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ABSTRACT

Purpose: This study examined graduate students’ preferences for online, blended, and face-
to-face learning and factors that may influence their preferences through the lens of Rational
Choice Theory (RCT).

Design/Methodology/Approach: The study adopted a quantitative approach, and 3120
graduate students from the University of lbadan participated in the study. A structured
survey comprising four sections—demographic characteristics, technology self-efficacy
(TSE), digital literacy (DL), and learning mode preference (LMP) was utilized as an instrument
of data collection. Frequency counts, simple percentages, and Pearson’s Chi-square (x2) test
of independence were used to estimate students’ learning mode preference and explore the
association between demographic characteristics, TSE, DL, and LMP.

Results: It was revealed that blended learning was the most preferred instructional method
among the graduate students, followed by online and face-to-face methods. Also, the study
established that graduate students’ preferences for online, blended, and face-to-face
learning modalities vary based on age, marital status, employment status, programme type,
and levels of technology self-efficacy and digital literacy. Moreover, the research revealed
that graduate students' preferences for online, blended, and face-to-face instructional
delivery are mainly influenced by their employment status, programme type, and levels of
technology self-efficacy and digital literacy.

Conclusion: This study highlighted the need for institutions and instructors to consider the
identified factors to understand better why students may gravitate towards one mode of
learning over others when designing and delivering instructional formats to meet the diverse
needs and preferences of graduate students.

Keywords: Blended learning, Face-to-face learning, Graduate students’ preferences, Nigeria, Online learning,
University of Ibadan.

1. INTRODUCTION

The advent and continual advancements in Information and Communication Technologies (ICTs) especially the
Internet, have significantly reshaped the educational landscape, both on a global scale and particularly within higher
education. It has brought about transformative change in the processes of teaching, learning, and research, thus
revolutionizing the way learning is delivered and experienced (Itasanmi, Ekpenyong, Akintolu, & Ajani, 2022). As the
digital age continues to evolve, there is a radical change in the concept of traditional education. Being physically
present in a classroom is no longer the sole learning alternative (Josep, 2020). Nowadays, people have access to
quality educational opportunities and can learn, communicate, and exchange information wherever and whenever
they desire (Itasanmi, Oni, Ekpenyong, Ajani, & Omorinkoba, 2022). Instructional delivery has therefore become
more flexible, personalized, and globally connected in a way that has helped to democratize education and create
learning opportunities that were previously unimaginable in the traditional classroom environment (Itasanmi, 2023).
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Africa stands out as one of the most diverse continents globally, spanning more than 50 countries and hosting over
1,000 tribes and languages (Guino, 2022). Despite such diversity, Sub-Saharan African nations have been trailing
behind the global average in terms of technology adoption. Nevertheless, over the past decade, the region has
started to undergo a significant shift towards embracing educational technologies (Mtebe & Raphael, 2017). The
internet's potential to enhance education, increase access to resources, and facilitate innovative teaching and
learning methods on the continent cannot be overemphasized. Most countries have recognized knowledge and
information as critical elements in enhancing productivity, improving ability to compete, and generating wealth.
Therefore, ensuring higher education institutions are on par with the rapidly changing world is essential to
developing globally competitive human capital (Cabaleiro-Cervifio & Vera, 2020). According to Chais, Patricia Ganzer,
and Munhoz Olea (2018), the prevailing global digital agenda underscores the need for a shift in instructional models
within educational institutions to align with the requirements of the 21st-century knowledge society. This shift aims
to introduce greater flexibility and integrate educational technologies to revitalize and enrich the teaching and
learning experiences within formal educational settings. Therefore, Sub-Saharan Africa must transform its education
system to conform to the dynamic digital learning process. Nearly every higher institution on the continent has
integrated educational technologies to enhance the quality of face-to-face instruction by incorporating online and
blended learning methods to boost student enrollment numbers and improve their learning experiences (Mtebe &
Raphael, 2017).

