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This dissertation investigates student and lecturer perspectives on hybrid teaching and learning within Further Education (FE) in the UK, focusing on a case study in South Wales. Hybrid learning, which combines face-to-face and online delivery, has gained momentum since the COVID-19 pandemic, often promoted for its flexibility and inclusivity. Yet, questions remain about its impact on engagement, equity, and pedagogy, particularly within resource-constrained FE settings. 

A qualitative case study was adopted, supported by a limited quantitative element. Data were collected via online questionnaires with predominantly open-ended items, administered to staff and students in the Public Services department of the case study institution. Thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006) resulted in six themes: flexibility and autonomy; engagement and interaction; technical barriers and digital inequalities; collaboration and peer learning; perceptions of effectiveness; and the longer-term viability of hybrid models. 

Findings indicate that while students valued the flexibility and independence hybrid learning offered, many experienced reduced motivation and weaker engagement compared with in-person learning. Lecturers emphasised workload intensification, challenges in sustaining participation, and barriers linked to digital infrastructure. Both groups highlighted persistent inequalities in access to technology, underscoring the risk of exclusion for some learners. 

The study concludes that hybrid learning holds potential to widen participation and promote more adaptive teaching practices but its effectiveness is highly context dependent. Successful implementation requires institutional investment in infrastructure, professional development, and strategies that actively sustain engagement. By situating these findings within the FE context, this dissertation contributes to debates on the future of educational delivery, emphasising the need for selective and strategically supported adoption of hybrid models. 
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Chapter 1 – Introduction

Hybrid teaching and learning is a pedagogical approach that integrates traditional face-to-face instruction with online components, offering a flexible and adaptable framework for education. This model gained prominence during the COVID-19 pandemic as educational institutions worldwide rapidly adopted digital platforms to sustain learning (Dhawan, 2020). Although initially a response to crisis, hybrid learning has since evolved into a valued approach for its potential to widen participation and meet diverse learner needs. By combining in-person and virtual elements, hybrid learning provides students with flexibility, accessibility, and opportunities for personalised learning (Means et al., 2010; Singh et al., 2021).

For the purposes of this study, hybrid learning is defined as the intentional integration of in-person and online instructional methods designed to enhance engagement and learning outcomes (Graham, 2006). Platforms such as Microsoft Teams and Zoom enable synchronous and asynchronous interactions, while Learning Management Systems (LMS) like Moodle and Canvas centralise resources, assessments, and communication. This dissertation examines how hybrid learning is experienced in the Further Education (FE) sector, using a case study of staff and students within the Public Services department of a South Wales college. FE institutions, which serve diverse cohorts including school leavers, apprentices, adult learners, and those progressing to Higher Education (HE), occupy a unique space in the UK education system. However, compared to universities, FE providers often operate under tighter financial constraints and with less advanced infrastructure, shaping how hybrid models are implemented (Hillman, 2020).

The pandemic accelerated the adoption of digital platforms in education but also exposed significant inequalities in digital access and literacy (Bozkurt & Sharma, 2020). In the FE sector, many learners faced barriers such as unreliable devices, inadequate internet connectivity, and a lack of quiet study spaces. Staff were similarly required to adapt their teaching practices quickly, often without sufficient training or institutional support. These challenges underscore the importance of evaluating how hybrid models function in real-world FE settings, where structural limitations are particularly evident.

The Public Services department at the South Wales college delivers vocational and academic programs that require a mix of theoretical knowledge and practical skill development. Hybrid learning was introduced in this context to sustain education during the pandemic and has since become a part of regular practice. Understanding how students and lecturers perceive its benefits and limitations provides valuable insights into the sustainability of hybrid approaches beyond the immediate pressures of the pandemic.

1.1 Rationale for the Study
Hybrid learning is often promoted as a solution to issues of flexibility and inclusivity in education (Means et al., 2010). By leveraging digital tools, it can cater to diverse learning styles, paces, and needs, supporting students with geographical, physical, or scheduling constraints. However, its success is not guaranteed. Research suggests that while students appreciate the autonomy and flexibility of hybrid learning, they may also struggle with motivation and engagement in such environments (Owston, 2013). Similarly, lecturers face challenges related to increased workload, the need for pedagogical redesign, and addressing digital inequalities among learners (Baran et al., 2011).

Despite growing literature on hybrid and blended education, most studies focus on universities, leaving the FE sector under-researched. The unique characteristics of FE such as resource constraints, varied learner demographics, and an emphasis on vocational pathways pose distinct challenges and opportunities for hybrid learning. Findings from Higher Education studies cannot always be directly applied to FE contexts. By concentrating on FE, this study addresses a critical gap in research and provides evidence relevant to practitioners, policymakers, and institutions navigating the post-pandemic educational landscape.


1.2 Research Aims and Objectives
This research aims to examine the perspectives of both students and lecturers regarding the effectiveness, challenges, and future viability of hybrid learning in the FE sector. It seeks to provide actionable insights into how hybrid education can be refined to enhance inclusivity, engagement, and academic success. Specifically, the study pursues the following objectives:

1. Use student questionnaires to evaluate perceptions of engagement, accessibility, and academic support in hybrid learning. 
2. Employ lecturer questionnaires to explore how staff have adapted their teaching strategies to hybrid delivery. 
3. Apply thematic analysis to identify barriers and enablers of effective hybrid teaching and learning in FE. 
4. Conduct comparative analysis to examine staff and student perspectives, highlighting areas of alignment and divergence. 
5. Critically assess, through synthesis of findings and literature, the long-term viability of hybrid models in FE contexts. 

The study is guided by four key research questions:

1. How do students in the FE sector perceive the effectiveness, accessibility, and engagement levels of hybrid teaching compared to traditional and fully online learning?
2. What challenges and benefits do lecturers experience in implementing hybrid teaching?
3. How do student and staff perspectives align or diverge, and what implications does this have for teaching practices in the FE sector?
4. What support structures technological, pedagogical, and institutional are necessary to sustain effective hybrid education in FE settings?



1.3 Theoretical and Practical Significance
Hybrid learning represents a shift in how education is delivered, combining the strengths of face-to-face interaction with the efficiencies and scalability of digital platforms. The FE sector, with its diverse learner base and vocational focus, offers a unique context for studying this model. Unlike universities, FE providers often face tighter budgets and fewer resources, which impact their ability to implement hybrid learning effectively (Hillman, 2020). For example, a report by the Institute for Fiscal Studies (IFS) highlights that spending per student in FE colleges is approximately 11% lower than in secondary schools and significantly lower than in universities (IFS, 2021). This disparity limits FE institutions’ capacity to invest in digital infrastructure, staff training, and student support systems, making hybrid learning particularly challenging to implement.

