highly adaptable to either mode, 
or those who may have limited experience with online learning, warranting further 
qualitative investigation. 
 
RQ 2: How accessible is the online mode of language learning for Nepalese 
university students? 
 
The accessibility of online language learning for Nepalese university students was 
examined in relation to geographical and infrastructural challenges, which are known 
barriers to digital education in Nepal. This research question aimed to capture students' 
experiences with online learning accessibility, focusing on ease of access, technical 
difficulties, and task completion challenges. A structured questionnaire consisting of five 
key items assessed different aspects of online learning accessibility, with responses 
recorded on a four-point Likert scale (Table 3). 
 

Table 3: Accessibility of an online mode of delivery (N=150) 
 

Aspect of accessibility Very easy 
n (%) 

Easy 
n (%) 

Difficult 
n (%) 

Very difficult 
n (%) 

Logging in to the online system 0 (0.0) 19 (12.7) 19 (12.7) 112 (74.7) 
Understanding the instructions 30 (20.0) 94 (62.7) 15 (10.0) 11 (7.3) 
Getting and completing online 

tasks on time 
0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 143 (95.3) 7 (4.7) 

Checking grades for the tasks 112 (74.7) 38 (25.3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
Getting technical support 0 (0.0) 11 (7.3) 27 (18.0) 112 (74.7) 
 
The findings reveal that the majority of students (95%) reported difficulties in completing 
online tasks, largely due to challenges in logging into the system (75%) and obtaining 
technical support (75%). The most significant barrier appears to be the timely completion 
of online tasks, which 100% of students found either difficult or very difficult. This 
suggests that technical limitations, unreliable electricity supply, and limited Internet 
bandwidth may contribute to significant barriers in online learning. Accessing technical 
support was also a major concern, with 74.7% indicating 'very difficult' in receiving 
assistance when facing technical issues. This finding aligns with previous studies that 
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highlight the role of digital infrastructure and institutional support in successful online 
learning implementation (Bozkurt, 2023). The lack of immediate troubleshooting 
assistance likely exacerbates students' difficulties in navigating online platforms, further 
hindering their ability to engage effectively with blended learning. 
 
Ease of use once online learning is accessed 
Despite these challenges, certain aspects of the online learning system were perceived as 
highly accessible. Notably, 74.7% of students found it very easy to check their grades 
online, suggesting that once logged in, the system was navigable and functional. Also, 
82.7% of students found online instructions easy or very easy to understand, indicating 
that clarity of instructional materials was not a primary barrier to engagement with 
blended learning. These findings suggest that the online system itself is user-friendly, but 
initial access issues and technical support gaps create significant obstacles.  
 
RQ3: What are students’ perceptions of the combination of face-to-face and 
online modes of learning? 
 
To examine students’ perceptions of the interplay between face-to-face (F2F) and online 
learning in a blended learning environment, participants responded to ten questionnaire 
items on a three-point Likert-style scale. These items assessed students’ views on whether 
F2F and online modes complement, enhance, or hinder each other in the learning process 
(Table 4). 
 
Interdependence of face-to-face and online learning 
The findings in Table 4 strongly suggest that students perceive a synergistic relationship 
between F2F and online learning. A significant majority (87.5%) agreed that face-to-face 
learning helps with the online mode of delivery, while an equal proportion felt that F2F 
learning makes the online mode more interesting. Similarly, 75% of students 
acknowledged that F2F instruction makes the online mode of delivery more effective. 
Conversely, the results indicate a strong rejection of the notion that F2F and online 
learning are independent or that mixing them diminishes their effectiveness. A majority of 
students (85%) disagreed that F2F and online learning function independently, and 77.5% 
rejected the claim that combining them weakens either mode. These responses highlight 
the perceived interdependence of both learning modes, suggesting that students recognise 
the added value of a blended approach over isolated instructional methods. 
 