In Nigeria, higher education is the lifeline of the nation's economy and is a dream for the majority of secondary
school leavers to attain. While tremendous effort has been made for the past decade to expand access to higher
education in the country, the tertiary gross enrolment ratio in Nigeria is low, standing at 10.2% compared to other
countries in Sub-Saharan Africa such as Cape Verde, Ghana, and Senegal with 23.6%, 17.2%, and 13.1%, respectively
(Kigotho, 2021). However, the country's significant population growth and improved access to both primary and
secondary education suggest substantial potential for an uptick in demand for higher education (ltasanmi,
Ekpenyong, et al., 2022). Similarly, a change has been noted in the characteristics of the student body, and higher
institutions are being compelled to rethink their education delivery approaches based on the influx of educational
technologies. Thus, to broaden access and enhance instructional quality, Nigerian universities have been embracing
and utilizing diverse digital platforms (Mtebe & Raphael, 2017). Regrettably, Nigerian universities have remarkably
low adoption and integration of digital learning in instructional delivery, a situation that is deeply disheartening.
Many higher education institutions, as well as academic staff in the country, exhibit a conservative stance regarding
the adoption of educational technologies, thereby making it almost impossible to enhance the traditional
instructional delivery method (Ogwu, Emelogu, Azor, & Okwo, 2023).

However, a new global reality emerged in the realm of teaching and learning with the onset of COVID-19 in Wuhan,
China, followed by its swift transmission worldwide. The pandemic brought the world's economic activities, including
the education system, to a standstill (Itasanmi, et al., 2022). Numerous governments worldwide implemented
regulations, resulting in either partial or complete cessation of activities involving physical interaction among people.
The education sector suffered significant repercussions as educational institutions were among the first to shut down
(Rajhans, Memon, Patil, & Goyal, 2020). As a response to the ravaging pandemic, many higher institutions around
the world, including Nigerian universities, quickly embraced technology-enhanced teaching and learning processes.
In particular, the Nigerian educational system faced severe challenges due to the pandemic, leaving the sector with
no alternative but to find solutions to meet its educational needs. This was necessary as traditional face-to-face
teaching and learning had been suspended in response to the pandemic (Ogwu et al., 2023). Peytcheva-Forsyth and
Aleksieva (2021) contend that amid the COVID-19 pandemic, education practitioners, including lecturers, are left
with no choice but to decide whether or not to adopt educational technologies. Instead, it compelled them to
incorporate these technological tools in their teaching practices in order to maintain learning continuity during the
pandemic period. Thus, the pandemic prompted Nigerian universities to innovate and explore new pedagogical
methods by shifting from physical classes to online and remote learning (Itasanmi, et al., 2022).

Based on some of the cardinal goals of university education in Nigeria as outlined by the National Policy on Education
document (Federal Republic of Nigeria, 2014) which include enhancing and broadening the scope of its programmes
to meet the development of high manpower in alignment with the country's requirements, and imparting both
physical and intellectual skills to students, equipping them to become self-reliant and useful contributors to society,
on a large scale, national and sub-national efforts are fast emerging and evolving to support the utilization of
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technologies for instructional delivery during the pandemic and post-pandemic period (Ali, 2020; Walson & Okanu-
Igwela, 2019). Currently, universities in the country are witnessing a significant transformation in terms of acquisition
of new technologies, reorientation of educational patterns, and development of skill-based learning models aimed
at strengthening educational processes (Cabaleiro-Cervifio & Vera, 2020). These have therefore influenced the
implementation of flexible learning modalities. As a result, there is an increasing number of students engaging in
some form of technology-enhanced learning, pointing to a dramatic shift in the traditional higher education
landscape. This necessitates in-depth research on different instructional modalities students prefer to inform efforts
aimed at enhancing the learning experience for all students (Yen, Lo, Lee, & Enriquez, 2018).

