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A Blended Instructional Design for Self-Reported Historical 
Literacy in South Asian History: Development and Initial 
Evaluation 
 

Abstract  
South Asian History courses often rely on dispersed, predominantly foreign-
language resources that provide limited scaffolding for interpreting contested 
narratives and constructing evidence based historical arguments. This study 
developed and initially evaluated a discipline specific blended instructional 
package aligning synchronous guidance and asynchronous inquiry with six 
historical literacy indicators. Using ADDIE and an uncontrolled one-group 
pretest–posttest field evaluation, the study involved a convenience sample of 
76 undergraduate students in three intact classes in the History Education 
Study Program at Universitas Negeri Surabaya. The package was designed for 
16 planned sessions; however, actual instructional dosage and 
implementation-fidelity indicators were not systematically documented. One 
subject-matter validator, one media validator, and one learning validator 
appraised different domains using non-equivalent instruments; their domain-
specific ratings ranged from 85.20% to 88.00%, with a descriptive cross-
domain mean of 86.93%. Student acceptability averaged 84.82%. Aggregate 
self-reported historical-literacy scores increased from 51.03 (SD=14.55) to 
88.93 (SD=4.91), with a mean change of 37.91, 95% CI [34.53, 41.29], 
t(75)=22.34, sig < .005, and Cohen’s dz = 2.56. The group-level normalized gain 
was 0.77 (77.39%), which was descriptively classified as high. These findings 
indicate high acceptability responses and substantial short term within-group 
gains in self-reported historical literacy. However, these findings do not 
establish causal effectiveness or demonstrated historical literacy performance. 
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Introduction 
Teaching South Asian History to Indonesian history education students presents a discipline-

specific challenge. Students must interpret long-term and interregional processes involving 

colonialism, nationalism, religion, political conflict, social transformation, and identity formation. At 

the same time, periodizations such as medieval, early modern, and modern, as well as explanations 

of modernity and colonial change, remain contested. Interpretations of nationalism, identity, and 

political agency also depend on the evidence and perspectives historians privilege. Learning the field 

therefore requires students to connect events across regions and periods, compare interpretations, 

and examine whose experiences are represented or marginalized, rather than treating South Asian 

history as a sequence of isolated countries, dynasties, and events (Bhargava & Nath, 2022; 

Jayaneththi & Dharmarathna, 2025). 

A review of the existing course plan and learning materials identified a resource-related 

instructional problem in the target course. The available materials consisted mainly of lecturer-

prepared slides, videos, and selected e-books, while structured guidance for engaging foreign-

language academic texts and connecting dispersed sources was limited. This evidence documents a 

gap in instructional provision, not the extent of individual students’ language difficulty, because no 

separate student survey or interview measured that difficulty. The 76 participants’ mean score of 
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51.03 out of 100 on the 25 item self-report pretest provided an additional but non-independent 

indication of need, comparable to the scores of 49.91–55.03 reported among Indonesian history 

education students (Kumalasari et al., 2022). Because the same pretest served as needs evidence and 

the outcome baseline, it introduced potential circularity; completing it may also have sensitized 

students to the targeted practices. The score was therefore treated only as preliminary contextual 

evidence, and possible testing reactivity was considered when interpreting change. 

Historical literacy is related to but not synonymous with historical thinking, disciplinary 

literacy, or digital historical literacy. Disciplinary literacy denotes the epistemic conventions for 

reading, evaluating, and communicating knowledge within history (Moje, 2008; Shanahan & 

Shanahan, 2012); historical thinking denotes the reasoning practices used to interpret evidence 

(Seixas & Morton, 2013; Wineburg, 2001); and historical literacy is the broader capacity to mobilize 

historical knowledge and these practices to understand and communicate interpretations of the past 

(Maposa & Wassermann, 2009; Taylor & Young, 2003). Digital historical literacy extends this 

capacity to digitally mediated sources and media. Thus, disciplinary literacy provides the epistemic 

foundation, historical thinking supplies the reasoning processes, historical literacy is the intended 

learning outcome, and digital historical literacy describes its application in digital environments 

(Lesley et al., 2023; Nokes, 2022; Wissinger & Ciullo, 2018). 

For this study, students’ self-reported historical literacy was operationalized through six 

interrelated indicators: reading historical sources, understanding chronology, understanding 

historical context, connecting events, comparing perspectives, and constructing historical 

arguments. Together, these indicators represent students’ perceived capacity to engage with 

historical sources, organize temporal relationships, situate events in context, identify connections 

among events, examine different perspectives, and develop historical arguments (Nokes, 2022; 

Taylor & Young, 2003; Wilson et al., 2023). In relation to Seixas & Morton’s (2013) framework, the 

use of historical evidence and historical perspectives was represented directly, while continuity and 

change and cause and consequence were incorporated into understanding chronology and 

connecting events. Historical significance and the ethical dimension were excluded because the study 

focused on interpreting historical evidence and constructing historical arguments rather than 

evaluating the relative importance or moral implications of past events. The six indicators therefore 

define the specific scope of historical literacy examined in this study rather than representing all 

dimensions of historical thinking. 

Prior blended-history interventions demonstrate pedagogical promise but leave this 

disciplinary alignment insufficiently specified. Prior blended history interventions demonstrate 

pedagogical promise but leave this disciplinary alignment insufficiently specified. Othman & Al-Hileh 

(2022) reported gains in general critical-thinking skills in a school history course, but did not assess 

a defined set of historical literacy processes. A connectivist blended design in African History 

supported conceptual understanding and digital literacy, yet did not explicitly align activities and 

assessment with sourcing, contextualization, corroboration, multiperspectivity, and evidence based 

historical argumentation (Alrianingrum et al., 2023). An ICARE based rotation model subsequently 

targeted historical literacy in Indonesian History course, but reported feasibility and aggregate 

learning gains rather than a component-to-process alignment or direct performance evidence for 

each practice (Tanjung et al., 2023). Taken together, these studies have not sufficiently examined 

how blended learning components can be explicitly aligned with defined historical literacy processes 
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and corresponding self-report outcome indicators in a higher-education regional history course. The 

present study addresses this gap through discipline specific design alignment and an initial 

evaluation based on expert appraisals, students’ acceptability responses, and short term changes in 

self-reported historical literacy scores. 

This study contributes a discipline-specific blended instructional package that explicitly aligns 

synchronous guidance and asynchronous inquiry with six historical literacy indicators and provides 

an initial evaluation of the package in a specific higher education context. Its novelty lies in the 

explicit alignment of synchronous guidance and asynchronous inquiry with six defined historical 

literacy indicators, supported by an initial evaluation in a higher-education context. Accordingly, this 

study aimed to develop and initially evaluate a blended instructional package for historical literacy 

in South Asian History. Specifically, it sought to identify instructional needs and translate them into 

design requirements, obtain domain specific expert appraisals, document implementation across 

three classes, and examine students’ acceptability responses, and short-term within-group changes 

changes in students’ self-reported historical literacy scores following implementation. 

Method 
 This study employed an instructional product-development approach with an initial field 

evaluation. It focused on developing a context-specific blended instructional package for South Asian 

History and examining domain-specific expert appraisals, students’ acceptability responses, and 

short-term within-group changes in self-reported historical literacy scores following implementation 

in three intact classes. Because the study was conducted in a single institutional setting, involved one 

development sequence, and did not undertake iterative research cycles intended to formulate or test 

transferable design principles, it was positioned as product development rather than educational 

design research. 

