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THE PRESENT AND FUTURE STATE OF
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LEARNING SETTINGS IN THE UNITED STATES
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This article reports a survey about blended learning in workplace learning settings. The survey

found that blended learning gained popularity in many organizations but also that several

barriers exist in implementing it. This survey also includes predictions on instructional strategies,

emerging technologies, and evaluation techniques for blended learning.

WITH THE EMERGENCE of Internet technologies dur-
ing the past few years, there has been an explosion of non-
traditional learning opportunities that is apparent across
various education and training settings (Bonk & Graham,
2006; Cho, Park, & Wagner, 1999; MacDonald & McAteer,
2003). Such informal and untraditional training
approaches have also proliferated in workplace learning
settings (Cross, 2007; Noe, 2003). However, various limi-
tations of e-learning as a training method in corporate
settings have elevated the needs to innovate in corporate
training. Such innovations include the use of blended
learning, with a plethora of documented models, cases,
and examples involving the mixing of face-to-face with
online delivery methods (Bonk & Graham, 2006).

Accordingly, the interest in blended learning, which
typically combines face-to-face training and online learn-
ing, is rapidly increasing (Boyle, Bradley, Chalk, Jones, &
Pickard, 2003; Duhaney, 2004; Thorne, 2003; Thomson
NETg, 2003). Millions of learners around the world, in
fact, are learning in this fashion each day (Bonk &
Graham, 2006), and blended learning estimates continue
to climb. A recent survey indicates that the use of blended
learning in all of training in the United States is projected
to jump to nearly 30% by 2006, about double that of 2004
(Balance Learning, 2004). Furthermore, it is conceivable
that 80% to 90% of college and corporate training classes
will be blended by the end of the decade (Kim, Bonk, &
Zeng, 2005) and that more than 1 billion learners around
the globe will be advancing their skills in this fashion.

Although many organizations are recognizing the
potential of blended learning for improving learning and
performance, there are numerous issues to be addressed
in delivering blended learning in workplace learning set-
tings. First, there is a plethora of technologies and deliv-
ery methods that can be used for blended learning, but
little is known about the actual effectiveness of such
blends (Rossett, Douglis, & Frazee, 2003). Second, there
are many blended learning models and approaches for
delivering workplace learning (Bonk & Graham, 2006;
Driscoll, 2002a; Rossett et al., 2003; Valiathan, 2002). Such
facts can lead to confusion for practitioners in deciding
the optimal blended learning approaches and how to
evaluate blended courses or programs.

Given the many unknowns about blended learning,
there is a lack of clear direction on where blended learn-
ing is headed and how practitioners can plan for its
effective implementation in their organizations. Clearly
a study of the future of blended learning is warranted to
help practitioners understand how to implement it
effectively in their organizations. In response to this
need, a survey was conducted of training and HRD pro-
fessionals (e.g., chief learning officers, training man-
agers, trainers/instructors, and e-learning developers) in
the United States. The purpose of the study examined in
this article is to explore the current state and future
trends in blended learning in workplace learning set-
tings around the United States. Among the key research
questions were these:
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• How is blended learning being perceived and practiced
in workplace learning settings today?

• Is blended learning expected to grow for workplace
learning in the next few years?

• How is the quality of blended learning evaluated in
workplace learning settings?

• What emerging technologies might have an impact on
the future use of blended learning in workplace learn-
ing settings?

• What instructional strategies are relevant to blended
learning in the next few years?

This study intends to provide a compass that can mark
the direction and intensity of blended learning
approaches in workplace learning settings. In addition,
the findings from the study offer theoretical and practical
implications on how to overcome barriers to implement-
ing blended learning.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Blended Learning: Definitions and Models
Blended learning is one of the key trends in corporate
training (Graham, 2006; Rooney, 2003). In fact, people
have been extensively using blended learning for decades
(Bunderson, 2003), yet it has been used somewhat differ-
ently depending on how people understand what it means
and what they blend. Graham (2006) identifies and cate-
gorizes three of the more prevalent definitions of blended
learning currently used in the literature. First, one can
blend instructional modalities or delivery media, such as
using different technologies and activities (Bersin, 2004).
Second, one can combine instructional methods (Driscoll,
2002b; Rossett et al., 2003). As Driscoll (2002b) stated, one
“can combine various pedagogical approaches (e.g., con-
structivism, behaviorism, cognitivism) to produce an
optimal learning outcome with or without instructional
technology.” Third, blended learning also commonly
means a combination of online and face-to-face instruc-
tion (Bonk & Graham, 2006; Rooney, 2003). According to
Graham (2006), this third perspective more precisely mir-
rors the historical background of the emergence of
blended learning systems.