Numerous studies conducted globally (Alseweed, 2013; Banks & Vergez, 2022; Gherhes, Stoian, Farcasiu, & Stanici,
2021; Hotar, Ozcan, Baran, Karagdz, & Giiney, 2023; Mather & Sarkans, 2018; Nasution, Surbakti, Zakaria,
Wahyuningsih, & Daulay, 2021; Setyaningsih, 2020) have documented students' preferences regarding online,
blended, or face-to-face learning modalities. For instance, while Atwa et al. (2022) and Nikolopoulou (2022) reported
that the majority of students preferred the traditional face-to-face instructional method, (Alseweed, 2013) reported
that students prefer blended learning. However, Muthuprasad, Aiswarya, Aditya, and Jha (2021) observed that the
flexibility and convenience of online learning are what make it an attractive option for students. In Nigeria, only a
few studies (Fola-Adebayo, 2019; Haruna, Kabara, & Enriquez, 2022) have examined students’ preferences for
online, blended, and face-to-face learning. These studies primarily focus on undergraduate students, neglecting
postgraduate students. Specifically, there is a notable research gap regarding the nuanced interplay of technology
self-efficacy and digital literacy in shaping students’ preferences within the Nigerian context. So, there needs to be
an empirical study that looks at how demographic factors and technology-related skills may affect people’s choices
about how to learn. By investigating the factors that determine graduate students' preferences for various
instructional methods, the research is poised to advance theoretical understanding and provide practical insights,
particularly on enhancing instructional delivery to accommodate the diverse preferences and needs of graduate
students in Nigeria. This will help ensure that Nigerian universities remain pertinent in the swiftly evolving
educational terrain.

The current study aims to investigate the factors that determine graduate students' preferences for online, blended,
and face-to-face instructional methods in Nigeria. Specifically, the study focuses on examining factors such as age,
marital status, gender, programme type, employment status, technology self-efficacy, and digital literacy. The study
also seeks to answer the question: Do age, marital status, gender, programme type, employment status, technology
self-efficacy, and digital literacy predict graduate students' preferences for online, blended, and face-to-face
instructional delivery?

2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK: RATIONAL CHOICE THEORY

Rational Choice Theory (RCT) is a foundational framework used in many disciplines, including economics, sociology,

and psychology, to understand and explain human behaviour by analyzing the decisions individuals make when faced

with various options. RCT dates back centuries, with its origins attributed to the writings of Adam Smith, but it was

popularized through the works of Homans (1958); Blau (1964) and Coleman (1964) on social exchange (MSW, 2020).

These theorists believe that human behaviour is driven by a rational calculation of costs and benefits (Nickerson,

2021). The central tenet of RCT centers on the notion that individuals, driven by self-interest, rationally choose their

options to optimize their utility (Ogu, 2013). Central to the explanation of Rational Choice Theory (RCT) are key

elements encompassing individual preferences, beliefs, and constraints. Preferences denote the positive or negative
evaluations individuals attach to the probable outcomes of their choices. Beliefs, on the other hand, involve
perceived cause-effect relationships, including the perceived likelihood that an individual's actions will result in
various outcomes. Constraints, however, establish the boundaries defining the range of feasible actions (Biersack &

Darnell, 1999).

RCT is premised on certain assumptions, and these include;

1. Individualism: Individuals are the principal actors in society, taking actions and decisions that serve as a source
of larger social outcomes. The individual functions as a rational agent, capable of deliberate consideration of
various courses of action and intentionally choosing and executing one or more of them (Lovett, 2006; Ogu,
2013).
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2. Utility maximization: This assumption holds that people maximize their utility when faced with an array of
choices, and they are likely to pick an option that best serves their objectives, i.e., people have preferences that
place the relative desirability of all outcomes in a clear-cut rank order (Suhi, Jabbar, Farjana, Nasrin, & Hossain,
2022).

3. Rationality: This assumption posits that individuals act in ways that would significantly benefit them. Individuals
become rational when life goals are pursued by means considered effective and efficient to realize the goals
(Ogu, 2013).

RCT is highly beneficial for comprehending both individual and collective behaviours, particularly in elucidating why
individuals, groups, and society overall gravitate toward particular preferences grounded in distinct costs and
rewards (MSW, 2020). This study found RCT very relevant because it has the potential to provide valuable insights
into understanding graduate students’ preferences considering the costs and benefits associated with each learning
mode based on their rational calculations. The researchers assumed that for the graduate students to make choices
that will maximize their utility (perceived benefit from each learning mode), they may weigh factors such as
flexibility, social interaction, convenience, technological skills, and confidence and access to resources. This could
therefore inform university stakeholders and managers of factors that may influence graduate students to gravitate
toward one mode of learning over others. By analyzing the rational calculations and trade-offs involved in graduate
students’ preferences, institutions and instructors can better tailor educational offerings to meet the diverse needs
and preferences of graduate students.