 At the time of the study, the institutional procedures applicable to this type of classroom-

based instructional development study did not provide for formal ethics committee review; 

consequently, no ethical approval number was issued. Before the questionnaires were administered, 

students were verbally informed that participation was voluntary and that choosing to participate or 

decline would not affect their course grades or access to instruction. No written participant 

information sheet was provided, no signed consent form was obtained, and no contemporaneous 

record of the verbal notification was retained. Accordingly, the study did not involve documented 

written informed consent. The verbal notification was intended to minimize potential pressure 

arising from the lecturer–student power relationship. Questionnaire responses were handled 

confidentially, student identities were not disclosed in the analysis or reporting, and the findings 

were presented only in aggregate form. 

 ADDIE was used as the procedural framework, comprising analysis, design, development, 

implementation, and evaluation (Branch, 2009). Its phases corresponded to the study procedures: 

exploring instructional problems, specifying design requirements, developing and appraising the 

package, implementing it in three intact classes, and evaluating student responses and changes in 

self-reported historical literacy scores. To improve traceability across these phases, Table 1 links the 

documented analysis findings with the corresponding design choices, development-stage revisions, 

and evaluation evidence. 
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 The analysis stage was conducted as an exploratory preliminary study using evidence 

already available within the study program: previous institutional research on Vinesa and online 

history instruction, observations of existing learning practices, and a review of the South Asian 

History course plan and available teaching materials. The 2018 study conducted in the same study 

program and university reported that 80.69% of participating students perceived that Vinesa 

supported their active involvement in learning and the subsequent institutional review conducted in 

2020 in ten courses, found that 70% of online history instruction still relied on WhatsApp Groups, 

whereas dedicated online-learning applications were used in only 15% of the reviewed courses. The 

course review also identified limited Indonesian-language resources, students’ unfamiliarity with 

foreign-language literature, and the extensive scope of South Asian History as practical instructional 

problems.  
 These sources were used descriptively to formulate practical design requirements. The 

available records do not specify a formal protocol for selecting documentary evidence, a prespecified 

coding framework, independent coding, an intercoder-reliability check, or a formal audit of the 

resulting categories. This stage is therefore described as an exploratory preliminary analysis rather 

than a systematic documentary analysis or a formal student needs survey. The historical literacy 

pretest was not treated as needs-analysis evidence because it served as the baseline outcome 

measure for the field evaluation rather than as evidence used to develop the package. 

Table 1. Documented ADDIE Decision Chain 

Documented analysis 
finding 

Design requirement  

or choice 

Documented  

development-stage  

response 

Evaluation criterion or  

evidence 

A previous institutional  

study reported that  

80.69% of students  

perceived active  

involvement when  

Vinesa was used 

Retain Vinesa as the  

central digital learning  

environment 

 

Technical guidance for  

accessing and completing  

Vinesa based activities was 

clarified 

Media and learning 

expert appraisals; student 

responses concerning 

accessibility, usability, and 

instructional package  

design. 

An institutional review  

found that 70% of  

online history  

instruction relied on 

WhatsApp Groups,  

whereas dedicated  

online learning  

applications were used  

in only 15% of ten  

reviewed courses 

Organize resources, 

assignments,  

discussions, and 

complementary  

synchronous 

asynchronous  

activities through  

Vinesa 

Asynchronous interaction  

was strengthened and  

technical instructions  

were clarified 

Media and learning expert 

appraisals; student responses 

concerning blended 

learning implementation; 

available Vinesa  

participation and  

completion records 

The review identified  

limited Indonesian 

language resources and 

students’ unfamiliarity  

with foreign language 

literature 

Organize accessible  

course resources and  

provide guided source 

engagement activities  

and worksheets 

Access to linked and 

downloadable learning  

materials was improved.  

No separate language 

support revision was  

documented 

Subject matter and media 

appraisals; student responses 

concerning the content and 

accessibility of learning  

materials 
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The extensive scope of  

South Asian History 

was identified as a  

practical instructional  

problem 

Sequence materials  

and activities within  

a package designed  

for 16 planned  

sessions 

No revision specifically 

addressing course scope  

or session allocation was 

documented 

Subject matter and  

learning appraisals;  

student responses  

concerning package design. 

Actual session dosage was  

not documented 

Note. The records do not provide a complete one-to-one audit trail linking every analysis finding to a specific 

revision. Only documented findings, design choices, and development-stage responses are shown. Alignment 

with the six historical literacy indicators was a theory-based design decision, not a result of the exploratory 

analysis. 

The design stage translated the exploratory findings and the six historical literacy indicators 
into an alignment matrix linking intended learning outcomes, learning activities and modalities, 
instructional package components, historical literacy indicators, and learning evidence. Synchronous 
sessions focused on conceptual framing, discussion, clarification, and lecturer feedback, while 
asynchronous activities in Vinesa supported source reading, worksheet completion, chronological 
and contextual analysis, connections among events, comparison of interpretations, and evidence 
based writing. The instructional package included the semester learning plan, teaching materials, 
learning resources, student worksheets, assignments, discussion activities, historical literacy 
questionnaire used as the pretest and posttest, and a separate student response questionnaire. The 
resulting design alignment is presented in Table 2. 

 
Table 2. Design Alignment Matrix for the Blended Instructional Package 

Intended  
learning  
outcome 

Learning  
activities 

Modality Product  
components 

Historical  
literacy  
indicator 

Learning task  
or evidence  
and related 
questionnaire  
items 

Analyze  
historical  
sources as  
evidence 

Guided source  
reading, source  
analysis, and  
discussion of  
findings 

Asynchronous 
preparation  
followed by 
synchronous 
discussion 

Selected  
learning  
resources,  
student  
worksheet,  
discussion 
 activities 

Reading  
historical  
sources 

Source-analysis 
worksheet  
And related  
pretest–posttest 
items 

Organize  
historical  
developments  
in a coherent  
sequence 

Reading  
teaching  
materials and 
constructing 
chronological 
sequences 

Asynchronous  
task followed  
by lecturer  
feedback 

Teaching  
materials and  
student  
worksheet 

Understanding 
chronology 

Chronology  
task and  
related pretest– 
posttest items 

Interpret events  
in their historical 
settings 

Context  
review, guided 
analysis, and  
class  
discussion 

Asynchronous  
analysis and 
synchronous 
clarification 

Teaching  
materials, 
worksheet, and 
discussion  
activities 

Understanding 
historical  
context 

Context-analysis 
response and  
related pretest– 
posttest items 

Explain  
relationships  
among events,  
periods, and  
regions 

Identifying and 
explaining  
connections  
among  

Asynchronous 
assignment  
followed by 
synchronous 
discussion 

Student  
worksheet and 
assignment 

Connecting  
events 

Written  
explanation of  
inter-event  
relationships 
and related test  
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historical 
developments 

items 

Compare  
different  
historical 
interpretations 

Comparing  
accounts and 
discussing  
differing  
perspectives 

Asynchronous  
reading and 
synchronous  
group  
discussion 

Learning  
resources, group 
assignment, and 
discussion  
activities 

Comparing  
perspectives 

Comparative  
response,  
group  
discussion  
output, and  
related test  
items 

Construct an  
Evidence based 
historical  
argument 

Selecting  
evidence,  
drafting an  
argument,  
receiving  
feedback, and  
revising the 
explanation 

Asynchronous  
writing  
supported by 
synchronous  
feedback 

Student  
worksheet,  
written 
assignment, and 
lecturer  
feedback 

Constructing  
historical  
arguments 

Evidence-based  
written 
argument and  
related pretest– 
posttest items 

 
Table 2 shows that each learning outcome was aligned with complementary asynchronous 

and synchronous activities. Asynchronous tasks supported source analysis, chronology, 

contextualization, perspective comparison, and argument development, while synchronous sessions 

provided clarification, discussion, and feedback. The learning tasks demonstrated students’ 

engagement with the six indicators, whereas the pretest and posttest questionnaire items measured 

their self-reported historical literacy. 