Blended learning can take many forms, and accord-
ingly various frameworks have been suggested in the lit-
erature to categorize them. First, blended learning can be
designed and delivered at four levels (Graham, 2006):
activity, course, program, and institutional. Activity-level
blends are typically not planned but occur during the
training experience, such as deciding to use the Web for a
supplemental activity after a face-to-face (FTF) session or

experience. Course-level blends are typically preplanned
by the trainer or instructor, such as having some learners
attend from remote regions using Web conferencing
while others are presented live. In a program-level blend,
an entire set of courses for a certificate or degree program
has both an FTF and online experience or an online pro-
gram has a residency component. For example, the online
MBA program at Indiana University incorporates the lat-
ter: online students come to campus for a one-week sum-
mer residency twice during their study (Magjuka, Shi, &
Bonk, 2006). Finally, with an institution-level blend, an
organization or institution decides how the blend will
occur. For instance, the University of Phoenix has two
types of blended learning programs, a distance and local
model (Lindquist, 2005), both of which are five-week
courses. In the local model, the first and last weeks of
the course are FTF, and the remaining three weeks are
online; in the distance model, students come to live
classes for half of the first and last weeks and, in effect,
spend four weeks online. In addition, when they complete
one course, they move immediately to the next, as the 
end of one course is coordinated to be back-to-back 
with the first meeting of the next five-week course,
thereby making more efficient use of learners’ travel
schedules.

In addition, blended learning models can be catego-
rized according to how, what (the content), and where (a
face-to-face classroom or online) the activities are organ-
ized, such as an anchor blend, a bookend blend, and a
field blend (Rossett & Frazee, 2006). In the anchor blend,
the learning is started (i.e., anchored) from what the
learners are familiar with–classroom instruction––and
online instruction occurs after it. For example, there
might be FTF cost accounting training, and then the
learners go online for sample exercises or simulation
experiences. Such an approach offers many advantages.
For instance, performance on the accounting exercises
can be immediately evaluated by the system and appro-
priate feedback is provided, so the learners do not have to
wait days or weeks for the instructor to evaluate the work.
In addition, there is instant application in the live setting
of what the learners have learned. In effect, starting with
a live experience allows learners to feel more comfortable
with the course content, requirements, and instructors
before any tasks are assigned. Such an approach should
result in higher retention and satisfaction rates.

In the bookend blend, an online experience is wrapped
around an FTF one. Here, the learners might meet online
for preassessments, introductions, explorations, prelimi-
nary readings, or discussions prior to the start of the class.
Typically the preclass online activities prepare learners for
the live session. Useful online tasks often involve icebreak-
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ers, for instance, so that students know each other better
when they attend live meetings. After the live instruction,
there might be postassessments, online reflections, or
explorations or the start of an online community where
learners share their best practices. Importantly, the post-
session online experience can facilitate an attitude of life-
long learning. A key advantage of the bookend approach
is the shortening up of the live experience, thereby saving
on travel costs, time away from work, and instructor time.
In addition, it allows learners and instructors to meet in
multiple delivery formats, which can help learners engage
in a richer learning environment.

The field blend is less prescriptive since it entails using
online resources where and when needed. For instance,
someone being trained in a live classroom may access
online materials on the job (i.e., on demand) when
needed (e.g., schematics for fixing a plane, programming
shortcuts, customer service procedures for specific types
of complaints, sales techniques for new products).