Challenges aside, hybrid learning also offers opportunities. By adopting digital tools, FE institutions can expand their reach, support non-traditional learners, and enhance the inclusivity of their programs. For instance, multimedia content and asynchronous activities can cater to students with disabilities or those who require more flexible schedules (Boelens et al., 2017). Similarly, lecturers can leverage data from learning management systems to tailor instruction, monitor progress, and adapt lessons to meet individual needs (Picciano, 2017).

This study employs a qualitative case study approach to examine hybrid learning in the Public Services department. Quantitative data is collected through student and lecturer questionnaires, focusing on perceptions of engagement, accessibility, and teaching practices. Qualitative insights are gathered via open-ended questions and thematic analysis, providing a nuanced understanding of barriers, benefits, and opportunities associated with hybrid learning. By integrating data from both groups, the study aims to identify areas of alignment and divergence in their experiences, offering a comprehensive view of hybrid education in the FE sector.

Hybrid learning represents a promising model for education, particularly in the FE sector, where flexibility and inclusivity are critical. However, its implementation is not without challenges, especially given the resource constraints and varied learner demographics in FE contexts. This study seeks to provide actionable insights into how hybrid education can be effectively implemented and sustained, offering recommendations that address both student and staff needs. By examining perceptions, identifying barriers, and evaluating support structures, the research aims to contribute to the development of resilient, inclusive, and future-proof education systems in the FE sector. Ultimately, hybrid learning has the potential to transform teaching and learning but its success will depend on thoughtful design, adequate resources, and ongoing evaluation.























Chapter 2 – Literature Review

This chapter explores the evolution of hybrid teaching, examining how its definitions and interpretations have shifted in response to technological and pedagogical advancements. It critically reviews how hybrid models have expanded beyond simple combinations of physical and virtual learning to create more personalised, adaptive, and inclusive experiences. Emphasis is placed on key features such as flexibility, differentiation, and learner autonomy. 

By tracing the conceptual and practical development of hybrid teaching, this section lays the foundation for understanding its current implementations and future potential. It also sets the stage for the following sections, which examine the theoretical frameworks, technological tools, and instructional strategies that underpin effective hybrid learning environments. Through this exploration, the chapter aims to establish a clear, evidence-based understanding of hybrid teaching and highlight its relevance in contemporary education.

2.1 The Evolution of Hybrid Teaching
Hybrid teaching often referred to as blended learning emerged in the early 2000s as institutions sought to combine the strengths of traditional classroom instruction with the affordances of new technologies (Graham, 2006). Initially conceived as a transitional model, hybrid teaching allowed universities and colleges to experiment with digital delivery without fully abandoning established practices. Garrison and Vaughan (2008) characterised it as combining “the best of both worlds”: the immediacy and social presence of in-person learning alongside the flexibility and accessibility of online platforms.

Over time, hybrid teaching has expanded to encompass a wide range of designs. Picciano (2017) notes that contemporary models include synchronous and asynchronous online activities, flipped classrooms, and technology-enhanced seminars. This diversification allows adaptation to disciplinary contexts. For example, vocational programmes with practical skill requirements often emphasise hands-on synchronous instruction supported by video demonstrations and reflective tasks (Boelens, De Wever & Voet, 2017). Conversely, theoretical disciplines frequently prioritise asynchronous learning, enabling students to engage with readings and recorded lectures before participating in live discussions or debates (Hrastinski, 2019).

The COVID-19 pandemic served as a catalyst for the rapid adoption and innovation of hybrid teaching models. Faced with unprecedented disruptions, educational institutions were compelled to rethink traditional teaching methodologies and explore hybrid alternatives to ensure continuity. Bond et al. (2021) suggest that this period highlighted both the immense potential of hybrid approaches and their inherent limitations. On one hand, the pandemic demonstrated how hybrid models could provide flexibility and resilience in times of crisis. On the other hand, it exposed challenges such as disparities in technological access, faculty preparedness, and the need for cohesive instructional design (Hodges et al., 2020).

Hybrid teaching today is best understood as a spectrum of practices shaped by institutional priorities, infrastructure, and pedagogical philosophy (Boelens et al., 2017). Its adaptability enables responsiveness to diverse needs but also introduces complexity and inconsistency. As Trust and Whalen (2020) observe, institutions with strong infrastructure and staff expertise can deliver high-quality hybrid provision, while others struggle to achieve coherence.

This unevenness raises critical questions: Can hybrid models be scaled sustainably across sectors? Will they remain a core pedagogical approach, or were they primarily a pandemic contingency? Some argue that hybrid teaching signals a genuine paradigm shift in education, while others caution that without addressing equity and quality, it risks entrenching disparities (Van Deursen & Van Dijk, 2019).

In summary, hybrid teaching has evolved from a stopgap experiment to a flexible and widely applied approach. Yet its future trajectory depends on whether institutions can resolve challenges of equity, design, and sustainability.

2.2 Opportunities and Challenges
An exploration of key opportunities and challenges One of the most widely acknowledged strengths of hybrid teaching lies in its inherent flexibility. This model allows students to engage with learning materials asynchronously at their convenience while also attending scheduled in-person sessions designed for collaboration, interaction, and hands-on learning activities. By decoupling time and place from certain aspects of the learning process, hybrid teaching offers students’ greater autonomy over when, where, and how they learn (Staker & Horn, 2012). This adaptability is a defining feature of hybrid education, distinguishing it from traditional face-to-face instruction and making it particularly effective in addressing the complex demands of modern learners. The ability to choose how to interact with content not only supports diverse learning preferences but also empowers students to take ownership of their educational journey, fostering a sense of autonomy and responsibility (Kintu, Zhu, & Kagambe, 2017). 

The flexibility of hybrid teaching is particularly impactful for fostering inclusivity, as it enables students with non-traditional schedules to participate in education more equitably. For example, students juggling caregiving responsibilities, part-time or full-time employment, or other personal commitments can benefit from the asynchronous components of hybrid learning. These components allow them to access lectures, readings, and assignments at their own pace, without the constraints of rigid timetables (Hrastinski, 2019). Additionally, research suggests that flexibility enhances intrinsic motivation, as students feel empowered to tailor their learning experiences to their unique circumstances (Deci & Ryan, 2000). This autonomy has been shown to improve engagement and academic outcomes, particularly among adult learners and others who require greater control over their schedules (Means, Toyama, Murphy, Bakia, & Jones, 2014). 