During the development stage, the initial package was produced according to the design 

matrix. It comprised the semester learning plan, South Asian History teaching materials and 

resources, student worksheets, assignments, discussion activities, the historical literacy 

questionnaire, and the student-response questionnaire. One subject-matter validator, one media 

validator, and one learning validator appraised different domains using separate sheets containing 

25, 20, and 40 items, respectively. Each item was rated on a five-point scale and the feasibility 

percentage was calculated by dividing the obtained score by the maximum possible score and 

multiplying it by 100. The available records identify the validators’ domain roles but do not document 

their academic qualifications, selection criteria, independence from the research team, or years of 

relevant experience. Accordingly, the appraisals are treated as preliminary domain specific 

judgments.  

The documented development-stage responses included improving access to downloadable 

materials, clarifying instructions for asynchronous activities, strengthening online interaction, and 

refining technical guidance for Vinesa. Because the validators assessed different domains with non-

equivalent instruments, their scores were retained as separate judgments and no inter-rater 

agreement was calculated. Any arithmetic average across the three domain percentages is 

interpreted only as a descriptive cross-domain summary, not as an inter-rater or validity coefficient. 

The field evaluation involved a convenience sample of 76 undergraduate students from the 

2021 admission year who were enrolled in the South Asian History course in the History Education 

Study Program at Universitas Negeri Surabaya. Eligibility was defined by enrollment in the course. 

The participants were distributed across three intact classes: Class A = 27, Class B = 25, and Class C 

= 24. No a priori power analysis or sample-size calculation was documented; the sample size 

reflected the number of enrolled students available for the field evaluation. Recruitment records, the 
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number of students who declined participation, and any attrition before the analytic dataset was 

created were not documented. Consequently, the representativeness of the sample beyond this group 

of students and study program cannot be adequately assessed. 

The implementation stage involved delivering the instructional package to three intact 

classes. The package was designed for 16 planned sessions combining synchronous conceptual 

guidance, discussion, and lecturer feedback with asynchronous source reading, worksheet 

completion, assignments, and evidence-based historical writing. Implementation was documented 

descriptively using the available Vinesa activity logs and records of student participation in 

discussions and completion of tasks and assessments. 

However, the available records did not contain standardized class-level summaries of the 

number of sessions or instructional hours completed, attendance rates, activity-completion rates, 

technology-access problems, resource demands, or deviations from the planned sequence. No formal 

fidelity checklist or independent classroom observation was used, and the consistency of 

instructional delivery across the three classes could not be verified. Consequently, equivalence in 

instructional dosage and fidelity across classes could not be established, and the available evidence 

supports only a partial assessment of implementation feasibility. The outcome findings were 

therefore interpreted as preliminary short-term within-group changes rather than evidence of causal 

effectiveness. 

The evaluation stage was primarily summative, with a limited formative function. The 

student-response questionnaire assessed perceptions of the learning materials, blended-learning 

implementation, and instructional-package design. The pretest and posttest assessed changes in 

aggregate self-reported historical literacy scores. Although student responses could identify aspects 

requiring improvement, the available records do not document specific revisions made after 

classroom implementation. The evaluation therefore provides evidence of responses acceptability 

and short-term within-group change, not a fully documented post-implementation revision cycle or 

causal effectiveness. 

Data were collected using the three domain specific expert appraisal sheets, a 20 item student 

response questionnaire, and a 25 item historical literacy questionnaire administered as the pretest 

and posttest. The validation sheets were completed by a subject matter expert, a media expert, and a 

learning expert to assess the feasibility of the instructional package. The student response 

questionnaire examined students’ perceptions of the learning materials, blended-learning 

implementation, and instructional-package design. 

The historical literacy questionnaire was developed based on six indicators: reading historical 

sources, understanding chronology, understanding historical context, connecting events, comparing 

perspectives, and constructing historical arguments. Each item was rated on a four point Likert scale 

ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). The same 25 item questionnaire and scoring 

procedure were used for the pretest and posttest. Item scores were summed, producing a possible 

total score ranging from 25 to 100. Because the available records do not contain factor-structure 

evidence supporting six dimensions or a higher order construct, the total is interpreted only as an 

aggregate self-reported historical literacy score. 

The package also included source-analysis worksheets, historical argument assignments, and 

an analytic rubric designed to engage students in disciplinary historical practices. However, scores 

from these activities were not analyzed as outcome data, and the reliability of the scoring process 
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was not examined. Consequently, these activities cannot be treated as direct performance evidence 

in the present evaluation. 

Before the main field evaluation, both questionnaires were pilot-tested with 30 students who 

were not included in the main analytic cohort. Pearson product moment item total correlations were 

used as an item screening procedure. Items were retained when sig < .05 and the item total 

correlation exceeded the critical value of 0.361. Internal consistency was summarized using 

Cronbach’s alpha. These statistics were not treated as evidence of content validity or dimensional 

structure. The available records do not include factor analysis, omega, inter-item correlations, or an 

item-redundancy analysis. Because the alpha coefficients were 0.973 and 0.979, their very high 

magnitude is interpreted cautiously as potentially indicating overlapping or redundant items. Table 

3 summarizes the documented pilot results. 

Table 3. Results of the Pilot Test for Item Total Correlations and Internal Consistency 

Instrument Number 

of items 

Item  

Retained 

Critical  

R 

Item total  

R range 

Significance Cronbach’s  

Alpha 

Decision 

Student  

response 

questionnaire 

20 20 0.361 0.679-0.910 All sig < 0.05 0.973 All items  

retained; very  

high alpha  

warrants  

caution  

regarding  

redundancy 

Historical  

literacy  

pretest– 

posttest 

questionnaire 

25 25 0.361 0.712-0.895 All sig < 0.05 0.979 All items  

retained; very  

high alpha  

warrants  

caution  

regarding  

redundancy 

 

Table 3 shows that all 20 items in the student response questionnaire and all 25 items in the 

historical literacy questionnaire met the predetermined item-screening criteria. Their item total 

correlations exceeded the critical value of 0.361 and were statistically significant at sig < 0.05. The 

item total correlations ranged from 0.679 to 0.910 for the student response questionnaire and from 

0.712 to 0.895 for the historical literacy questionnaire; therefore, all items were retained for the field 

evaluation. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were 0.973 and 0.979, respectively, indicating very 

high internal consistency in the pilot data. However, because coefficients of this magnitude may also 

indicate overlapping or redundant items, they were interpreted cautiously. These results support 

item retention and score consistency but do not, by themselves, establish content validity or the 

dimensional structure of either questionnaire. 