Impact of online learning on face-to-face instruction 
The results in Table 4 also show a reciprocal enhancement effect, where online learning is 
perceived as improving face-to-face learning experiences. All students (100%) agreed that 
online learning enhances F2F instruction, making it more engaging and effective. 
Additionally, 87.5% of respondents reported that online delivery positively influences the 
effectiveness of F2F learning. Furthermore, 75% of students believed that F2F and online 
learning are directly related, while 82% considered them complementary rather than 
competing approaches. These results suggest that students do not view online and F2F 
learning as separate pedagogical entities, but rather as interwoven components of an 
effective language learning experience. 
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Table 4: The interdependencies of face-to-face and online modes of delivery (N=150) 
 

Relationship 
parameters 

 Responses 
Agree Disagree No opinion 

n % n % n % 
1. The face-to-face (F2F) mode of delivery helps 

me with the online mode of delivery. 
131 87.5 0 0 19 12.5 

2. F2F learning makes the online mode of delivery 
more interesting. 

131 87.5 0 0 19 12.5 

3. F2F learning makes the online mode of delivery 
more effective. 

112 75 19 12.5 19 12.5 

4. F2F and online learning are independent 20 13.5 128 85 2 1.5 
5. Mixing F2F and online learning makes each 

mode worse. 
15 10 116 77.5 19 12.5 

6. The online mode of delivery helps me with F2F 
learning. 

150 100 0 0 0 0 

7. The online mode of delivery makes F2F learning 
more interesting.  

150 100 0 0 0 0 

8. The online mode of delivery makes F2F learning 
more effective. 

131 87.5 19 12.5 0 0 

9. F2F and online learning are related to each other. 112 75 38 25 0 0 
10. F2F and online learning are complementary to 

each other. 
123 82 27 18 0 0 

 
RQ3a: What role does face-to-face learning play in blended language learning? 
 
To assess the role of face-to-face (F2F) instruction in blended learning, students were 
asked to indicate the specific language skills and learning components that they believed 
were enhanced through in-person interactions. The results, summarised in Table 5, 
provide insights into how students perceive the contributions of F2F learning within a 
blended framework. 
 

Table 5: Roles of the face-to-face mode in blended English language learning 
 

Roles of the F2F mode 
Responses 

% n 
To improve listening 62.5 94 
To improve reading 60.2 91 
To improve speaking 60.0 90 
To improve writing 20.0 30 
To improve vocabulary 78.0 117 
To learn study methods and study skills 49.0 74 
To practise study methods and study skills 40.3 60 
To increase my interest in learning the English language 49.2 75 
To gain world knowledge 64.4 97 
 
 



Curle, & Paudel 1439 

Face-to-face learning and language skill development 
Table 5 indicates that students perceived F2F instruction as particularly valuable for 
vocabulary acquisition, with 78% of respondents highlighting its role in improving 
vocabulary. In addition to vocabulary, F2F learning was also seen as critical for developing 
broader world knowledge (64.4%), supporting the notion that in-person discussions and 
classroom interactions expose students to diverse topics, perspectives, and real-world 
applications of language. Similarly, listening (62.5%), reading (60.2%), and speaking 
(60.0%) skills were reported as benefiting significantly from F2F instruction. However, 
students found F2F instruction to be less effective for writing development, with only 
20% reporting improvements in this skill. This suggests that while F2F settings may be 
useful for verbal language acquisition and comprehension, they may offer fewer 
opportunities for structured writing practice. 
 
Impact on study skills and motivation 
Beyond language skills, Table 5 also shows that F2F instruction was seen as moderately 
beneficial for learning study methods (49%) and increasing motivation to learn English 
(49.2%). This suggests that in-person learning environments may provide structured 
guidance on effective study techniques, but that its impact on sustained independent 
learning habits remains limited. Notably, only 40.3% of students reported that F2F 
learning provided sufficient opportunities to practise study skills, indicating a potential gap 
between instruction and application. 
 
RQ3b: What role does online learning play in blended language learning? 
 
Online learning and language skill development 
The results (Table 6) present a nuanced view of online learning effectiveness, highlighting 
its strengths and limitations compared to F2F instruction. Listening skills emerged as the 
area where online learning was most effective, with 89.5% of students reporting 
improvement, much higher than the 62.5% who found F2F learning beneficial for 
improving vocabulary. 
 

Table 6: Roles of the online mode in blended English language learning 
 

Roles of the online mode 
Responses 

% n 
To improve listening 89.5 134 
To improve reading 37.5 56 
To improve speaking 49.0 74 
To improve writing 20.7 31 
To improve vocabulary 69.5 105 
To learn study methods and study skills 37.5 56 
To practise study methods and study skills 37.5 56 
To increase my interest in learning the English language 40.5 61 
To gain world knowledge 56.0 84 
 
Online learning, however, was perceived as less effective for other language skills. 
Vocabulary development (69.5%) and world knowledge acquisition (56.0%) were rated 
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lower for online learning compared to face-to-face instruction (78% and 64.4%, 
respectively, Table 5). This suggests that while online platforms provide access to digital 
glossaries and vocabulary exercises, they may lack the interactive, real-world engagement 
that F2F learning offers. Similarly, reading (37.5%) and speaking (49%) skills were rated as 
less effectively developed in online settings. Writing skills showed minimal differences 
between online (20.7%) and F2F (20.0%) learning, suggesting that neither mode is 
perceived as particularly effective for writing instruction. 
 