3. METHODOLOGY

3.1. Research Design

The current study took a quantitative approach and used a survey method to collect data from the study's
participants. Since the study aims to examine relationships among its variables, the use of a quantitative approach
appeared to be well-suited for the study using a standardized survey that can facilitate data collection in a structured
manner.

3.2. Participants

The study’s participants consist of graduate students from the University of lbadan, a foremost provider of
postgraduate education in Nigeria. The study’s target population consisted of registered postgraduates students for
the 2021/2022 academic session. The postgraduate college of the university recruited the participants by sending
an electronic questionnaire to their registered email. The study involved 3,120 postgraduate students. A
demographic examination revealed that among these participants, 66% were aged 35 years and below, while 30.5%
were between the ages of 36 and 55. Additionally, over half (51.5%) of the participants were male, and 50.2% were
single. Additionally, 48.7% of the participants were married while over half of them (59.2%) were employed. Further,
over two-thirds of the participants (73.6%) are enrolled in master’s programmes while 20.2% of them are running a
PhD programme in the university.

3.3. Instrument

The study employed a structured questionnaire that encompassed four domains: demographic information,
technology self-efficacy, digital literacy, and learning mode preference. The demographic section gathered data on
participants' age, gender, marital status, programme type, and employment status. Technology self-efficacy was
assessed using an adapted scale from Kass (2014) and digital literacy was measured using an adapted scale from Liza
and Andriyanti (2020). Both adapted scales utilized a five-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree/very low
(1) to strongly agree/very high (5). A Cronbach coefficient of .73 and .85 were obtained, respectively, from a pilot
testing of the 2 scales among the distance learning students of the university. The learning mode preference domain
consists of a list of three instructional methods (online, blended, and face-to-face learning), and the participants
were asked to choose their preferred learning method.

3.4. Data Collection Procedure
Approval to conduct the study was secured from both the Department of Adult Education and the Postgraduate
College of the university. The electronic questionnaire's link was then sent to students' email addresses, inviting
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their voluntary participation in the study. The email succinctly outlined the study's objectives and emphasized the
voluntary nature of participation. Furthermore, the questionnaire assured participants of anonymity and the
confidentiality of their responses. Data collection was done within 6 weeks, starting from October 25 to December
6, 2022.

3.5. Data Analysis

The data collected from the study underwent analysis using SPSS and STATA software. Descriptive analysis employed
frequency counts, simple percentages, and Pearson’s Chi-square (x2) test of independence to determine students'
learning mode preferences and examine the relationship between demographic characteristics, Technology Self-
Efficacy (TSE), Digital Literacy (DL), and learning mode preference. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was conducted
to identify an effective factor structure for 17 "5-point" Likert scale items. Additionally, multinomial logistic
regression was employed to estimate the vector of explanatory factors associated with each set of learning mode
preferences among the students. For this study, age groups were categorized as young adults (< 35 years), middle-
aged adults (36-55 years), and older adults (above 55 years). Also, the TSE and DL levels were categorized based on
the obtained Weighted Average (W.A.) score of each participant: <2.5=low, =>2.5<4=average, 4&above=high

4, RESULTS

Table 1 displays hows the learning preferences among the participants of the study. It can be deduced that the
majority (68.4%) of the students preferred the blended learning mode of instructional delivery, while 20.2% and
11.4% preferred online and traditional face-to-face learning methods, respectively.