All analyses were conducted using IBM SPSS Statistics version 21. Each expert-appraisal 

percentage was calculated and reported separately. Student-response percentages were calculated 

for each student and summarized by class and across the three classes. For both types of appraisal, 

the percentage P was calculated as follows: 
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Percentage: total obtained score x 100% 

maximum score 

The interpretation thresholds used in the original study are shown in Table 4. Although a 

descriptive cross domain average was calculated, the three validator percentages were not treated 

as interchangeable ratings or as an inter rater validity coefficient because each validator assessed a 

different domain using a separate instrument. 

Table 4.  Interpretation Criteria for Expert Appraisals and Student Responses 

Range of percentage Expert validation category Student response category 

81%-100% Very Feasible Very Good 

61%-80% Feasible Good 

41%-60% Fair Fair 

21%-40% Infeasible Poor 

0%-20% Very Infeasible Very Poor 

 

The final analytic dataset contained 76 student-response records and 76 matched pretest–

posttest total score pairs, as indicated by N = 76 at both measurements and df = 75 for the paired 

analysis. The available records do not document the identifier-matching procedure, the handling of 

item-level missing data, or whether partially completed questionnaires were excluded before the 

analytic dataset was created. Pretest and posttest total scores were summarized using means and 

standard deviations. The normality assumption for the paired-samples t test was examined using the 

Kolmogorov–Smirnov test on the posttest-minus-pretest difference scores. The test yielded a 

significance value of 0.200 (sig > 0.05), indicating no statistically significant departure from 

normality. Therefore, the normality assumption was considered satisfied, and the paired-samples t 

test was used to evaluate the mean change between the pretest and posttest scores. 

Short term within group change in aggregate self-reported historical literacy scores was 

analyzed using a paired-samples t test. The analysis reported the posttest minus pretest mean 

difference, standard deviation and standard error of the difference, 95% confidence interval, t value, 

degrees of freedom, and two tailed sig value, with sig < 0.05 as the significance threshold. Class 

membership was not modeled: no intraclass correlation, multilevel analysis, cluster adjusted 

standard error, class specific paired outcome analysis, or sensitivity analysis was documented. 

Dependence within the three intact classes may therefore have affected the estimated uncertainty. 

The standardized within group magnitude of change was estimated using Cohen’s dz: 

dz = D 

   SDD 

where D is the mean of the individual posttest-minus-pretest differences and SDD is the 

standard deviation of those differences. Absolute dz values of approximately 0.20, .50, and .80 were 

interpreted as small, medium, and large, respectively. 

Normalized gain was additionally calculated from the group mean scores as a supplementary 

descriptive measure of the proportion of attainable score improvement:  

g = posttest – pretest 

       100 – pretest 
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Values below 0.30 were classified as low, values from 0.30 to 0.70 as medium, and values 

above 0.70 as high  (Sundayana, 2014). Normalized gain was interpreted descriptively rather than as 

a standardized effect size estimate.  

Result and Discussion 
Result 

Needs Analysis Findings 

The exploratory needs analysis drew on earlier institutional studies and a review of the 

South Asian History course plan and available teaching materials. A 2018 study conducted in the 

same study program and university reported that 80.69% of participating students perceived that 

Vinesa supported their active involvement in learning. A subsequent institutional review conducted 

in 2020 in the same study program and university covered ten courses. It found that 70% of online 

history instruction still relied on WhatsApp Groups and email, whereas dedicated online-learning 

applications were used in only 15% of the reviewed courses. These findings provided contextual 

evidence from different years and were not derived from the 76 participants in the present field 

evaluation. 

The course review identified limited Indonesian-language resources, students’ 

unfamiliarity with foreign-language literature, and the extensive scope of South Asian History as 

practical instructional problems. Available resources consisted mainly of lecturer-prepared slides, 

selected e-books, videos, and links distributed across course topics. Because the preliminary review 

did not employ a formal document-selection or coding protocol, these findings were treated 

descriptively. They informed requirements for an organized learning environment, accessible and 

guided engagement with course resources, complementary synchronous and asynchronous 

activities, and a sequenced package for the planned course sessions. The documented findings are 

summarized in Table 5. 

Table 5. Summary of the Exploratory Needs Analysis 

Evidence Source Documented Finding Design Requirement 

2018 institutional study in the 

same study program and  

university 

80.69% of participating  

students perceived  

active involvement through  

Vinesa 

Retain Vinesa as the central  

digital learning environment 

2020 institutional review in  

the same study program and 

university (10 courses) 

70% relied on WhatsApp  

Groups and email; dedicated  

online-learning applications  

were used in 15% of the reviewed 

courses 

Integrate resources,  

assignments, discussions, and 

feedback within an LMS 

Review of the course plan and 

teaching materials 

Limited Indonesian language 

resources, unfamiliarity with  

foreign-language literature, and 

extensive course scope 

Organize accessible resources, 

provide guided source 

engagement activities, and  

sequence the package for 16 

planned sessions 

Note: The historical literacy pretest was the baseline outcome measure and was not treated as needs 

analysis evidence. Alignment with the six historical literacy indicators was a theory-based design 

decision. 
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Table 5 shows that the documented findings from the three evidence sources were used 

to identify practical requirements for developing the instructional package. The 2018 finding 

concerning students’ perceived active involvement through Vinesa supported the decision to retain 

Vinesa as the central digital learning environment. The 2020 institutional review indicated the need 

to integrate learning resources, assignments, discussions, and feedback within an LMS because 

online history instruction still relied largely on WhatsApp Groups and email, while dedicated online 

learning applications were used to a limited extent. The review of the course plan and teaching 

materials further indicated the need to organize accessible resources, provide guided engagement 

with historical sources, and sequence the package across 16 planned sessions.  

Design of the Blended Instructional Package 

The design of the instructional package is based on the results of a needs analysis that 

identifies three main issues. The learning device is not only designed to deliver South Asian History 

material but also to guide students in gradually engaging in historical literacy activities. The 

developed device includes lesson plans, teaching materials, learning resources, student worksheets, 

assignments, discussion activities, and evaluations. Each component is structured with reference to 

six indicators of historical literacy, namely reading historical sources, understanding chronology, 

understanding historical context, connecting events, comparing perspectives, and constructing 

historical arguments.  

The semester learning plan organized the course into a chronological and thematic 

sequence. Weeks 1–2 introduced the geographical and cultural foundations of South Asia, Weeks 3–

5 addressed Hindu–Buddhist kingdoms and influences, Weeks 6–9 examined the spread of Islam and 

the development of Mughal rule, Weeks 10–13 focused on European expansion, colonialism, and local 

resistance, and Weeks 14–15 addressed independence and postcolonial national identity. Each unit 

combined synchronous conceptual guidance with asynchronous access to materials and task 

completion through Vinesa.  

A representative example was the Week 12 unit on conflict between South Asian societies 

and British colonial authorities. During the synchronous online session, the lecturer introduced 

British colonial policies and local conflicts using presentation slides and audiovisual materials. 

Students subsequently accessed the materials asynchronously through Vinesa and completed a task 

requiring them to analyze British colonial policies and explain the emergence of local resistance. The 

unit therefore moved from conceptual framing and contextual explanation to independent 

examination and written historical analysis across the two learning modalities. 