Study skills and student engagement in online learning 
Beyond language proficiency, students assessed the role of online learning in study skills 
development and motivation. Only 37.5% of respondents felt that online learning was 
effective for learning or practising study methods and skills, which is lower than the 49% 
who found F2F instruction beneficial for this aspect. However, the gap between online 
(37.5%) and F2F (40.3%) learning in practising study methods and skills was relatively 
small, suggesting that both modes contribute equally in this area. Student engagement was 
also evaluated, with 40.5% of respondents reporting that online learning increased their 
interest in learning English, compared to 49.2% for F2F learning. 
 
Discussion 
 
This study investigated learners’ perceptions of blended learning at the higher education 
level in Nepal, focusing on their preferred mode of learning, the accessibility of online 
learning, and the interdependencies between face-to-face (F2F) and online instruction. 
The findings provide valuable insights into the perceived effectiveness of blended learning 
and the specific roles played by each instructional mode. 
 
Learners’ overall perceptions of blended language learning 
The results indicate that learners overwhelmingly prefer a blended learning approach over 
purely face-to-face or online instruction. This aligns with previous studies (Drysdale et al., 
2013; Godwin-Jones, 2020) that highlight the advantages of integrating digital and 
traditional pedagogies to enhance language acquisition. Despite their preference for 
blended learning, most learners in this study reported greater reliance on face-to-face 
instruction, citing challenges related to online learning accessibility, technical support, and 
task completion (Jin, et al., 2020). These findings echo those of Stracke (2007), who noted 
that students disengage from online learning environments when they lack interaction or 
adequate technical support. This is further supported by connectivist learning theory 
(Siemens, 2005, 2006; Downes, 2022), which posits that meaningful learning occurs 
through active engagement in digital networks. The results suggest that Nepalese students 
may not be fully prepared for digital learning environments, either due to limited 
technological literacy or infrastructural constraints. 
 
Interdependence between face-to-face and online learning 
Findings from this study reinforce the complementary relationship between F2F and 
online learning modes in blended learning. Students reported that each mode enhances 
the other, making the learning process more engaging, interactive, and effective. These 
results align with Kaur’s (2013) assertion that F2F learning supports learners who prefer 
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structured classroom interactions, while online learning fosters autonomy and flexibility. A 
key advantage of F2F learning identified in this study is its role in enhancing student 
engagement and providing opportunities for peer interaction. In contrast, online learning 
was perceived as offering greater access to learning resources, aligning with research on 
MOOCs and open-access education models (Olobia, 2023). However, the findings also 
highlight that online learning alone does not sufficiently engage students, underscoring the 
necessity of a balanced blended approach. 
 
The role of face-to-face learning in blended learning 
The results indicate that F2F instruction is most effective for developing vocabulary 
(78%), world knowledge (64.4%), and core language skills such as listening (62.5%), 
reading (60.2%), and speaking (60%). These findings align with research demonstrating 
that interactive, in-person learning environments facilitate vocabulary development 
through contextual exposure and immediate feedback (Nation, 2013; Ellis, 2015). Despite 
these advantages, F2F instruction was perceived as less effective for writing development, 
with only 20% of students reporting improvement in this area. This aligns with Hyland 
and Hyland (2019), who argued that writing often requires self-paced reflection and 
structured revision, which online learning environments may better support. 
 
The role of online learning in blended learning 
Online learning was perceived as particularly effective for developing listening skills, with 
89.5% of students reporting improvement—significantly higher than the 62.5% who 
found F2F instruction beneficial for listening development. This supports previous 
research suggesting that digital listening exercises, such as podcasts and interactive audio 
content, provide greater exposure to diverse accents and speech patterns (Goh & 
Vandergrift, 2021). However, online learning was rated lower than F2F learning for 
vocabulary (69.5% vs. 78%), reading (37.5% vs. 60.2%), and speaking (49% vs. 60%), 
suggesting that interactive classroom settings offer stronger opportunities for real-time 
language application and discourse-based learning (Ellis, 2015). Interestingly, writing skills 
showed minimal differences between online (20.7%) and F2F (20%) learning, indicating 
that neither mode is perceived as particularly effective for writing instruction, which 
represents a key area for curriculum development. Another notable finding is that 
students perceived online learning as offering fewer opportunities for learning and 
practicing study skills. While 37.5% of respondents found online learning beneficial for 
study methods, this was lower than the 49% who favoured F2F instruction for the same 
purpose. The lack of real-time interaction and structured guidance in online environments 
may explain this discrepancy (Bozkurt, 2023). 
 