Empirical evidence supports the notion that hybrid teaching’s flexibility improves access for non-traditional students and those balancing multiple responsibilities. Means et al. (2014) highlight that asynchronous content, such as recorded lectures and digital resources, allows students to revisit and review materials for clarity and comprehension. This feature is particularly beneficial for learners with different paces of understanding or those who require additional time to process complex concepts. At the same time, synchronous interactions, such as live discussions or group-based activities, preserve the immediacy and social connection often associated with traditional classroom settings. This dual-modality structure has proven effective in widening participation, particularly among under-represented groups, such as first-generation college students, adult learners, and individuals from lower socio-economic backgrounds (Picciano, 2017). 

For example, hybrid models have been shown to support students from low-income backgrounds, single parents, and adult learners returning to education after extended absences. By reducing the need for frequent campus attendance and offering flexible scheduling, hybrid teaching removes logistical barriers that might otherwise prevent these groups from pursuing FE (Garrison & Vaughan, 2008). This inclusivity aligns with broader goals of educational equity, positioning hybrid teaching as an important tool for addressing systemic disparities in access to education (Bond et al., 2021). 

However, the opportunities afforded by hybrid teaching are not without challenges. One significant drawback is the increased demand for student self-regulation. Hybrid learning requires learners to independently manage their time, set goals, and maintain motivation for completing asynchronous tasks alongside scheduled in-person sessions. For students who lack strong time-management skills or experience with autonomous study, this level of responsibility can become overwhelming (Zimmerman, 2002). Owston (2013) highlights that without adequate support, learners may disengage from asynchronous components, perceiving them as secondary or optional. This disengagement can lead to fragmented learning experiences, undermining the coherence and effectiveness of the hybrid model. Furthermore, research by Broadbent and Poon (2015) emphasises that self-regulated learning skills, such as goal-setting and self-monitoring, are critical predictors of success in hybrid environments, yet these skills are often underdeveloped in many learners. 

The very flexibility that empowers some students may, therefore, overwhelm others, particularly those who are new to hybrid formats or who thrive in more structured environments. Younger students transitioning from highly regulated secondary education systems may struggle to adapt to the self-directed nature of hybrid learning (Kahu & Nelson, 2018). Similarly, international students unfamiliar with the expectations of hybrid teaching may face additional challenges in navigating its demands (Boelens, De Wever, & Voet, 2017). These findings underscore the need for institutions to provide targeted support, such as workshops on time management, self-regulation training, and clear guidance on how to engage effectively with asynchronous materials. 

A second, and equally critical, obstacle to hybrid teaching is the issue of technological inequity. While hybrid learning assumes universal access to digital platforms, reliable internet connections, and appropriate devices, this is far from a reality for many students. Trust and Whalen (2020) emphasise that the digital divide poses a serious risk to the inclusivity ambitions of hybrid education, particularly for students from lower socio-economic backgrounds. For instance, students who rely on public or university Wi-Fi due to lack of internet access at home may be at a disadvantage when attempting to complete asynchronous tasks. Similarly, those who do not have access to personal laptops or tablets may face difficulties participating in online components, especially if they are required to share devices with family members (Van Deursen & Van Dijk, 2019).

Beyond technological access, disparities in physical learning environments further exacerbate inequity. Students without a quiet, dedicated study space may struggle to focus during asynchronous activities, while their peers with more stable home environments are better positioned to engage fully (Hodges et al., 2020). These challenges not only impact academic outcomes but also contribute to wider feelings of frustration and disengagement, potentially compounding existing inequalities. Institutions that fail to address these disparities risk undermining the very inclusivity and accessibility that hybrid teaching seeks to promote. 

To mitigate these challenges, institutions must adopt proactive strategies to support students in navigating the demands of hybrid learning. Device-loan programs, subsidised internet access, and the provision of on-campus study spaces equipped with reliable technology are essential steps toward bridging the digital divide (Trust & Whalen, 2020). Additionally, training in independent learning and self-regulation can equip students with the skills needed to thrive in hybrid environments. For instance, orientation programs or workshops on effective time management and study strategies can help students develop the confidence and competence required to balance asynchronous and synchronous learning components (Broadbent, 2017). 

Moreover, targeted student support services, such as academic advisors and peer mentoring programs, can provide individualised assistance for those struggling to adapt. Faculty also play a crucial role in addressing these challenges by designing courses that explicitly integrate asynchronous and synchronous components, ensuring that students perceive both as equally valuable and interconnected. For example, asynchronous tasks can be directly tied to in-person discussions or assessments, reinforcing their relevance and encouraging consistent engagement (Boelens et al., 2017). 

In conclusion, while the flexibility and accessibility of hybrid teaching remain core strengths, they are closely interwoven with challenges related to student self-regulation and technological equity. Addressing these issues requires deliberate institutional effort, including investments in technology, support services, and training programs that empower both students and faculty. By tackling these barriers, institutions can maximise the potential of hybrid teaching to create more inclusive and effective educational experiences for all learners.



2.3 Theoretical Perspectives
The evolution of hybrid teaching has been shaped by several theoretical frameworks, with the Community of Inquiry (CoI) model (Garrison, Anderson, & Archer, 2000) and the Universal Design for Learning (UDL) framework (CAST, 2018) emerging as particularly influential. Together, these frameworks provide complementary insights into the design, implementation, and challenges of hybrid learning, underscoring the need to balance interaction, engagement, and inclusivity.

The CoI framework identifies three core dimensions essential for meaningful learning: cognitive presence, social presence, and teaching presence. Cognitive presence refers to learners’ ability to construct meaning through reflection, critical thinking, and problem-solving (Garrison et al., 2001). Social presence emphasises the importance of learners perceiving their peers and instructors as "real people" within the learning environment, fostering trust, collaboration, and a sense of belonging (Richardson, Maeda, & Swan, 2017). Teaching presence is concerned with the design, facilitation, and direction of learning processes to achieve desired outcomes, ensuring that students stay engaged and on track (Akyol & Garrison, 2011).

Hybrid teaching leverages these dimensions across both in-person and online modalities. In-person interactions can reinforce social and teaching presence through direct engagement, while online components, particularly asynchronous activities, can extend cognitive presence by supporting independent inquiry and reflection (Garrison & Vaughan, 2008). However, sustaining all three dimensions across modalities is inherently challenging. Research indicates that students often perceive asynchronous tasks, such as discussion boards or recorded lectures, as secondary or optional, which can undermine both social and teaching presence (Owston, 2013). Additionally, asynchronous components may lack the immediacy and accountability of synchronous sessions, potentially leading to weaker participation and interaction (Hrastinski, 2019). These issues highlight the difficulty of maintaining consistent engagement and collaboration in hybrid environments, particularly when structural barriers such as technological inequities or insufficient faculty preparedness are present (Trust & Whalen, 2020).