As Rossett and Frazee (2006) point out, the field blend
is the most learner centered and flexible of the three
approaches. However, with the loss of structure, it may be
the most difficult to plan for operation. For example, Shell
EP uses a field blend approach for its employee training.
Its training model has shifted from delivering predefined
content to delivering learning activities driven by actual
workplace problems (Margaryan, Collis, & Cooke, 2004).
Central to this learning model is sharing of experiences. As
they work through real problems, employees share their
experiences and reflections and accumulate such contri-
butions in an online repository as content objects. They
can then use these as resources for follow-up activities,
where they compare and contrast their submissions on
problem descriptions and solutions with those submitted
by others. This activity-based blended learning approach
facilitates knowledge sharing and enhances the transfer of
learning.

IBM uses a four-tired blended learning approach sim-
ilar to a bookend blend model in management training,
where the learner moves from online and computer-
based experiences to increasingly human and live ones
(Lewis & Orton, 2006). First, learners might start with
basic competency assessments to determine the type and
level of training they need. Next, they are sent to Level
One training, which entails performance support and
best-practice reference materials found online. Included
here are quick views of cases or situations, Webcasts of
archived trainings, electronic books, online documents,
and online learning objects. Level One provides a basic
awareness of and information about an area.

At Level Two, the learner engages in more interactive
learning with online simulations, “QuickCases,” and 

scenario-based learning. The focus at this level is content
understanding and practice of it. The third level intro-
duces collaboration with other human beings in the
online environment. Here, the learners collaborate in
asynchronous discussions, e-labs, online communities of
practice, and live virtual classrooms. In effect, at Level
Three, the learner receives both human (peer and expert)
and computer feedback. Finally, at Level Four, learners
attend live classrooms for role play, mentoring, coaching,
and practice of what they have learned. In effect, the
fourth level is where higher-order thinking skills and pro-
ficiencies are developed.

Cisco adopted a bookend approach to take advantage
of the benefits of both FTF and online learning environ-
ments in training network engineers. In this approach,
learners go through online course materials available on
the Web before they come to a classroom for FTF hands-
on activities with guidance from the live instructor
(Dennis et al., 2006). Cisco’s blended learning approach
aims to provide standardized course content by delivering
it on the Web and also to provide immediate and correc-
tive feedback from a live instructor and promote interac-
tions among learners in a live classroom. Furthermore,
the learners are offered both interactive online exams and
hands-on performance assessment for the quick scoring
and warehousing of scores from online assessments and
also for immediate guidance from and support by a live
instructor (Dennis et al., 2006).

Given the variety of models for blended learning, the
question rises as to which model is best suited for organi-
zations with varied learner backgrounds and organiza-
tional contexts. Rossett et al. (2003) have identified six
factors for determining the decision on the design of
blended learning experiences: (1) how stable the content
is, (2) how much time is available for the development 
and implementation, (3) whether human interaction is es-
sential for the learning goals, (4) budget size, (5) whether 
the learning resource can be reusable and referenced in the
future, and (6) whether the nature of the activities and
learners’ situation is individual or social. Considering
these factors should lead to pragmatic blended learning
decision making.

Blended Learning: Benefits and Barriers
In examining the many recognized benefits of blended
learning in the literature, some theorists (Osguthorpe &
Graham, 2003) contend that the use of blended learning
will result in improved pedagogy by taking advantage of
the benefits of the two instructional settings: FTF and
online.

The literature suggests, however, that there are often
barriers to diffusing innovations (Rogers, 2003). Studies
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have identified some barriers to implementing e-learning
in organizations as well as benefits. The conceptual frame-
work for investigating the factors impeding or hindering
the use of blended learning in the study examined here
was based on a framework detailing several key barriers to
e-learning by Mungania (2003). His study of the percep-
tions of 875 corporate employees suggests seven barriers in
e-learning: (1) personal barriers, (2) learning style barriers,
(3) instructional barriers, (4) organizational barriers, (5)
situational barriers, (6) content stability barriers, and (7)
technological barriers. It is critical to determine if these
same barriers also exist in implementing blended learning.