Table 1. Preference of learning.
Preference Frequency Percentage
Blended learning 2135 68.4
Online learning 630 20.2
Face-to-face learning 355 11.4

Table 2 shows the association between the participants’ characteristics and their learning mode preference. The
findings indicate that young adults were more interested in online learning (64.8%), while middle-aged adults
preferred blended learning (66.3%) and older adults preferred face-to-face (66.8%) (x2 =1.46, p> 0.05). It was also
indicated in Table 2 that male students prioritized online learning (52.7%), blended learning (51.4%), and face-to-
face learning (50.1%) (x2 = 0.63, p > 0.05). Likewise, married students showed interest in online learning (50.3%) and
blended learning (49.9%), whereas single students exhibited a greater interest in face-to-face learning (y2 =17.21, p
< 0.05). It was equally observed that employed students prioritized online learning (67.9%), blended learning
(58.0%), and face-to-face learning (51.0%) (x2 = 38.97, p < 0.05). In addition, it can be noted that masters’ students
prioritized online learning (80.0%), blended learning (70.7%), and face-to-face learning (80.0%) (x2 = 39.60, p < 0.05).
Further, students with high technology self-efficacy exhibited more interest in online (65.5%) and blended learning
(50.7%), while students with average technology self-efficacy opted for face-to-face (y2 =113.05, p < 0.062).
Moreover, students who possess high digital literacy skills were more interested in online learning (78.9%), blended
learning (71.5%), and face-to-face (58.0%) (x2 = 70.36, p < 0.05).

4.1. Exploring the Learning Preference Index

An Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA), a classical formal measurement model utilized when both observed and latent
variables are assumed to be measured at the interval level, was carried out. The scree plot was utilized to ascertain
the number of factors, revealing the presence of 2 factors as indicated by eigenvalues exceeding 1.0. The Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value stood at 0.952, while Bartlett’s test of sphericity yielded x2=41364.166, p < 0.001,
suggesting adequate sampling. Table 3 outlines factor loadings, communalities (h2), Cronbach’s alpha (a), and
percentages of total variance for maximum likelihood extraction with varimax rotation (n =3120).
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Table 2. Participants’ attributes and their association with learning mode preference.

Variables Learning preference X2 P-value
n (%) Online learning X2 Face-to-
face
Age
Young adults 2060 (66.0) 408 (64.8) X2 237 (66.8)
Middle-aged 952 (30.5) 203 (32.2) X2 106 (29.9) 1.46 0.833
adults
Older adults 108 (3.5) 19 (3.0) X2 12 (3.3)
Gender
Female 1512 (48.5) 298 (47.3) X2 177 (49.9) 0.63 0.731
Male 1608 (51.5) 332 (52.7) X2 178 (50.1)
Marital
Single 1565 (50.2) 306 (48.6) X2 214 (60.3)
Married 1518 (48.7) 317 (50.3) X2 136 (38.3) 17.21 0.002
Divorced/ 37 (1.2) 7(1.1) X2 5(1.4)
Separated
Employment status
Employed 1848 (59.2) 428 (67.9) X2 181 (51.0)
Unemployed 630 (20.2) 87 (13.8) X2 100 (28.2) 38.97 0.000
Self-employed 642 (20.6) 115 (18.3) X2 74 (20.8)
Programme
Postgrad. dip 18 (0.6) 4 (0.6) X2 2 (0.6)
Masters 2297 (73.6) 504 (80.0) X2 284 (80.0)
M.Phil 28(0.9) 8(1.3) X2 4(1.1) 39.60 0.000
M.Phil./PhD 148 (4.7) 29 (4.6) X2 8(2.3)
PHD 629 (20.2) 85 (13.5) X2 57 (16.1)
Technology self-efficacy
Low 70(2.2) 6 (1.0) X2 24 (6.8)
Average 1429 (45.8) 211 (33.5) X2 205 (57.7) 113.05 0.000
High 1621 (52.0) 413 (65.6) X2 126 (35.5)
Digital literacy
Low 118 (3.8) 32(5.1) X2 8(2.3)
Average 773 (24.8) 101 (16.0) X2 141 (39.7) 70.36 0.000
High 2229 (71.4) 497 (78.9) X2 206 (58.0)

Table 3. Results of maximum likelihood extraction with varimax rotation for factor loadings, communalities (h2), Cronbach’s alpha (a), and total
variance percentages (n = 3120).

