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A comparison of blended learning and traditional face-to-face learning for some
dental technology students in practice teaching
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Article Info Purpose: This study aimed to verify whether blended learning is worth alternating with tradi-
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Accepted August 18, 2020 Methods: A total of 68 students were included in this study. They were divided into two

groups to compare blended learning and traditional face-to-face learning. The experiment
had been carried out over 15 weeks. The following tests were performed: test of instructional
quality, test of learning satisfaction, test of perceived usefulness, and test of learning flow.
The IBM SPSS software was used to analyze the data.

Results: The learning satisfaction and the perceived useful of blended learning by students
appeared to be higher than that of traditional face-to-face learning. However, there was no
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Table 1. General characteristics

Variable Number (%)
Learning

Traditional 34 (50.0)

Blended 34 (50.0)
Sex

Male 34 (50.0)

Female 34 (50.0)

Table 2. Instructional quality, learning satisfaction, perceived useful, and
learning flow according to the traditional face-to-face learning

Variable Number (%)

Instructional quality

Very satisfied 14 (41.3)

Satisfied 15 (44.1)

Neutral 5(14.7)
Learning satisfaction

Very satisfied 16 (47.1)

Satisfied 11(32.4)

Neutral 7(20.5)
Perceived useful

Very satisfied 14(41.1)

Satisfied 9(26.5)

Neutral 9(26.5)

Unsatisfied 2(5.9)
Learning flow

Very satisfied 10 (29.4)

Satisfied 15 (44.1)

Neutral 9 (26.5)
Total 34 (100)
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Table 3. Instructional quality, learning satisfaction, perceived useful, and
learning flow according to the blended learning

Variable Number (%)

Instructional quality

Very satisfied 22 (64.8)

Satisfied 11(32.4)

Neutral 1(2.8)
Learning satisfaction

Very satisfied 26(76.5)

Satisfied 7(20.6)

Neutral 1(2.9)
Perceived useful

Very satisfied 10 (29.4)

Satisfied 10 (29.4)

Neutral 12 (35.4)

Unsatisfied 1(2.9)

Very unsatisfied 1(2.9)
Learning flow

Very satisfied 10 (29.4)

Satisfied 20 (58.8)

Neutral 4(11.8)
Total 34 (100)
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Table 4. Instructional quality, learning satisfaction, perceived useful, and
learning flow

Table 5. Correlation analysis between blended learning and traditional
face-to-face learning

Variable M+SD p-value Variable 1 2 8 4
Instructional quality 0.03 Instructional quality -0.175
Traditional 4.48+0.58 Learning satisfaction -0.249 -0.297
Blended 4.76+0.46 Perceived useful -0.163 -0.188 -0.260
Learning satisfaction <0.001 Learning flow -0.269 -0.319 -0.108 -0.2751
Traditional 4.46+0.65
Blended 4.81+0.44
Perceived useful 02 o] HEH WiH $US Aol RS0l Qirka W,
Traditional 4.16+0.89 ) ) .
Blended 3.9240.96 a2 PG FE SHOIA e-2d Aot ASAL A 4 A
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M: mean, SD: standard deviation. 26].
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