Clearly, there is mounting concern and attention
related to blended learning in corporate training settings.
Although many blended learning models and frameworks
are available in the literature, it is not certain how they are
used in practice by HRD professionals. One of the aims of
this study was to survey trends in the use of blended
learning models and frameworks by practitioners. Such
research can provide vital data for training and HRD pro-
fessionals engaged in strategic planning for blended
learning as well as those who may be more hesitant until
they get a sense of what other companies are doing in the
area of blended learning as well as projecting to do in 
the near future.

METHODOLOGY

The Research Instrument
The study was conducted using a Web-based question-
naire. Four investigators participated in developing the sur-
vey instrument. The instrument was initially constructed
from the theoretical framework based on the literature and
then went through several revisions after receiving feed-
back from other investigators on our research team as well
as from external colleagues to ensure the validity of the
instrument. The resulting questionnaire contained 31
items: 29 closed-ended questions (e.g., multiple-choice and
Likert-scale types) and 2 open-ended questions to elicit
general comments on blended learning. This question-
naire was divided into three sections: (1) respondents’
demographics and backgrounds with blended learning,
(2) the status of blended learning in the respondents’
organizations, and (3) future predictions related to
blended learning in their respective organizations.

Procedures
This survey took place between November 2005 and March
2006 using SurveyShare, a Web-based survey tool. This
particular survey was a part of an international study of the
future of blended learning in corporate training settings in
which participants from China, Korea, Taiwan, the United

Kingdom, and the United States were surveyed (Kim et al.,
2006). To survey the target population, the questionnaire
was posted to several online forums and listservs for pro-
fessionals in the fields of training, e-learning, and human
resource development (HRD) identified in an Internet
search. The message posted included the introduction to
this survey study and the address to the survey site. The
participants visited the online survey site to participate in
the study. They took the survey anonymously, and the data
were stored in the database provided by the Web-based
survey system used for this study. A reminder message was
posted 1 to 2 weeks after the initial posting of the survey as
an effort to increase the response rate. This procedure
resulted in 118 completed surveys. Some descriptive analy-
ses (e.g., frequencies, means, and standard deviations) were
conducted on these data.

We chose to send out our questionnaires using online
forums and listservs in order to reach a wide audience. We
believe that sampling using e-mail allowed a diverse selec-
tion of participants. The information on the number 
of people participating in those forums and listservs at
the time of the study was not available, so a response 
rate could be not established. Although potential par-
ticipants could easily ignore the message or delete it,
a study by Selwyn and Robson (1998) suggests that 
e-mail questionnaires have better response rates than
postal questionnaires. In addition, since those in the tar-
get population of the study had taken e-learning courses,
it could be assumed that they had Internet access to take
courses online. Therefore, there was a smaller chance for
bias in the sampling process in terms of the accessibility
to online questionnaires. In effect, the advantages of wide
dispersion prompt completion, electronic administra-
tion, and likely familiarity with online forms outweighed
the admitted limitations with Web-based surveys com-
pared to other forms of data collection.

RESULTS

Respondent Demographics and Backgrounds
Our survey sample was drawn from individuals employed
in organizations of various types and sizes, including gov-
ernment, business, and nonprofit organizations, across the
United States. About 13% of the respondents were from
small-sized companies, with fewer than 100 employees, and
another 20% were employed in large organizations, with
over 10,000 employees. Respondent organizations belonged
to various business and industry sectors (see Figure 1).

About 40% of the respondents were female and 60%
were male. They held various positions related to training
and HRD in terms of their job functions and levels (see
Figure 2). Most of the study participants were playing an
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active role in blended learning in their organizations. Half
indicated that they were designing, delivering, facilitating,
evaluating, or supporting blended learning, and another
40% noted that they were considering or planning for
blended learning in their organizations.

Current State of Blended Learning
Use of Blended Learning in Workplace Learning
Settings. The results of the study indicate that blended
learning has become a popular delivery mode in work-
place learning settings. Over two-thirds of those surveyed
responded that their organizations were already using

blended learning approaches for training their employees,
and another 14% indicated that their organizations were
considering using it. With regard to the percentage of
blended learning in their training, 6% of those surveyed
responded that 1% to 30% of training in their organiza-
tions was being delivered blended, and 12% answered
that 31% to 60% of training was blended.