Items TSE DL h?

| am confident in my capability to engage in meaningful interactions through 0.848 0.726
social media platforms. )

I am confident in my capability to utilize technology for entertainment purposes. 0.760 0.622
| am confident in my capability to utilize Internet tools for conducting research 0.879 0.781
and locating reliable articles on a given topic. )

| am confident in my capability to utilize technology to craft an engaging 0.859 0.771
presentation.

I am confident in my ability to effectively utilize new applications on my 0.859 0.777
smartphone or tablet.

In general, how would you rate your level of digital literacy skills? 0.748 0.587
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Items TSE DL h?
How often do you utilize the internet, computer, multimedia, and social 0615 0.402
networks in a typical week? '
What is the level of your proficiency in utilizing word processing, presentation 0.592
software, web search engines, multimedia tools, and communication 0.758
applications?

How would you assess the extent of your knowledge regarding digital 0.782 0.621
technology matters? '

How would you rate your proficiency in organizing and assessing information? 0.737 0.553
How would you assess your ability to analyze information? 0.718 0.529
How would you evaluate your proficiency in resolving technical issues with 0.763 0.594
digital technology devices? '

How would you rate your skill level in using digital applications? 0.833 0.716
How would you rate your proficiency in installing applications? 0.767 0.606
How would you rate your understanding of digital technology devices? 0.825 0.699
How would you rate your ability to interpret visual, auditory, and audio-visual 0.730 0.550
media?

How would you rate your proficiency in installing digital technology devices? 0.793 0.641
How would you assess your proficiency in downloading and saving files from 0.663 0.464
websites? '

How would you rate your proficiency in using video calls or video conferencing 0.679 0.489
tools?

How would you rate your proficiency in creating and editing photos and videos? 0.633 0.415

Factor 1, identified as "Technology Self-Efficacy," accounts for 41.61% of the total variance with Cronbach's a =
0.907, encompassing five items regarded by students as critical indicators of confidence in technology utilization.
Factor 2, labelled "Digital Literacy," comprises twelve items and explains 19.07% of the variance with an internal
consistency of 0.942. Cumulatively, the two-factor measurement of learning mode preference explained 60.68% of
the total variance. This suggests that there is no common method bias.

4.2. Determinants of Learning Mode Preference

The multinomial logit regression model was applied, and the model parameters are outlined in Table 4.
Multicollinearity and heteroscedasticity tests were performed, with results indicating the absence of
multicollinearity (mean-variance inflation factor (VIF) score value = 2.64 < 3.0) and the absence of heteroscedasticity
(x2 = 806.714, p > 0.050). Face-to-face learning preference was designated as the reference category for
distinguishing the relative likelihood of selecting one of the other two learning preferences.

Both the Pearson Chi-square result (y2 = 761.380, p > 0.05) and the Deviance Chi-square result (y2 = 771.906, p >
0.05) indicate that the model fitted well to the data. The variables age, gender, and marital status were found to be
insignificant predictors as their p-values all exceeded the chosen threshold value of 0.05. However, we found that
the participants’ employment status was a significant predictor. Postgraduate students who are employed ($=0.398,
SE=0.180, p<0.05) and those unemployed (B =-0.510, SE=0.216, p<0.018) were less likely to go for online learning.
Also, the type of programme the students enroll in determines their learning mode preference. It was revealed that
students who enrol in a Master's programme (B=0.384, SE=0.203, p<0.05) and M.Phil/PhD programme (B=0.940,
SE=0.444, p<0.05) were less likely to choose an online learning method. Nevertheless, some master students were
less likely to go for blended learning ($=0.-0.368, SE=0.168, p<0.05). Postgraduate students' level of TSE was further
shown to significantly predict their learning mode preference in the model. Students having low TSE (B=-2.379,
SE=0.500, p<0.05) and average TSE (B=-.981, SE=0.159, p<0.05) were less likely to go for online learning. The results
also showed that students with low TSE (B=-1.534, SE=0.306, p<0.05) or having average TSE (B=-.469, SE=0.136,
p<0.05) were less likely to go for blended learning. Similarly, students’ digital literacy level proves to be a significant
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predictor in the model. Students with average DL were less likely to go for online learning (3=-.664, SE=0.177, p<0.05)
and at the same time were less likely to go for blended learning (B=-.423, SE=0.140, p<0.05).