While the CoI framework provides a robust foundation for fostering interaction and collaboration, its emphasis on community-building may overlook issues of accessibility and equity. This is where the UDL framework becomes a valuable complement. UDL prioritises inclusivity by advocating for multiple means of representation, engagement, and expression, ensuring that all learners can access and engage with course content, regardless of their abilities or circumstances (Meyer, Rose, & Gordon, 2014). For example, UDL principles encourage the use of varied formats—such as text, audio, and video—to present materials, as well as flexible assessment methods that allow students to demonstrate their knowledge in ways that suit their strengths. Applied to hybrid teaching, UDL emphasises the importance of designing both digital and in-person components to accommodate diverse learner needs, including those with disabilities, low digital literacy, or limited access to technology.

The UDL framework also addresses barriers exacerbated by hybrid teaching’s reliance on technological infrastructure. While CoI assumes a baseline level of digital access and participation, UDL explicitly accounts for learners who may face challenges such as unreliable internet connections, inadequate devices, or unsuitable study environments (Van Deursen & Van Dijk, 2019). By proactively designing learning environments that reduce these barriers, UDL ensures that flexibility and accessibility are prioritised alongside engagement.

Despite their distinct emphases, CoI and UDL are not mutually exclusive. Instead, they offer complementary approaches to hybrid teaching, highlighting the dual need to foster interaction while ensuring equity. A purely interaction-focused approach, as emphasised by CoI, risks excluding learners without the technological access or self-regulation skills necessary to fully participate. Conversely, an exclusively accessibility-driven model, as advocated by UDL, may neglect the collaborative and community-building aspects that enhance learning. An integrated perspective, combining the strengths of both frameworks, offers the strongest foundation for sustainable and effective hybrid course design.

By adopting this integrated approach, educators can address both the interactional and accessibility dimensions of hybrid teaching. CoI ensures that learning environments are engaging and collaborative, while UDL ensures that they are inclusive and adaptable to diverse learner needs. Together, these frameworks highlight the potential of hybrid teaching as a transformative educational model, provided that its design is intentional, equitable, and responsive to both technological and pedagogical challenges.

2.4 Student Engagement and Experience
[bookmark: _Int_1IZDXldy]Engagement is widely recognised as a cornerstone of effective hybrid learning, yet achieving it requires thoughtful and intentional design rather than a simple transference of face-to-face approaches into online spaces. Research highlights that hybrid teaching's potential for fostering deep learning is contingent on the seamless integration of its in-person and online components (Boelens et al., 2017). When designed cohesively, hybrid models can enhance motivation and interaction through synchronous activities while supporting autonomy and reflection via asynchronous components (Garrison & Kanuka, 2004; Deci & Ryan, 2000). However, the fragility of engagement in hybrid environments underscores the importance of careful scaffolding.

Successful hybrid teaching requires a balance between structure and flexibility, ensuring the in-person and online elements are complementary rather than disconnected. Approaches such as flipped classrooms and problem-based learning have proven effective in leveraging the strengths of both modalities. Students can engage with foundational content asynchronously, allowing for deeper, hands-on, and collaborative exploration during in-person sessions (Means et al., 2014). These strategies align with constructivist theories, which emphasise active participation, collaboration, and real-world application of knowledge as key components of meaningful learning (Jonassen, 1999).

Nevertheless, hybrid engagement is vulnerable to fragmentation. Asynchronous tasks, such as discussion boards or recorded lectures, are often perceived as optional or secondary, resulting in partial participation and undermining both coherence and learning outcomes (Owston, 2013). Broadbent and Poon (2015) argue that integrating asynchronous and synchronous tasks is critical to ensuring students view both as essential. For instance, asynchronous activities can be explicitly linked to in-person discussions or assessments, reinforcing their relevance and encouraging consistent engagement.

Hybrid teaching is not a one-size-fits-all approach and must account for disciplinary differences to maximise engagement. STEM students, for example, may value the flexibility to manage laboratory demands, while humanities students often prioritise dialogue and debate (Bond et al., 2021). Thus, effective hybrid design must be sensitive to the specific needs and learning cultures of different disciplines. Tailored strategies, such as incorporating hands-on simulations for STEM or fostering critical discussions for humanities, allow hybrid teaching to address diverse academic contexts more effectively.

While hybrid teaching offers significant opportunities for engagement, its success is often constrained by faculty readiness. Transitioning to hybrid models requires instructors to develop expertise in digital content creation, online platform management, and asynchronous facilitation, skills that may not be well-developed among those with extensive experience in traditional teaching (Baran, Correia, & Thompson, 2011). This "digital readiness gap" often results in inconsistent course quality and reduced student engagement.

Institutional investment in professional development is essential to address these barriers. Mentorship programs, where experienced hybrid educators support their peers, have been shown to enhance faculty confidence and competence (Trust & Horrocks, 2017). Similarly, workshops focused on hybrid-specific strategies—such as designing engaging asynchronous activities or integrating multimedia resources—can equip instructors to create cohesive and effective courses (Vaughan, Cleveland-Innes, & Garrison, 2013). The appointment of hybrid learning coordinators or instructional designers within institutions can also provide on-demand, tailored support for course development and troubleshooting. Without such institutional backing, hybrid teaching risks becoming inconsistent, with some instructors excelling while others struggle to adapt (Bond et al., 2021).

The challenges of hybrid teaching highlight an important tension: hybrid learning is not merely a matter of adopting new technologies but requires a fundamental transformation of pedagogy. Bates (2015) emphasises that direct replication of in-person methods in hybrid contexts fails to leverage the unique affordances of digital platforms. Instead, hybrid teaching should be viewed as a pedagogical shift that reimagines how learning is structured, facilitated, and assessed across modalities (Vaughan et al., 2013). For this shift to be effective, faculty capacity must align with evidence-based design principles.

By fostering collaboration between educators, instructional designers, and institutional leaders, hybrid teaching can move beyond fragmented implementation to become a sustainable, scalable, and impactful model. This alignment ensures that hybrid teaching is not simply a technological adaptation but a learner-centred approach that maximises engagement, deepens learning, and addresses the diverse needs of contemporary students. When such alignment is achieved, the full promise of hybrid teaching can be realised.