Respondents’ Attitudes Toward Blended Learning. Our
survey respondents had moderately positive views about
the use of blended learning in their organizations. On a 
5-point Likert scale, respondents rated their views on

FIGURE 1. RESPONDENT ORGANIZATIONS’ INDUSTRIAL CLASSIFICATIONS

FIGURE 2. RESPONDENTS’ PRIMARY JOB ROLES OR TITLES
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blended learning from the most skeptical (blended learn-
ing was “just another way to cover up inadequacies of
e-learning”) to the most positive (blended learning is
“essential for employee training in your organization”).
The mean score of the respondents’ attitudes was 3.68
(SD = .936), where 1 was the most skeptical and 5 was the
most optimistic.

Benefits of and Barriers to Blended Learning. To a 
multiple-response question on the key driver of blended
learning within their respective organizations, respon-
dents answered that improving the availability and acces-
sibility of learning (63%) and improving the quality of the
learning experience (57%) were the key drivers, followed
by cost reductions (44%) and new strategic directions or
visions within the organization (26%). In another ques-
tion, those surveyed answered that the greatest benefit of
blended learning was richer instructional content (25%),
cost-effectiveness (20%), and learning appropriateness
(15%). Such findings indicate that practitioners perceive
blended learning as an effective and efficient mode of
delivering training.

Despite the clear indications of the increasing impor-
tance and popularity of blended learning for workplace
learning, the results of the study reveal several obstacles to
adopting it (see Table 1). Most of all, fast-changing tech-
nology and insufficient management support and com-
mitment were found to be the most significant issues that
needed to be addressed in the next few years to implement
blended learning successfully. Also, 13% of the respon-
dents viewed the lack of understanding of what blended
learning was as the most significant barrier to imple-
menting it. This finding was interesting since 68% of the
respondents also indicated that blended learning was an
important part of the strategic planning for training and
development in their organizations for the coming years.
Without a well-grounded understanding of what blended
learning is, it will be unrealistic to lay out effective strate-
gic plans for it.

Organizations’ and Practitioners’ Preparedness for
Blended Learning. Given that many organizations are
interested in implementing blended learning, how well
are they prepared for it? To answer this question, we sur-
veyed the state of strategic plans for blended learning by
participant organizations. The results show that less than
half of these organizations had a strategic plan in place
for blended learning, although a majority (73%) report-
edly had a strategic plan on training and development.
Furthermore, only 18% had a specific model or frame-
work for it. Given the number of blended learning mod-
els or frameworks, it is worth exploring why practitioners
are rarely using or modifying them in their strategic
plans. The findings from our study on cross-cultural dif-
ferences in strategic planning on blended learning are
reported elsewhere (Teng et al., 2007).

To investigate practitioner readiness for blended learn-
ing, we asked what information they would like the most
on blended learning. Twenty percent responded that they
would like to receive information on the technology and
tools for blended learning. Another 17% said they that
they would like to get advice or consulting on blended
learning. In addition, 15% said they would like to know
best practices in blended learning. The results illustrate
the pressing need for professional development and sup-
port for practitioners in blended learning. The findings
also echo the results presented earlier concerning the key
barriers to implementing blended learning.

Respondents’ Predictions on the Future State of
Blended Learning
Future Growth of Blended Learning. As a way to project
the growth of blended learning in workplace learning set-
tings, we asked survey respondents to predict their organ-
izations’ spending in blended learning in the next few
years. Interestingly, 68% of those surveyed predicted that
their organizations’ spending in blended learning would
increase, whereas just slightly more than 10% projected it
would stay the same (M = 4.30, SD = 1.22, where 1 = will
decrease significantly and 5 = will increase significantly).
Only 7% of respondents predicted that their organiza-
tions would spend less in blended learning. The survey
respondents generally agreed that blended learning was
important for the strategic planning of training and
development in their organizations for the next few years
(M = 3.73, SD = 1.02, where 1 = not important at all and
5 = very important).