Implications for blended learning design 
These findings underscore the value of a blended approach, where each mode 
compensates for the limitations of the other. Given the clear advantage of online learning 
for listening development, integrating structured digital audio exercises into blended 
learning could further enhance listening comprehension. However, to improve 
vocabulary, speaking, and reading skills, online learning should be supplemented with live 
virtual discussions, collaborative projects, and personalised feedback mechanisms. 
Furthermore, the lack of effectiveness in writing instruction across both modes suggests 
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that blended learning models should incorporate targeted interventions such as peer 
review activities, AI-assisted writing tools, and instructor-led feedback sessions. Future 
research should explore structured approaches to writing instruction in blended learning 
settings, particularly in low-resource environments like Nepal. 
 
Conclusion 
 
This study examined learners’ perceptions of blended learning in Nepalese higher 
education, focusing on their preferred learning mode, the accessibility of online learning, 
and the respective roles of face-to-face and online instruction. The findings indicate that 
students strongly favour a blended approach over fully online or face-to-face instruction, 
recognising the benefits of integrating both modes. While online learning was perceived as 
particularly effective for developing listening skills, face-to-face instruction was considered 
more valuable for vocabulary acquisition, world knowledge, and overall language skill 
development. However, writing instruction remained a challenge, with neither mode being 
regarded as particularly effective in supporting writing proficiency. These findings 
reinforce the pedagogical advantages of blended learning while also highlighting areas 
where improvements are needed to maximise its effectiveness. 
 
The results suggest that successful implementation of blended learning in Nepalese higher 
education requires targeted improvements in instructional design, teacher training, and 
institutional support. Given the significant challenges reported in accessing online 
learning, institutions must strengthen their digital infrastructure and provide students with 
the necessary technical support to ensure seamless engagement with online components. 
Enhancing students’ digital literacy through structured training programs would also help 
to address barriers related to technological competence. In addition to infrastructural 
improvements, the findings indicate that a more structured approach to writing 
instruction is needed within blended learning. Integrating peer review activities, AI-
assisted feedback tools, and instructor-led interventions could improve writing outcomes 
by providing students with the necessary scaffolding to develop their skills. Furthermore, 
online learning should incorporate more interactive elements, such as live discussions, 
collaborative digital projects, and personalised feedback mechanisms, to enhance student 
engagement and learning outcomes. 
 
To provide a balanced interpretation of the findings, it is important to note several 
limitations of this study. It uses only survey data, which limits the depth that interviews or 
focus groups could provide. Mixed methods research would better reveal how students 
navigate in-person and online learning. Also, it focuses solely on perceptions, not actual 
learning results. Future research should track performance over time to gauge blended 
learning’s true impact (Jia & Pun, 2025). Our study also misses how blended learning 
differs across schools, where factors like class size, teacher expertise, or resources matter. 
Exploring these could pinpoint best practices. Additionally, it doesn’t fully address how 
poor Internet, unreliable connectivity, or lack of devices hinders students, especially in 
rural Nepal. These challenges are critical in resource-scarce areas, and more research is 
needed on how infrastructure, institutional support, and economic factors affect 
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engagement and outcomes. Future work should develop tailored strategies to boost digital 
access and ensure blended learning is both effective and fair in places like Nepal. 
 
Final reflections 
Despite these limitations, our study makes an important contribution to the growing body 
of research on blended learning by providing empirical evidence on student preferences 
and challenges in the Nepalese context. The findings have significant implications for 
educators, curriculum designers, and policymakers, underscoring the need for well-
structured, contextually relevant blended learning models that cater to learners’ needs and 
institutional capacities. By addressing both cognitive and practical aspects of language 
learning, blended learning has the potential to transform English language education in 
Nepal, provided that the necessary digital infrastructure, pedagogical strategies, and 
support mechanisms are put in place to ensure its successful implementation. 
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