Table 6. Example of the Blended Sequence in the Unit on British Colonialism  
and Local Resistance 

Phase Modality Learning Activity Historical Literacy Focus 

Conceptual  

framing 

Synchronous online Introduction to British  

colonial policies and  

internal conflicts using  

slides and audiovisual  

materials 

Historical context and  

Chronology 

Material  

examination 

Asynchronous through  

Vinesa 

Students accessed and  

reviewed the provided  

learning materials 

Reading historical  

information and  

understanding context 
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Analytical task Asynchronous through  

Vinesa 

Students analyzed  

colonial policies and  

explained the  

emergence of local  

resistance 

Connecting events and  

constructing historical  

arguments 

 

Table 6 illustrates that the two modalities served complementary purposes. The 

synchronous phase established the conceptual and historical setting, whereas the asynchronous 

phase provided time for students to examine the materials and develop a written analysis of the 

relationship between colonial policy and local resistance. 

The teaching materials were developed with consideration of the breadth and 

interconnectedness of South Asian history. Rather than presenting the content solely as a sequence 

of events, the materials combined chronological and thematic organization. The major themes 

included the development of civilizations, religion and culture, colonialism, nationalism, political 

conflict, social change, and the formation of regional identities. Each theme presented its historical 

background, development, causal relationships, regional consequences, and connections with other 

periods. This organization was intended to support chronological, contextual, and multiperspective 

understanding and to make continuity and change across historical periods more explicit. 

Learning resources were selected according to their relevance to the course topics and 

learning outcomes, identifiable authorship or institutional provenance, historical and contextual 

relevance, accessibility through Vinesa, and suitability for source comparison. The package included 

books, scholarly articles, maps, historical documents, images, digital archives, and selected online 

materials. Because Indonesian-language resources on South Asian history were limited, both 

Indonesian-language and selected foreign-language materials were included and integrated with 

lecturer-prepared explanations and guided worksheets. 

Online materials were not included solely because they were easily accessible. During 

package development, their authorship or institutional origin, purpose, historical setting, evidence, 

and consistency with other sources were examined. Sources addressing the same issue were placed 

side by side to facilitate corroboration and perspective comparison. The selected materials were 

subsequently reviewed by the subject-matter expert for content relevance and conceptual accuracy 

and by the media expert for readability, accessibility, and usability. This review process reduced the 

likelihood that unsupported or low-quality online materials entered the instructional package. 

The student worksheet was designed to scaffold historical literacy practices 

progressively. Students were guided to examine the authorship, origin, date, and purpose of sources; 

identify relevant information; organize events chronologically; explain their historical setting; 

compare information across sources; and construct evidence-based historical arguments. The 

completed worksheets were subsequently used during synchronous discussions and lecturer 

feedback. A representative worksheet prompt and its scoring criteria are presented in Table 7. 

Table 7. Representative Worksheet Prompt and Scoring Criteria 

Component Representative prompt Scoring criteria 

Sourcing Identify the author or  

creator, origin, date,  

intended audience, and  

Accurate identification of  

authorship, origin, date, 

audience, and purpose 
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purpose of each source  

concerning British colonial  

policy and local resistance 

Contextualization Explain the political and  

social conditions in which  

each source was produced 

Clear connection between the  

source and its relevant  

historical setting 

Corroboration Compare the two sources.  

What claims or evidence  

are consistent, different, or 

contradictory 

Appropriate comparison of 

agreements, differences, 

and supporting evidence 

Argumentation Using evidence from both  

sources, explain how  

British colonial policies  

contributed to the  

emergence of local  

resistance 

Clear claim, relevant evidence,  

logical reasoning, and  

acknowledgement of  

differing perspectives 

 

Table 7 illustrates how the worksheet guided students through four interconnected 

historical literacy practices. Students first examined the authorship, origin, date, audience, and 

purpose of the sources before relating them to their historical setting. They then compared 

agreements, differences, and contradictions across the sources and used the resulting evidence to 

construct a historical argument. 

Table 8. Analytic Scoring Rubric for the Historical Literacy Worksheet 

Score Criterion 

0 No relevant response or  

unsupported response 

1 Limited, unclear, or weakly  

connected to the sources 

2 Generally accurate but  

incomplete or insufficiently  

supported 

3 Complete, accurate, and  

supported by relevant  

historical evidence 

Table 8 presents the analytic rubric used to assess students’ responses to the historical 

literacy worksheet. Each dimension was scored independently on a scale from 0 to 3. A score of 0 

indicated the absence of a relevant response, 1 indicated a limited or unclear response, 2 indicated a 

generally accurate but incomplete response, and 3 indicated a complete, accurate, and evidence 

supported response. The four dimensions produced a maximum total score of 12. 

Individual and group assignments were aligned with the learning themes and the six 

historical literacy indicators. Individual assignments were designed to require students to examine 

historical sources and prepare initial interpretations. These interpretations were subsequently 

brought into group discussions, in which students compared perspectives and formulated historical 

arguments. During synchronous sessions, students were expected to present their analyses, defend 
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their claims using historical evidence, and refine their reasoning in response to peer and lecturer 

feedback. This sequence was intended to support the construction of more focused, logical, and 

evidence-based historical arguments. The worksheets, assignments, and discussion products served 

as components of the planned learning activities but were not analyzed as direct performance-

outcome data in the present evaluation. 

The evaluation used a 25 item historical literacy questionnaire administered before and 

after implementation of the instructional package and a separate 20 item student-response 

questionnaire administered after the learning activities. The historical literacy questionnaire 

covered six indicators: reading historical sources, understanding chronology, understanding 

historical context, connecting events, comparing perspectives, and constructing historical 

arguments. The same questionnaire and scoring procedure were used at the pretest and posttest 

stages to examine changes in students’ total self-reported historical literacy scores. The student 

response questionnaire was used separately to assess students’ perceptions of the instructional 

package after its implementation. The alignment among the instructional package components, 

planned learning activities, intended learning evidence, and historical literacy indicators is presented 

in Table 9. 

Table 9. Alignment of Instructional Package Components, Learning Activities, Evidence, 
and Historical Literacy Indicators 

Instructional 

Package  

Component 

Function in  

Instruction 

Related Learning 

Activities and  

Modality 

Learning  

Evidence or  

Measurement 

Historical Literacy  

Indicators 

Semester  

Learning Plan 

Organizes learning  

outcomes, the  

sequence of   

topics, synchronous  

and asynchronous  

activities, assignments, 

and evaluation  

procedures 

Synchronous  

conceptual  

guidance and  

discussion,  

asynchronous 

reading, source 

examination,  

worksheet  

completion, and  

written tasks 

Planned learning  

activities,  

assignments, and  

evaluation  

procedures  

documented in the  

course sequence 

All historical literacy 

indicators 

Teaching  

Materials 

Provides the  

chronological,  

thematic, and  

conceptual  

foundation of South 

Asian History 

Asynchronous  

reading followed  

by synchronous 

explanation,  

clarification, and 

discussion 

Chronological  

notes, contextual 

explanations, and  

responses to  

guiding questions 

Understanding  

chronology,  

understanding  

historical context,  

connecting events 

Learning  

Resources 

Provides historical 

information and  

evidence from  

books, scholarly  

articles, maps,  

historical  

documents, images,  

Asynchronous  

source  

examination 

and synchronous 

comparison of 

interpretations 

Source analysis  

notes and  

comparisons of  

information across  

sources 

Reading historical  

sources, understanding  

historical context,  

comparing  

perspectives 
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digital archives,  

and selected online 

materials 

Student  

Worksheets 

Scaffolds students’  