2.5 Lecturer Perspectives and Professional Readiness
Engagement is a cornerstone of hybrid learning, requiring students to remain actively involved across both in-person and online modalities. Research highlights those interactive strategies such as synchronous webinars with breakout rooms, collaborative tools like Padlet or Google Docs, and structured online discussion boards are critical for maintaining motivation and fostering social presence (Garrison & Kanuka, 2004). These strategies encourage interaction and participation but sustaining consistent engagement remains a persistent challenge. Asynchronous elements, in particular, are often undervalued by students, who may perceive them as optional unless they are clearly integrated with in-person sessions or assessments (Owston, 2013).

The issue of disengagement in asynchronous components links back to student self-regulation and course design. Studies show that students are more likely to participate in asynchronous tasks when they are explicitly tied to synchronous activities, such as contributing to in-person discussions or directly influencing assessment outcomes (Broadbent & Poon, 2015). The CoI framework offers strategies to address disengagement, such as enhancing teaching presence through timely feedback or promoting social presence via structured group discussions (Akyol & Garrison, 2011). However, even with these practices, achieving the right balance between student autonomy and structured interaction remains an unresolved challenge.

Engagement in hybrid learning is not uniform and varies across disciplines. Disciplinary differences shape how students interact with hybrid models. For example, STEM students often value flexibility in managing lab-intensive workloads and balancing asynchronous learning with hands-on experiments. In contrast, humanities students tend to prioritise dialogue, critical debate, and collaborative learning activities (Means et al., 2014). This diversity underscores the importance of discipline-sensitive design strategies that cater to specific learning needs. A one-size-fits-all approach to hybrid teaching risks alienating students and undermining its potential to foster meaningful engagement.

To address these differences, educators must adapt their approaches. For instance, STEM courses may benefit from asynchronous simulations and multimedia tutorials that complement in-lab work, while humanities courses could emphasise synchronous seminars and discussion-based assessments to foster interaction. Without such tailoring, hybrid learning risks becoming fragmented, with students disengaging from components that do not align with their academic priorities or expectations.

The success of hybrid learning also hinges on the experiences and readiness of lecturers. Transitioning to hybrid teaching requires staff to develop new skills in digital content creation, the moderation of online discussions, and the integration of asynchronous materials with live teaching (Baran, Correia & Thompson, 2011). For many educators, particularly those accustomed to traditional face-to-face instruction, this transition has proven challenging.

One of the most significant barriers is workload intensification. Designing and delivering a hybrid course often requires more preparation time than traditional teaching, as lecturers must develop materials for both online and in-person delivery (Trust & Whalen, 2020). Without adequate institutional support, this additional workload can lead to stress and reduced job satisfaction. Vaughan, Cleveland-Innes, and Garrison (2013) highlight that professional development, mentorship, and the support of instructional designers can help mitigate these pressures. For example, institutions that provide training workshops on digital tools, guidance on managing asynchronous engagement, and access to hybrid learning coordinators can significantly ease the transition for educators.

Lecturer readiness is therefore pivotal to the success of hybrid learning. However, the literature emphasises that individual skills alone are insufficient; institutional culture and investment are equally important in determining effectiveness (Bond et al., 2021). Institutions must prioritise sustained professional development and foster a supportive environment that values innovation in hybrid teaching. Without these commitments, hybrid learning risks inconsistency and variable quality, with some staff excelling while others struggle to meet its demands.

Hybrid learning offers significant opportunities for fostering interaction, flexibility, and autonomy, but its success depends on careful scaffolding and institutional support. Engagement strategies must be thoughtfully designed to integrate asynchronous and synchronous components, ensuring students perceive both as essential to their learning. Similarly, discipline-sensitive approaches are crucial to aligning hybrid teaching with the varied needs of STEM, humanities, and other fields.

Equally critical is the role of educators, who are central to the success of hybrid provision. Institutions must not only equip staff with the technical and pedagogical skills required for hybrid teaching but also address workload concerns and provide ongoing support. Hybrid learning is not merely a technological shift but a pedagogical transformation that demands both flexibility and intentionality. When these elements are aligned through discipline-sensitive strategies, integrated engagement design, and institutional backing hybrid learning can fulfil its potential as a dynamic and inclusive model for contemporary education. However, without such alignment, it risks becoming a fragmented and inconsistent approach, undermining its promise of innovation and accessibility.

2.6 Long-Term Implications and Future Directions
Hybrid teaching holds significant potential to foster inclusivity by accommodating diverse learner needs and broadening access to education. Features such as asynchronous content, captioned videos, and adaptive technologies enhance accessibility for students with disabilities, individuals managing complex schedules, and learners facing other barriers to traditional education (Hrastinski, 2019). These tools are also particularly advantageous for lifelong learners, such as those balancing employment, caregiving responsibilities, or other commitments. By offering the flexibility to engage with learning materials at their own pace, hybrid teaching empowers students to participate in education on their own terms, thereby increasing opportunities for equitable access (Means et al., 2014).

However, the inclusivity of hybrid education cannot be assumed. As Trust and Whalen (2020) argue, hybrid models must be deliberately designed to avoid exacerbating existing inequalities. The digital divide remains one of the most significant barriers to inclusivity, particularly for students from under-resourced communities or low-income households who may lack reliable internet access, appropriate devices, or conducive study environments (Van Deursen & Van Dijk, 2019). Furthermore, without the application of universal design principles, hybrid content risks excluding students with specific disabilities or language barriers. For example, online platforms that are incompatible with screen readers or lack alternative text for images may marginalise students who rely on assistive technologies to learn effectively (CAST, 2018).

Ensuring that hybrid teaching promotes equity requires proactive institutional responsibility. Strategies such as device-loan programmes, subsidised internet access, and inclusive design workshops for faculty can help bridge technological gaps and ensure that hybrid courses are accessible to all students (Trust & Whalen, 2020). Institutions must also invest in wellbeing services to address the social and emotional challenges associated with hybrid learning, such as feelings of isolation or disengagement. Virtual counselling services, peer support programmes, and opportunities for community-building can help mitigate the disconnection some learners experience in hybrid settings (Bond et al., 2021). Without these interventions, the promise of hybrid education as an inclusive model may remain unrealised.

Looking ahead, technological innovation offers exciting opportunities to enhance hybrid teaching but also raises pressing questions about equity and sustainability. Advances in learning analytics could enable more personalised support by tracking student engagement, identifying areas of struggle, and alerting instructors to early signs of disengagement (Picciano, 2017). For example, analytics could help educators identify students who are falling behind in asynchronous components and provide targeted interventions to re-engage them.