The Rise of Learner-Centered, Problem-Based, and
Collaborative Learning Approaches. One of the most
often asked questions that arises when delivering blended
learning is what the optimal blends are (Rossett & Frazee,

The results of the study
indicate that blended
learning has become a
popular delivery mode in
workplace learning settings.
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2006). Figure 3 illustrates the results of our survey regard-
ing instructional strategies that are expected to be widely
used for blended learning during the next few years.
Respondents predicted that instructional strategies that
link learning and performance by providing a collaborative
and authentic learning environment would be used more

often in the future. In contrast, in similarity to our previ-
ous studies related to online learning in both corporate
training and higher education (Kim & Bonk, 2006; Kim 
et al., 2005), didactic, lecture-based learning approaches
and Socratic questioning were among the least favored.
Clearly Figure 3 reveals a trend in workplace learning that

THE MOST SIGNIFICANT ISSUES OR PROBLEMS WITH BLENDED LEARNING THAT
TABLE 1 MUST BE ADDRESSED DURING THE NEXT FEW YEARS

ANSWER NUMBER OF RESPONSES RATIO (%)

1. Fast-changing technology 16 13.9

2. Insufficient management support and commitment 16 13.9

3. Lack of understanding of what blended learning really is 14 12.8

4. Learners lacking self-regulated learning skills 10 8.7

5. Organizational/cultural resistance 10 8.7

6. Limited bandwidth 9 7.8

7. Boring and low-quality content 8 7.0

8. Limited organizational vision and planning 8 7.0

9. Learner resistance/hesitancy 6 5.2

10. Other 6 5.2

11. High costs of delivery 4 3.5

12. More hype than fact 4 3.5

13. Lack of quality instructors 3 2.6

14. Lack of standards 1 0.9

15. Unethical vendors 0 0.0

Total 115 100.0
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places an emphasis on learner-centered, problem-based,
and team-based approaches over instructor-centered ones
in a blended learning environment.

Emerging Technologies for Blended Learning. In
another question, we listed 13 technologies and asked the
respondents to select a technology that was expected to be
used most widely for blended learning in the coming
years (see Figure 4). About a quarter of those surveyed
predicted that Webcasting and video streaming would be
used the most widely. The respondents also predicted that

technologies for just-in-time training or performance
support, such as digital libraries or content repositories
and knowledge management tools, would be widely used,
as would wireless and mobile technologies for delivering
blended learning.

Interestingly, only a small number of respondents pre-
dicted that some collaborative learning and learner-
empowering tools, such as massive multiplayer online
gaming, blogs, and wikis, would be used often in the
future. This is a highly interesting finding given the ex-
ploding interest in such technologies in media and in

FIGURE 3. INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES EXPECTED TO BE USED WIDELY FOR BLENDED LEARNING IN THE NEXT
FEW YEARS

FIGURE 4. EMERGING TECHNOLOGIES EXPECTED TO BE USED WIDELY FOR BLENDED LEARNING IN THE NEXT
FEW YEARS
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training-related conferences and publications. This phe-
nomenon is conceivably associated with corporate secu-
rity restrictions, which are critical in workplace learning
(Ardichvili, 2002). This may also be related to the trend in
the design of corporate e-learning programs, which has
been slow to incorporate social and collaborative meth-
ods (Macpherson, Elliot, Harris, & Homan, 2004) that
allow learners to generate content on their own or
through social interactions and collaborations such as in
their blogs and wikis.