movement from  

source examination 

to contextualization, 

corroboration, and  

historical  

argumentation 

Asynchronous  

worksheet  

completion  

followed by  

synchronous  

discussion and  

lecturer feedback 

Completed  

worksheets assessed using 

the analytic scoring  

rubric 

All historical literacy 

indicators 

Individual  

and Group 

Assignments 

Supports  

independent source  

analysis and  

collaborative  

interpretation 

Individual source 

examination and  

written analysis,  

group comparison,  

discussion, and 

presentation 

Individual historical  

notes, group analyses, 

presentations, and  

evidence based  

written arguments 

Reading historical  

sources, connecting  

events, comparing 

perspectives,  

constructing  

historical arguments 

Discussion  

Activities 

Provides  

opportunities to  

compare  

interpretations,  

defend claims, and  

revise arguments  

through feedback 

Synchronous  

presentation,  

peer response,  

evidence based  

discussion, and  

lecturer feedback 

Oral presentations, 

responses to  

alternative  

interpretations,  

and revised  

arguments 

Comparing  

perspectives,  

constructing  

historical arguments 

Historical 

Literacy 

Questionnaire 

Measured aggregate  

Self-reported  

historical literacy 

Same 25 item 

questionnaire at  

pretest and  

posttest 

Total questionnaire  

score ranging from  

25 to 100 

All historical literacy 

indicators 

Student 

Response 

Questionnaire 

Measured perceived 

acceptability of the  

package 

20 item  

questionnaire  

after  

implementation 

Percentage scores  

for perceived  

clarity, usability,  

and usefulness 

Not a historical 

literacy performance measure 

Note. The worksheets, assignments, and discussion products were components of the planned learning 

activities. They were not analyzed as direct performance outcome data, and no documented performance-

scoring procedure was used. The historical literacy questionnaire measured students’ self-reported historical 

literacy rather than demonstrated disciplinary performance. 

Table 9 shows that each component of the instructional package served a distinct but 

interconnected function. Teaching materials and learning resources provided the conceptual content 

and historical evidence, while worksheets, assignments, and discussions transformed these 

resources into structured historical literacy activities. However, because worksheet, assignment, and 

discussion scores were not analyzed using a documented performance-scoring procedure, the table 

demonstrates design alignment rather than improved performance. The pretest and posttest 

questionnaire measured students’ self-reported historical literacy, while the student-response 

questionnaire measured their perceptions of the instructional package rather than their historical 

literacy performance. 
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Preliminary Expert Appraisal of the Instructional Package 

The package was appraised by one subject-matter validator, one media validator, and one 

learning validator. Each validator assessed a different domain using a separate, non-equivalent 

appraisal instrument. Their roles, appraisal domains, and numbers of items are shown in Table 10. 

Table 10. Validator Roles, Appraisal Domains, and Number of Items 

Validator Role Appraisal Aspects Number of Items 
Subject matter 
expert 

Content, learning, language, and material 
graphics 

25 

Media expert 
Learning-design, language, graphic, and 
learning-activities 

20 

Learning expert 
Content; opening, core, closing activities; 
implementation; language; and 
instructional media graphics 

40 

 

Table 10 shows that the preliminary appraisal involved three validators with distinct 

areas of responsibility. The subject matter expert assessed 25 items covering content, learning, 

language, and material graphics. The media expert assessed 20 items related to learning design, 

language, graphics, and learning activities. The learning expert assessed 40 items covering content, 

opening, core, and closing activities, learning implementation, language, and instructional-media 

graphics. Because each validator examined a different domain of the instructional package, the 

appraisal results were interpreted separately before being summarized descriptively. 

Each appraisal used a five-point response scale, and the obtained score was converted to 

a percentage of the maximum possible score. Table 11 reports the three domain specific results 

separately. 

Table 11. Domain Specific Expert Appraisal Results 

Validator Percentage Score Category  
Subject matter expert 88% Very feasible 
Media expert 85.20% Very feasible 
Learning expert 87.60% Very feasible 
Overall average 86.93% Very feasible 

Note. The simple arithmetic mean across the three domain percentages was 86.93%. It is reported only as a 

descriptive cross-domain summary, not as an inter-rater agreement, validity coefficient, or pooled rating of a 

common construct. 

Table 11 reports the three domain-specific appraisal results separately. The subject-

matter expert assigned a score of 88.00%, the media expert 85.20%, and the learning expert 87.60%. 

Each result independently fell within the very feasible category according to the predetermined 

interpretation thresholds. An equal-weight arithmetic average of 86.93% is presented only as a 

descriptive cross-domain summary after the three scores were expressed on a common percentage 

scale. Because the validators assessed different domains using separate, non-equivalent instruments, 

this average was not interpreted as a pooled validity score or an inter-rater validity coefficient. 

Although all three appraisal scores fell within the very feasible category, but they 

represented different domains and were not treated as interchangeable judgments. The available 
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records also documented recommendations concerning access to materials, asynchronous 

interaction, and technical guidance for  Vinesa activities, as summarized in Table 12. 

Table 12. Documented Expert Feedback on the Instructional Package 

Validator Feedback Focus Documented Feedback 

Media expert Accessibility of learning materials 
Learning materials linked through Vinesa 
should be easier for students to download 

Media expert Asynchronous interaction 
Chat based activities should be strengthened to 
make student interaction more engaging and 
traceable 

Learning expert 
Technical guidance for Vinesa 
activities 

Technical instructions for accessing and 
completing learning activities through Vinesa 
should be clearer and easier to understand 

 

Table 12 shows that recommendations documented during the expert-appraisal process. 

The media expert emphasized the accessibility of downloadable materials and the need for stronger 

asynchronous interaction, while the learning expert emphasized clearer technical guidance for 

activities conducted through Vinesa. These recommendations provided practical directions for 

refining the accessibility and implementation of the instructional package before classroom use. 

Implementation of the Instructional Package and Student Responses 

The instructional package was implemented with 76 students enrolled in the South Asian 

History course. The participants were divided into three intact classes: Class A consisted of 27 

students, Class B of 25 students, and Class C of 24 students. During synchronous activities, the 

lecturer provided conceptual framing, guided discussions of historical issues, and gave feedback on 

students’ analyses. During asynchronous activities through Vinesa, students accessed teaching 

materials, examined additional sources, completed worksheets and assignments, and constructed 

source based historical arguments.  

Students’ responses to the instructional package were collected after implementation 

using a 20 item student-response questionnaire covering the content of the learning materials, 

blended learning activities, and instructional package design. Before the main implementation, the 

questionnaire was pilot tested with 30 students who were not included in the main study sample. All 

items met the validity criteria because their calculated item total correlation coefficients exceeded 

the critical value of 0.361 and their significance values were below 0.05. The questionnaire also 

demonstrated acceptable internal consistency, with a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient above 0.60. 