Table 4. Multinomial logistic regression results.

Variables Online learning Blended learning
B SE p-value B SE p-value

Age <=35 0.025 0.389 0.948 -0.066 0.325 0.838
36-55 0.112 0.399 0.779 -0.070 0.334 0.833
>=56RC

Gender Female 0.133 0.139 0.338 0.083 0.118 0.482
MaleRC

Marital status Single 0.074 0.620 0.905 0.163 0.515 0.751
Married 0.629 0.616 0.307 0.573 0.511 0.262
WidowedR¢

Employment status Employed 0.398 0.180 0.027 0.015 0.153 0.920
Unemployed -0.510 0.216 0.018 -0.254 0.172 0.140
Self-employed

Programme Postgrad dip 0.639 0.914 0.484 -0.183 0.791 0.817
Masters 0.384 0.203 0.059 -0.368 0.168 0.029
M.Phil 0.703 0.682 0.303 -0.385 0.602 0.522
M.Phil/PhD 0.940 0.444 0.034 0.527 0.397 0.184
PHDRC

TSE Low -2.379 0.500 0.000 -1.534 0.306 0.000
Average -0.981 0.159 0.000 -0.469 0.136 0.001
HighR¢

DL Low 0.509 0.411 0.216 0.297 0.383 0.438
Average -0.664 0.177 0.000 -0.423 0.140 0.002
HighR¢

Note: SE=Standard error; RC=Reference category.

5. DISCUSSION
This study attempted to investigate factors that determine graduate student’s preferences for online, blended and
face-to-face instructional methods in Nigeria. The results of the study found blended learning to be the most
preferred instructional method among the graduate students followed by online and face-to-face methods. This
finding aligns with the research conducted by Alseweed (2013) and Fola-Adebayo (2019) but contrasts with the
studies by Atwa et al. (2022) and Nasution et al. (2021) which identified face-to-face instruction as the most
preferred method among students. Graduate students’ preference for blended learning stems from their need to
balance multiple responsibilities, including work, family, and academic commitments. Blended learning is a cost-
effective option that provides flexibility, allowing graduate students to manage their time effectively (Omran &
Salari, 2012). It helps them save on travel and accommodation costs while still enabling physical interactions during
scheduled sessions. Additionally, it offers convenient access to course materials and allows students to complete
online learning activities at their own pace. This balance of academic pursuits with other obligations makes blended
learning an appealing choice. This result resonates with Rational Choice Theory, which suggests that individuals
evaluate the costs and benefits of various options before making decisions (Suhi et al., 2022). In other words, people
choose the option that maximizes their advantages (Ogu, 2013). It is likely that graduate students weighed the costs
and benefits of different learning options and chose blended learning to maximize their interests and career goals.
Regarding the association between graduate students’ characteristics and their learning mode preferences, the
results revealed that young adults showed more interest in online learning, middle-aged adults preferred blended
learning, and older adults preferred face-to-face instruction. According to the researchers, young adults may have
grown up with technology and are more comfortable using digital learning platforms compared to older adults, who
are more accustomed to face-to-face instruction delivery and may feel less confident using digital tools. While young
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adults may appreciate the flexibility and autonomy that online learning offers, especially regarding access to course
materials and learning resources anywhere and anytime (Muthuprasad et al., 2021) older adults may appreciate the
social aspect of the traditional face-to-face learning that allows them to build relationships with their classmates,
engage in discussions, and directly benefit from immediate feedback and guidance from their lecturers (Kemp &
Grieve, 2014). However, middle-aged adults may have preferred blended learning because of its relevance to their
career development, catering to their diverse learning styles and allowing them to achieve a work-life balance.
Results also revealed that married students showed interest in online learning and blended learning, whereas single
students exhibited a greater interest in face-to-face learning. It is a considered opinion of the researchers that while
single individuals may desire a more structured learning environment that is characterized by the traditional face-
to-face instructional delivery where there is a set schedule, fixed deadlines, access to physical facilities, and regular
physical interactions that foster social relationships and networking (Conole, De Laat, Dillon, & Darby, 2008), married
people preferred online and blended learning to strike a balance between family obligations and their learning
(Noorulhasan, Muhammad, Sanober, Rafik, & Shah, 2017). Most married people are working, have family
commitments, and spend money commuting to a physical campus, but with online and blended learning, commuting
frequency is reduced, they can pursue their education while still working, and they can access course materials and
participate in discussions at their convenience (Noorulhasan et al., 2017).