Similarly, immersive technologies such as virtual and augmented reality hold enormous potential to enrich hybrid environments. These tools are particularly valuable in disciplines requiring experiential or hands-on learning, such as medical training, engineering, or the arts, where they can simulate real-world scenarios and enhance student understanding (Bond et al., 2021). For instance, augmented reality could allow medical students to practise surgical techniques in a controlled virtual environment, bridging the gap between theoretical knowledge and practical skills.

However, these innovations are not without risks. The assumption that hybrid models are inherently equitable overlooks significant challenges related to institutional readiness, student digital literacy, and the consistent application of inclusive design. Without investment in infrastructure, professional development, and support services, hybrid education risks reinforcing inequalities rather than overcoming them. For example, students in low-income households may lack access to the advanced hardware or reliable connectivity required to fully engage with immersive technologies, further marginalising those already at a disadvantage.

The future of hybrid teaching hinges on balancing technological innovation with equity. Institutions must ensure that advancements in tools and platforms do not exacerbate existing divides but instead contribute to reducing barriers to education. This requires aligning resources, pedagogy, and vision to create a resilient, learner-centred model. For example, integrating universal design principles into course development, offering ongoing training for staff, and ensuring equitable access to technology are critical steps toward achieving this balance.

Additionally, hybrid teaching must address challenges related to self-regulation and faculty readiness. Students often struggle with managing their time and motivation in hybrid settings, particularly when asynchronous components are poorly integrated with synchronous activities. Similarly, educators may lack the training and support needed to design effective hybrid courses, leading to inconsistencies in quality. Professional development, mentorship programmes, and the involvement of instructional designers are essential to equipping faculty with the skills required to navigate the complexities of hybrid teaching (Vaughan, Cleveland-Innes, & Garrison, 2013).

While hybrid teaching offers powerful tools for inclusivity and innovation, its success depends on deliberate investment and thoughtful design. Without addressing challenges such as the digital divide, accessibility barriers, and faculty readiness, hybrid models risk deepening existing inequalities rather than overcoming them. As Hrastinski (2019) notes, the effectiveness of hybrid teaching lies in its ability to balance flexibility with accessibility, ensuring that all learners—regardless of their circumstances—can fully participate.

Looking to the future, the potential of hybrid teaching can only be realised when institutions prioritise equity alongside innovation. By leveraging advances in learning analytics and immersive technologies while addressing structural barriers, hybrid education can evolve into a transformative model that empowers a diverse range of students. However, this requires sustained institutional commitment to inclusivity, ensuring that hybrid teaching fulfils its promise as a resilient and equitable approach to education.

2.7 Gaps in Literature
Hybrid learning has emerged as a flexible and inclusive educational model, offering notable advantages such as enabling students to access course materials and engage with content anytime and anywhere. This flexibility is particularly beneficial for non-traditional learners, such as working professionals, caregivers, and those with diverse learning preferences, as it accommodates varying schedules and supports personalised approaches to learning (Means et al., 2014). However, despite its potential, hybrid learning presents persistent challenges that demand further research and refinement to ensure equitable and effective implementation.

Ongoing research must examine how individual differences such as digital literacy, socio-economic status, and self-regulation skills influence student persistence and achievement in hybrid learning environments. Digital literacy is a critical factor, as it underpins students' ability to navigate online platforms, engage with digital resources, and participate in virtual discussions. Students with limited digital skills may struggle to fully engage with hybrid courses, which can negatively impact their persistence and academic outcomes (Eshet, 2012). Similarly, socio-economic disparities, including unequal access to reliable technology and internet connectivity, significantly shape students' ability to participate in hybrid learning. These inequalities often disadvantage students from low-income households or under-resourced communities, deepening existing educational divides (Van Deursen & Van Dijk, 2019).

In addition, self-regulation skills the ability to set goals, manage time effectively, and maintain motivation are vital for navigating the flexible yet demanding structure of hybrid education. While autonomy is a strength of hybrid learning, it also requires students to take greater responsibility for their own learning. Research indicates that students with weaker self-regulation skills are more likely to disengage, particularly in asynchronous components where external structure is minimal (Broadbent & Poon, 2015). By identifying how these individual differences shape learning experiences, future studies can refine pedagogical frameworks to better support diverse learner needs.

One of the critical challenges of hybrid learning is the potential for students to feel isolated in online components, which can reduce engagement and hinder learning outcomes. Research suggests that hybrid teaching must be designed to foster collaboration, communication, and a sense of community among learners (Vaughan, 2014). The Col framework offers valuable insights into how social presence, teaching presence, and cognitive presence can be balanced to create a supportive and interactive learning environment (Garrison & Vaughan, 2008). By enhancing teaching presence through timely feedback and using structured discussions to build social presence, educators can help mitigate the sense of isolation often associated with hybrid learning.

Technological inequities remain a significant barrier to equitable hybrid education. While hybrid learning expands access in theory, its success depends on students having reliable internet connectivity, appropriate devices, and conducive study environments resources that are not universally available. Without institutional interventions, such as device-loan schemes, subsidised internet access, and technical support, these barriers can exclude already marginalised groups from fully participating in hybrid education (Trust & Whalen, 2020). Additionally, many institutions face challenges related to staff readiness. The transition to hybrid teaching requires educators to develop new skills in digital content creation, asynchronous facilitation, and online platform management, yet many report feeling underprepared for this shift. Professional development, mentorship, and ongoing institutional support are therefore essential to ensuring consistent quality in hybrid provision.

While hybrid teaching has been extensively studied in higher education, it remains under-researched in FE and other sectors where its implementation is often uneven. There is a growing need for empirical studies that explore how hybrid learning functions in diverse educational contexts. For instance, qualitative research could provide deeper insights into how students and lecturers in FE settings experience hybrid provision, shedding light on the practical challenges and opportunities it presents.

Future research must also explore how emerging technologies can enhance hybrid learning. Learning analytics, for example, could enable more personalised support by tracking student engagement and identifying those at risk of disengagement (Picciano, 2017). Similarly, immersive technologies such as augmented and virtual reality hold significant potential for enriching hybrid environments, particularly in disciplines requiring experiential or hands-on learning. For example, virtual simulations could provide medical or engineering students with practical training opportunities that would otherwise be difficult to replicate in traditional settings (Bond et al., 2021). However, these innovations must be implemented carefully to avoid exacerbating existing inequalities, as access to advanced technologies is often unevenly distributed.