The questionnaire was completed by all 76 participating students, corresponding to a 

response rate of 100%. The resulting scores were interpreted as students’ perceptions of the clarity, 

usability, and usefulness of the instructional package rather than as direct evidence of 

implementation fidelity, instructional quality, or learning effectiveness. Because the data were self-

reported within a course setting, the favorable responses may have been influenced by social-

desirability tendencies. Therefore, the findings were interpreted cautiously and considered 

complementary to, rather than a substitute for, the learning outcome analysis 

Because the three subscales contained different numbers of items and consequently had 

different maximum score ranges, the subscale scores were converted into normalized percentages 

before interpretation. The normalized student response results across the three classes are 

presented in Table 12. 
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Table 13. Normalized Student Response Percentages Across the Three Classes 

Class 
Learning 
Material 
Content 

Blended History 
Learning 

Implementation 

Teaching 
Device Design 

Overall 
Response 

 
Category 

A 86.07% 89.44% 82.83% 86.62% Very good 
B 77.87% 85.74% 85.74% 84.56% Very good 
C 77.67% 85.56% 82.40% 83.27% Very good 

Average 80.53% 86.92% 83.66% 84.82% Very good 
Note.  The 20 item questionnaire used a four point scale. The learning-material content, blended learning 

activities, and instructional-package design subscales consisted of 3, 10, and 7 items, with maximum raw 

scores of 12, 40, and 28, respectively. Each subscale percentage was calculated by dividing the mean obtained 

subscale score by its maximum possible score and multiplying by 100. The overall response percentage was 

calculated using a maximum total score of 80. 

Table 13 shows that the overall student-response scores were 86.62% for Class A, 84.56% 

for Class B, and 83.27% for Class C. The descriptive average across the three classes was 84.82%, 

which fell within the very good category. The average normalized percentages were 80.53% for 

learning-material content, 86.92% for blended-learning activities, and 83.66% for instructional-

package design. These findings indicate generally favorable student responses to the three 

components of the instructional package. The class level scores were interpreted descriptively and 

were not used to infer meaningful differences among the classes or direct evidence of instructional 

effectiveness. 

The favorable responses suggested that students generally perceived the complementary 

use of synchronous and asynchronous activities positively. Synchronous sessions provided 

conceptual explanations, historical discussions, and lecturer feedback, whereas asynchronous 

activities provided opportunities to access materials, examine additional sources, complete 

worksheets, and prepare historical arguments. This pattern was consistent with the intended design 

of blended learning as an integrated learning experience rather than as a collection of separate 

synchronous and asynchronous activities (Istenič, 2024). 

Nevertheless, the favorable responses were not interpreted as direct evidence of 

instructional-design quality or effectiveness. Because the data were self-reported within a course 

setting, the responses may have been influenced by the novelty of the blended learning activities, 

students’ expectations regarding the lecturer’s preferred responses, or perceptions that their 

responses could be associated with course assessment. The student-response results were therefore 

treated as complementary evidence and interpreted alongside the expert appraisals and pretest–

posttest findings. 

Short-Term Changes in Students’ Self-Reported Historical Literacy 

Short-term changes in students’ self-reported historical literacy were examined using the 

same 25-item historical literacy questionnaire administered before and after the implementation of 

the instructional package. Each item was rated on a four-point scale, producing a possible total score 

ranging from 25 to 100. The normality assumption for the paired samples t test was examined using 

the distribution of the posttest minus pretest difference scores. The documented significance value 

is shown in Table 14. 
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Table 14. Normality Test for the Paired Difference Scores 

Variable Statistic df Sig Interpretation 

Pretest 0.086 76 0.200 
No statistically significant 
departure from normality 

 

Table 14 shows that the test did not indicate a statistically significant departure from 

normality (sig > .200); therefore, the normality assumption for the paired samples t test was 

considered satisfied. Descriptive statistics for the two measurements are reported in Table 15. 

Table 15. Descriptive Statistics for Self-Reported Historical Literacy Scores 

Measurement N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Pretest 76 26 89 51.03 14.55 
Posttest 76 77 100 88.93 4.91 

 

Table 15 shows that the mean self-reported historical literacy score increased from 51.03 

with a standard deviation of 14.55 at pretest to 88.93 with a standard deviation of 4.91 at posttest. 

This represents an increase of approximately 37.90 points in the mean score. The posttest scores 

were more tightly clustered, and the observed maximum was 100. The smaller posttest standard 

deviation describes score compression near a high mean; it does not by itself demonstrate 

convergence in students’ historical literacy competence.  

The paired samples t test was conducted to determine whether the difference between the 

pretest and posttest scores was statistically significant. The analysis also included the 95% 

confidence interval and Cohen’s dz estimate the magnitude of the change. The results are presented 

in Table 15. 

 

Table 16. Paired-Samples Test and Effect Size for Self-Reported Historical Literacy Scores 

Compari
son 

Mean 
Differe

nce 

SD 
Differe

nce 

SE 
Differe

nce 

95% CI 
Lower 

95% CI 
Upper 

T df Sig  
Cohen’s 

dz 

Posttest 
– Pretest 

 
37.91 14.79 1.70 34.53  41.29 22.34 75 < 0.05 2.56 

 

Table 16 shows that the mean paired difference, calculated as posttest minus pretest, was 

37.91 points, with a standard deviation of 14.79. The paired samples t-test indicated that the posttest 

scores were significantly higher than the pretest scores, with a t-value of 22.34, 75 degrees of 

freedom, and a significance value below 0.05. The 95% confidence interval for the mean difference 

ranged from 34.53 to 41.29. Cohen’s dz was 2.56, indicating an exceptionally large standardized 

within-group change. This estimate quantifies change within the observed group without a 

comparison group, it does not establish that the instructional package caused the increase. 

As a supplementary descriptive analysis, normalized gain was calculated from the group mean 

pretest and posttest scores. The result is presented in Table 17. 
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Table 17. Group Level Normalized Gain 

Pretest 
Mean 

Posttest 
Mean 

Maximum Score N-gain Percentage Category 

51.03 88.93 100 0.77 77.39% High 

 

Table 17 shows that the group level N-gain was 0.77, equivalent to 77.39%, and was classified 

as high. The N-gain was interpreted as supplementary descriptive evidence rather than as a 

standardized effect size. Because it was based on the aggregate questionnaire score, it did not 

indicate separate changes in each of the six historical literacy indicators. 

The instructional package was designed to align materials, worksheets, assignments, and 

discussions with the six historical literacy indicators. These components provided planned 

opportunities for students to examine sources, understand chronology and context, connect events, 

compare perspectives, and construct evidence-based arguments. This alignment may have 

contributed to the observed increase in aggregate self-reported historical literacy scores; however, 

the proposed mechanism was not tested in the present study. The study did not isolate the 

contribution of individual components, analyze changes in each indicator separately, or examine 

students’ learning-task performance. Therefore, explaining how the package may have supported the 

observed change requires further process and performance data. 

Discussion 

The findings should be interpreted across several distinct forms of evidence. The domain specific 

expert appraisals were favorable, with the descriptive cross domain average of 86.93%, while the 

overall student-response score of 84.82% indicated generally positive acceptability of the 

instructional package. Separately, aggregate self-reported historical literacy scores increased from 

51.03 to 88.93. These findings address different constructs and should not be treated as 

interchangeable evidence of instructional effectiveness. In particular, the expert appraisals represent 

preliminary judgments of different aspects of the package, the student-response questionnaire 

reflects perceived acceptability, and the pretest-posttest analysis represents short-term within 

group change in self-reported historical literacy. Implementation feasibility was assessed only 

partially because the available records did not provide standardized information on completed 

instructional dosage, attendance, activity completion rates, technology access problems, or 

deviations from the planned sequence. 

The instructional design nevertheless illustrates how synchronous and asynchronous 

activities can be organized as complementary rather than separate components of blended learning. 