Furthermore, the study findings revealed that students possessing high levels of technology self-efficacy
demonstrated greater interest in online and blended learning methods, while those with average levels of
technology self-efficacy leaned towards face-to-face instruction. Online and blended learning modalities heavily rely
on digital tools and platforms, which may be more easily navigable for students who are confident in their technology
skills. Consequently, students with moderate technology self-efficacy may prefer traditional face-to-face learning
due to their limited confidence in using technology (Farah, 2012; Itasanmi, 2023; Karagul, Seker, & Aykut, 2021). The
researchers justified these findings based on the optimality assumption of Rational Choice Theory, which posits that
individuals select actions optimally based on their preferences, opportunities, and constraints at a given moment
(Ogu, 2013).

The results further identified employment status, programme type, and levels of confidence in using technology and
proficiency in digital skills as predictors of graduate students’ preferences for online, blended, and face-to-face
instructional delivery. These findings suggest that the likelihood of a graduate student choosing any instructional
delivery modality is largely dependent on whether they are employed or unemployed, enrolled in a master's or
MPhil/PhD programme, and possess high or low levels of confidence in using technology and proficiency in digital
skills. These findings support the notion that students' preferences regarding instructional delivery methods
(whether online, blended, or face-to-face) are diverse and influenced by numerous factors, including learning styles,
motivation, and technological proficiency (Hood, 2013; Keshavarz & Hulus, 2019; Keskin & Yurdugil, 2019; Pan,
2020).

6. CONCLUSION

The current study reveals that blended learning is the most preferred instructional delivery method among graduate
students. This preference indicates that graduate students favour a combination of traditional face-to-face learning
and online learning to benefit from both physical interaction and the flexibility to learn at their convenience.
Additionally, this approach prepares them for the evolving job market, where digital skills and remote work
capabilities are becoming increasingly valuable.

The study also found that graduate students' preferences for online, blended, and face-to-face learning modalities
vary based on age, marital status, employment status, programme type, and levels of technology self-efficacy and
digital literacy.

Further, the study identified employment status, programme type, and levels of technology self-efficacy and digital
literacy as the main predictors of graduate students’ preferences for online, blended, and face-to-face instructional
delivery. This study underscored the need for institutions and instructors to consider the identified factors to
understand better why students may gravitate towards one mode of learning over others when designing and
delivering instructional formats to meet the diverse needs and preferences of graduate students.
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6.1. Suggestions

The results suggest that higher educational institutions should develop a flexible instructional model that integrates
both face-to-face and online components to cater to the preferences of graduate students. Also, there is a need to
provide comprehensive support, resources, and training opportunities to enhance easy navigation of the digital
platforms used in blended learning environments for both the instructors and the graduate students. Likewise,
developing the digital skills of the graduate students must be prioritized. This can be achieved by integrating it into
their curricula. This will provide them with necessary skills to thrive in the changing job market. Finally, university
administrators and managers should make concerted efforts to align the instructional delivery modalities with the
diverse requirements of the graduate student, bearing in mind their employment status, the nature of the
programme, technological self-efficacy, and digital proficiency.

6.2. Limitations of the Study and Suggestions for Further Studies

Generalizing the results of this study to all graduate students in Nigeria may pose challenges, as the study's sample
was limited to one university among the many institutions offering graduate studies in the country. Thus, further
studies should endeavour to draw a larger sample that cuts across many universities in the country using probabilistic
sampling techniques for better generalization. Also, this study collected data cross-sectionally from the graduate
students to provide a snapshot of their instructional method preferences and factors that may influence their
choices. Further studies should adopt a longitudinal approach to capture likely changes and causality of graduate
students’ learning preferences over time for robust evidence of underlying factors that may help understand the
subject matter better.
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