This review has highlighted the dual potential and challenges of hybrid teaching, noting its flexibility, inclusivity, and capacity for autonomy while also recognising significant barriers such as self-regulation demands, technological inequities, and staff readiness. Theoretical frameworks such as CoI and UDL provide valuable guidance for designing hybrid models that integrate community-building with inclusive practices. However, achieving equitable and effective hybrid education requires sustained institutional commitment, including investment in professional development, infrastructure, and support services.

Moving forward, hybrid teaching offers considerable promise as a flexible and inclusive model but its success depends on addressing persistent challenges through research and intentional design. By focusing on how individual differences, institutional practices, and technological innovations intersect, future studies can contribute to the development of hybrid models that empower diverse learners while reducing inequalities. Without such efforts, the advantages of hybrid learning may remain out of reach for many, undermining its potential to transform education into a more accessible and equitable endeavour. 

2.8 Summary
This review has traced the evolution of hybrid teaching from its early conceptualisation to its current diverse applications. It has highlighted its strengths notably flexibility, inclusivity, and autonomy while also recognising challenges such as self-regulation demands, technological inequities, and staff readiness. Theoretical perspectives (CoI and UDL) illustrate that effective hybrid teaching must integrate community-building with inclusive design.

The chapter concludes that hybrid teaching holds considerable promise for FE but remains unevenly implemented and under-researched in this sector. These insights justify the qualitative case study methodology adopted in the next chapter, which explores how students and lecturers at a South Wales FE college experience hybrid provision in practice.







Chapter 3 – Methodology 

This chapter outlines the research design, data collection methods, data analysis approach, reliability and validity measures, ethical considerations, limitations, and a summary of the methodology employed in this study. The methodology was carefully selected to ensure a comprehensive exploration of the research topic and to meet the study's objectives effectively.

3.1 Research Design and Rationale
This study employed a qualitative case study design to investigate the perceptions and experiences of hybrid learning among students and lecturers in the Sports and Public Services department of a Further Education (FE) college in South Wales. A qualitative approach was considered particularly appropriate for examining complex, context-dependent phenomena such as hybrid learning, where multiple interacting factors technological, institutional, pedagogical, and social shape participants' experiences (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Yin, 2018). By prioritising depth over breadth, qualitative methods enable the detailed exploration of participants lived experiences, offering nuanced insights into how and why individuals engage with hybrid learning (Stake, 1995).

The research adopted a case study approach, defined by its focus on a "bounded system" (Creswell & Poth, 2018). In this instance, the bounded case was the hybrid learning practices within the Sports and Public Services department. Case studies are particularly effective for understanding contemporary phenomena within their real-world contexts (Yin, 2018), making them well-suited to exploring hybrid learning, a pedagogical model shaped by complex and interrelated factors. The decision to focus on this specific department was driven by both logistical considerations, such as insider access to the institution, and conceptual aims, including the need to explore hybrid learning within a defined and relevant context.

The case study approach is especially valuable for addressing "how" and "why" questions, facilitating an in-depth investigation of the interactions between institutional policies, teaching practices, technological resources, and individual learner characteristics (Stake, 1995; Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2018). For example, access to technology, self-regulation skills, and discipline-specific demands may influence students’ engagement with hybrid learning, while lecturers’ digital literacy, workload, and institutional support can shape their perceptions of hybrid education (Owston, 2013; Baran, Correia & Thompson, 2011). By focusing on a specific department, the study was able to capture these interactions in detail, offering insights into the contextual factors that shape hybrid learning experiences.

The study was grounded in an interpretivist paradigm, which assumes that reality is socially constructed and that knowledge is derived from the subjective experiences and interpretations of individuals (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2018). This paradigm aligns with the goals of the research, which sought to capture the diversity of perceptions and experiences surrounding hybrid education. Interpretivism is particularly suited to hybrid learning, a model that is experienced differently depending on variables such as individual learner characteristics, institutional resources, and teaching practices (Hrastinski, 2019). By prioritising participants' interpretations, the study aimed to explore the richness and complexity of hybrid learning as a lived experience.

A qualitative case study design was chosen for its ability to provide rich, contextualised insights into participants' perceptions and experiences (Stake, 1995; Yin, 2018). This design aligns closely with the research aims, which were to:

1. Investigate the opportunities and challenges of hybrid learning in FE.
2. Explore how participants’ perceptions reflect issues of flexibility, engagement, equity, and pedagogy.
3. Consider the implications of these findings for the future role of hybrid learning in FE.

The case study approach is particularly effective for exploring phenomena where multiple variables converge, as is the case with hybrid learning, which intersects with pedagogical, technological, and institutional factors (Baran et al., 2011; Means et al., 2014). By focusing on a single, bounded case, the study was able to examine the interplay between these factors in-depth, offering a detailed understanding of how hybrid learning is perceived and enacted within the context of FE.

One of the strengths of the case study approach is its ability to contextualise findings within real-world settings. In this study, the bounded nature of the case allowed for an in-depth exploration of hybrid learning within a specific department, highlighting how institutional policies, teaching practices, and individual characteristics intersect to shape participants’ experiences (Yin, 2018). This contextual sensitivity is particularly important for hybrid learning, where individual experiences are influenced by a wide range of factors, including access to technology, digital literacy, and the demands of specific disciplines (Hrastinski, 2019; Owston, 2013).

While the findings are not statistically generalisable, they aim for transferability, offering insights that may be relevant to similar FE contexts operating under comparable conditions (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). For example, the challenges and opportunities identified in this study may resonate with other departments or institutions implementing hybrid learning, particularly in disciplines with similar pedagogical and technological requirements.

The qualitative design aligns with existing literature on hybrid learning, which highlights its highly individualised and context-dependent nature. Studies have shown that students’ engagement and satisfaction with hybrid learning are influenced by factors such as self-regulation skills, access to technology, and the nature of the subject being studied (Owston, 2013; Baran et al., 2011). Similarly, lecturers’ perceptions of hybrid learning are shaped by their digital competence, workload, and the level of institutional support they receive (Hrastinski, 2019; Baran et al., 2011). By adopting a qualitative case study approach, this research was able to explore these dynamics in detail, capturing the subtleties of engagement, motivation, and pedagogical adaptation that cannot be fully understood through purely quantitative methods (Stake, 1995; Means et al., 2014).

One of the key strengths of the case study approach is its ability to provide rich, detailed insights into participants lived experiences. By focusing on a bounded case, the study was able to explore the complexities of hybrid learning in depth, capturing the nuanced interplay between institutional factors, pedagogical strategies, and individual experiences (Yin, 2018). The combination of qualitative methods and a case study design facilitated the comparison of student and lecturer perspectives, offering a more comprehensive understanding of the phenomenon.