Synchronous activities provided conceptual framing, discussion, clarification, and lecturer feedback, 

whereas asynchronous activities provided additional opportunities to access materials, examine 

historical sources, complete analytical tasks, and develop written interpretations. This arrangement 

is consistent with Istenič (2024) emphasis on purposeful integration in blended learning rather than 

the simple addition of a digital platform to conventional instruction. The present study adds a 

discipline-specific dimension to that principle by aligning the two modalities with defined historical 

literacy processes. However, because implementation fidelity and instructional dosage were not 

systematically documented, the extent to which this intended integration was enacted consistently 

across all three classes cannot be established. 
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The magnitude of the observed within-group change also requires cautious interpretation. 

Cohen’s dz of 2.56 represents an exceptionally large standardized change, but it should not be 

interpreted straightforwardly as an equally large improvement in demonstrated historical literacy 

competence. The posttest mean of 88.93, SD=4.91, and maximum score of 100 indicate substantial 

score compression near the upper boundary of the scale and raise the possibility of a ceiling effect. 

In addition, the same self-report questionnaire was administered before and after instruction. 

Repeated exposure may have sensitized students to the targeted practices, while instruction itself 

may have changed how students understood and judged the questionnaire items, producing a 

possible response-shift effect. Demand characteristics, lecturer influence, and the use of the same 

measurement method at both time points may also have contributed to common method inflation. 

The group level normalized gain of 0.77 should therefore be treated only as a descriptive 

transformation of the same pretest and posttest means rather than as independent corroborating 

evidence of instructional effectiveness. 

At the disciplinary level, the package was designed to move students beyond access to 

historical information by structuring engagement with source provenance, historical setting, 

evidence, and competing accounts. This design is consistent with Eem et al. (2023), who emphasize 

the procedural knowledge involved in evaluating the trustworthiness of historical sources. The 

convergence, however, is primarily at the level of instructional principles. Whereas procedural 

knowledge in prior research can be examined through students’ performance in source-evaluation 

tasks, the present evaluation relied on an aggregate self-report questionnaire. Consequently, the 

increase in the total score cannot establish that sourcing, chronological understanding, 

contextualization, connections among events, perspective comparison, and argumentation improved 

to different degrees, or that any particular indicator improved at all. Indikator level analyses and 

performance based measures would be required to determine changes in specific disciplinary 

practices. 

This distinction is particularly important for historical argumentation, one of the disciplinary 

practices explicitly incorporated into the instructional package. The worksheets and assignments 

guided students to identify the provenance and purpose of historical sources, relate information to 

its historical setting, compare agreements and contradictions across sources, and formulate claims 

supported by relevant evidence. These activities show that historical argument construction was 

deliberately scaffolded within the instructional design. This design is consistent with research 

showing that source-based argumentative writing requires students to synthesize information 

across texts, select relevant evidence, and explain the relationship between evidence and historical 

claims (Steiss et al., 2024). However, the present study did not analyze students’ worksheet or 

written-assignment performance as outcome data or examine the reliability of rubric based scoring. 

Consequently, the findings support the presence of explicit scaffolding for historical argumentation 

in the instructional design, but they do not establish improvement in students’ demonstrated 

historical argumentation performance. 

The findings also reinforce the distinction between access to technology and disciplinary use 

of technology. Kumalasari et al. (2024) show that familiarity with digital tools does not necessarily 

produce digital historical literacy when guidance in evaluating and interpreting information is 

limited. In this study, the package’s design contribution lay in organizing engagement with sources 

through curated materials, guided tasks, synchronous discussion, and asynchronous analysis rather 
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than simply increasing access to digital resources. This interpretation also accords with Lionar et al. 

(2024), who emphasize inquiry, historical writing, and the construction of historical understanding 

as pathways for developing historical literacy. Yet the present results show only that these practices 

were incorporated into the instructional design and that students subsequently reported higher 

aggregate historical literacy scores, they do not demonstrate performance gains in those practices. 

The comparison with Alrianingrum et al. (2023) further clarifies the specific contribution of 

the present design. Both studies used digital resources and complementary synchronous and 

asynchronous activities in history education, demonstrating convergence in their broader blended 

and connectivist orientation. The present package differed by explicitly mapping learning objectives, 

instructional components, modalities, activities, learning evidence, and six historical literacy 

indicators, while the worksheets further specified sourcing, contextualization, corroboration, and 

evidence-based argumentation. The studies also examined different outcome constructs and used 

different measurement procedures: Alrianingrum et al. (2023) emphasized conceptual learning 

outcomes, digital literacy, and student responses, whereas the present study examined preliminary 

expert appraisals, student acceptability, and aggregate self-reported historical literacy. 

Consequently, the present study extends the earlier work primarily through more explicit discipline-

specific alignment rather than through evidence of superior learning effects, and numerical effect-

size comparisons between the two studies would not be warranted. 

Variation in the class-level student responses provides an additional reason for caution. 

Overall response scores were 86.62% for Class A, 84.56% for Class B, and 83.27% for Class C. 

Although all were categorized as very good, the variation indicates that students’ experiences were 

not completely uniform across the three intact classes. The available records did not permit 

examination of whether class-specific pretest–posttest distributions or standardized changes 

showed a similar pattern, nor did they provide standardized class-level information on attendance, 

task completion, instructional dosage, platform participation, or implementation deviations. Because 

students were nested within three intact classes and the paired analysis was conducted at the 

individual level without adjustment for clustering, the reported uncertainty may also have been 

affected by within-class dependence. These issues limit conclusions about consistency of 

implementation and outcomes across classes. 

Accordingly, the short-term increase in aggregate self-reported historical literacy scores 

should be interpreted as an association observed after implementation rather than as evidence that 

the package caused the change. The study used a convenience sample from one study program, 

lacked a comparison group and delayed posttest, relied on self-reported scores measured using the 

same questionnaire before and after implementation, and did not analyze performance-based 

outcomes or systematic process data. Maturation, testing reactivity, response shift, demand 

characteristics, lecturer influence, common-method effects, and class-level clustering remain 

plausible alternative explanations. The present evaluation therefore provides preliminary evidence 

that the discipline-specific blended package was favorably appraised and accepted by students and 

was accompanied by a substantial short-term change in self-reported historical literacy. Whether the 

same design produces reliable changes in demonstrated historical literacy performance, across 

individual indicators, classes, institutions, and longer periods remains a question for subsequent 

controlled and process-oriented research.  
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Conclusion  
This study developed a discipline-specific blended instructional package for South Asian 

History that aligned synchronous guidance and asynchronous inquiry with six historical literacy 

indicators. Domain-specific expert appraisals and student responses indicated that the package was 

preliminarily feasible and acceptable for use in the study context. Its implementation was also 

associated with increased aggregate self-reported historical literacy scores in the short term. 

However, these findings should not be interpreted as evidence of improvement in demonstrated 

historical literacy performance or as a causal effect of the instructional package, because the 

evaluation relied on self-reported outcomes, involved a convenience sample from a single study 

program, and did not include a comparison group. 

The explicit alignment among learning outcomes, instructional activities, learning modalities, 

and historical literacy indicators provides a design proposition for further evaluation rather than an 

established transferable contribution. Future research should test this approach across multiple 

institutions using controlled designs, delayed measurements, indicator-level analyses, systematic 

implementation-fidelity assessment, and authentic historical tasks scored by blinded raters. Such 

evaluation is necessary to determine whether the observed short-term changes in self-reported 

scores are accompanied by sustained and demonstrable changes in specific historical literacy 

practices. 
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