Measuring the Quality of Blended Learning. Another
important question for delivering quality blended learning
is how it will be evaluated (Rossett & Frazee, 2006). The
results of this study indicate that the quality of blended
learning will be measured most often in the coming decade
in relation to its benefits to the organization, such as

employee performance, return on investment, and cost-
benefit analyses (see Table 2). It is notable that there is a
trend toward evaluating blended learning at higher levels of
Kirkpatrick’s framework, which is commonly used for
evaluating training programs (Kirkpatrick, 1994). How-
ever, it remains to be seen whether actual evaluation prac-
tices and procedures used in different corporate settings
match evaluation preferences and ideals revealed in our
survey.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The Findings
In parallel with other survey studies (eLearning Guild,
2003; “2005 Industry Report,” 2005), the findings of this
study indicate that blended learning will become a popular

RESPONDENTS’ PREDICTIONS ON EVALUATION METHODS TO BE WIDELY USED FOR 
TABLE 2 BLENDED LEARNING IN THE COMING DECADE

ANSWER NUMBER OF RESPONSES RATIO (%)

1. Employee performance on the job 35 30.4

2. Return on investment calculations 16 13.9

3. Comparison of learner achievement with those in face-to-face classroom settings 15 13.0

4. Cost-benefit analyses 12 10.4

5. Course evaluations 9 7.8

6. Employee performance on simulated tasks of real-world activities 8 7.0

7. Time to competency 8 7.0

8. Learner satisfaction questionnaires 6 5.2

9. Course completion rates 3 2.6

10. Computer log data of student use and activity 2 1.7

11. Other 1 0.9

Total 115 100.0
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delivery method in the future of workplace learning in
the United States. As in the overall trend in training
(“2005 Industry Report,” 2005), blended learning has not
yet replaced traditional classroom training; however, the
results of our study clearly indicate that blended learning
has become increasingly popular. The results of this study
also shed light on the current state of blended learning in
workplaces, where many organizations are still confused
about what blended learning is and how to implement it.
Apparently there is a pressing need for training and HRD
professionals to obtain guidance regarding what blended
learning means and how to strategically plan for it.

Our study identified several key barriers in imple-
menting blended learning. Clearly practitioners are facing
challenges in implementing blended learning because of
the complexity of mixing instructional methods and
technologies available for this delivery method. This chal-
lenge applies to workplaces around the globe (Kim et al.,
2006). In particular, our survey respondents recognized
fast-changing technology as one of the most significant
issues that needed to be addressed to implement blended
learning. Our findings regarding emerging technologies
for blended learning can provide practitioners with a
glimpse of the technologies and tools that they may need
to include in their strategic plans for the coming decade.
Using these results, perhaps they can better plan for the
adoption of such technologies for delivering blended
learning.

In terms of the future state of blended learning, our
survey respondents expected that collaborative and
authentic learning approaches would be more widely
used for blended learning in the coming years. And they
predicted that technologies that enable learners to engage
in just-in-time training or performance support will be
used widely for delivering blended learning. These find-
ings appear to provide a positive outlook for blended
learning approaches as a means to deliver training that
will have an important impact on business results by link-
ing training and performance more closely than ever
before. It is suggested that more empirical studies be con-
ducted on the impact of blended learning on employee
performance and business results.

Implications for Practitioners and Researchers
The results of our study have significant practical im-
plications because this study directly questioned practi-
tioners in the field rather than scholars in academe.
Therefore, our findings are expected to provide a lens for
researchers to look into the current trends and future
directions of blended learning from practitioners’ per-
spectives. The study is also different from other survey
studies of blended learning in that it aimed to predict the

future state of blended learning as well as characterize the
current one. Given many confusions and unknowns
about blended learning, it is important for human perfor-
mance technology (HPT), training, and human resource
development (HRD) professionals to have a compass for
navigating the uncharted water of blended learning by
understanding its future directions.

The findings from our study on the key barriers to
blended learning have implications for researchers related
to what needs to be studied next. First, it is apparent that
practitioners need to be offered more professional devel-
opment opportunities to help them understand how to
better implement blended learning. Therefore, we suggest
that research studies be conducted to develop a frame-
work for effective and efficient professional development
for HPT, training, and HRD professionals, especially on
emerging technologies and how they can be integrated
into blended learning. Second, given findings that there is
a lack of support and commitment from management for
blended learning, research studies are needed to develop
organizational development theories and best-practice
cases that can inform practitioners on how to obtain sup-
port and commitment from management regarding
blended learning.

Note: We thank Su Jin Son and Ya-Ting Teng, members of
our research team, for their valuable contributions to the
research instrument development process for this study.
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