However, it is important to acknowledge the limitations of this approach. The focus on a single department within one institution restricts the generalisability of the findings, as hybrid learning experiences may differ significantly in other disciplines or educational contexts (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). For example, pedagogical practices and technological requirements in STEM fields or creative arts may present unique challenges that were not captured in this study. Additionally, the reliance on self-reported data introduces potential biases, as participants’ perceptions and experiences are inherently subjective (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). While these limitations do not undermine the validity of the findings, they highlight the importance of situating the results within their specific context.

The qualitative case study design provided an effective and contextually sensitive method for investigating hybrid learning in the Sports and Public Services department. By focusing on a bounded case and grounding the research in an interpretivist paradigm, the study was able to explore the complexities of hybrid learning in depth, capturing the nuanced interplay between institutional factors, pedagogical strategies, and individual experiences. While the findings are not statistically generalisable, they offer valuable insights into the challenges and opportunities of hybrid learning in FE, with implications for its future development and implementation in similar contexts (Yin, 2018; Stake, 1995). Future research could build on this foundation by expanding the scope of investigation to include multiple departments or institutions, adopting longitudinal designs to capture changes over time, and incorporating additional data collection methods to enrich the depth and breadth of findings.

3.2 Research Methods
The data collection strategy was designed to prioritise qualitative depth and participant voice, allowing individuals to articulate their perspectives in their own words and provide rich, contextualised accounts of their experiences (Bryman, 2016). This approach was particularly well-suited to the study of hybrid learning, where capturing participants' reflections, challenges, and lived realities was central to understanding how they engaged with this educational model. Qualitative methods excel at exploring complex phenomena and are especially effective in uncovering nuanced themes that emerge from participants’ subjective experiences (Creswell & Creswell, 2018).

The primary data collection instrument was a questionnaire predominantly composed of open-ended questions. Open-ended questions are a cornerstone of qualitative inquiry, as they allow participants to express their views without being constrained by predefined response categories (Morse, 1991). This approach facilitated the collection of rich, reflective insights into participants' experiences with hybrid learning, making it possible to explore themes such as engagement, inclusivity, pedagogical strategies, and challenges in depth (Patton, 2002).

For students, questions such as "What aspects of hybrid learning did you find most effective?" and "Do you feel more or less engaged in hybrid learning compared to fully in-person or fully online classes? Please explain your response" encouraged detailed reflections on their learning experiences. Similarly, lecturers were asked questions like "What strategies do you use to keep students engaged in both the in-person and online components of hybrid learning?" and "Do you feel your students learn more effectively in a hybrid model compared to traditional in-person learning or fully online learning? Please explain your response." These questions were carefully designed to elicit narratives and reflections, enabling participants to share their insights on pedagogical practices, observed student outcomes, and the broader challenges of hybrid education (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2018)

In addition to the open-ended questions, the questionnaire included a single closed-ended 5-point Likert scale rating question, asking participants to evaluate their overall experience of hybrid learning (1 = very poor, 5 = excellent). While the primary emphasis of the study was qualitative, this single numerical rating served as a reference point for contextualising participants' narrative responses. For example, a low score could be better understood in light of the participant's written explanations of dissatisfaction, while higher scores could be interpreted in relation to the positive aspects they described (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). By combining this limited quantitative measure with extensive qualitative data, the study captured both overarching trends and the detailed reasoning behind participants' perceptions, reflecting the qualitative emphasis on meaning-making rather than statistical generalisation (Bryman, 2016).

The methodological strengths of this data collection strategy were rooted in its ability to align with the study's aims and provide robust, contextualised insights:

1. Contextual Sensitivity: By focusing on a single institution, the data collection approach captured how contextual factors such as departmental culture, institutional policies, and technological infrastructure influenced hybrid learning experiences. This allowed for a nuanced understanding of the interplay between institutional context and individual perspectives (Yin, 2018). The bounded case study approach ensured that findings were deeply grounded in the institutional realities of hybrid learning, contributing to their transferability to similar Further Education (FE) contexts (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).
2. Alignment with Research Aims: The open-ended nature of the questionnaire supported the study’s goal of exploring the perceptions and experiences of hybrid learning. It provided the flexibility needed to investigate both the pedagogical and logistical dimensions of hybrid education. Additionally, the integration of frameworks such as the Community of Inquiry (CoI) and Universal Design for Learning (UDL) added conceptual rigour to the study, ensuring that issues of teaching quality and equity of access were addressed (Garrison, 2007; Rose & Meyer, 2002).
3. Participant-Centred Inquiry: The inclusion of open-ended questions ensured that participants' voices were central to the research. This approach empowered participants to articulate their perspectives in their own terms, highlighting the issues that mattered most to them. The use of an online questionnaire further supported participant accessibility, aligning with their familiarity with virtual platforms and enabling effective data collection from a geographically dispersed population (Bryman, 2016). Moreover, the anonymity provided by the online format encouraged more honest and reflective responses, mitigating the risk of social desirability bias (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2018).
4. Transferability of Insights: Although the study does not claim statistical generalisability, the rich and detailed accounts gathered through the questionnaire offer transferable insights for practitioners and policymakers in similar FE contexts. By grounding the research in a single institution, the study provides a detailed account of hybrid learning that can inform broader discussions about its potential and challenges in the FE sector (Stake, 1995; Yin, 2018).
5. Complementary Use of Quantitative Data: The inclusion of the closed-ended Likert scale question added a layer of context to the qualitative findings, enabling the researcher to identify patterns in participants’ overall evaluations of hybrid learning. This complementary use of quantitative data enhanced the study’s ability to explore the diversity of participant experiences while maintaining its focus on qualitative depth (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011).

In summary, the data collection strategy was carefully designed to capture the complexity and diversity of participant perspectives on hybrid learning. The predominance of open-ended questions ensured that participants' voices were prioritised, allowing for the exploration of nuanced themes such as engagement, inclusivity, pedagogical adaptation, and institutional challenges. The inclusion of a single quantitative rating question provided additional context for interpreting qualitative responses, enriching the overall analysis.

By combining qualitative depth with contextual sensitivity, the study was able to investigate the multifaceted nature of hybrid learning in an FE context, addressing both its pedagogical and logistical dimensions. This methodological approach not only fulfilled the core aims of the research but also contributed valuable insights into the challenges and opportunities of hybrid learning, offering implications for future practice and policy in the FE sector (Bryman, 2016; Yin, 2018; Lincoln & Guba, 1985).

3.3 Participant Sampling
Participants for this study were recruited from the Public Services department for several key reasons, including the researcher’s employment within this sector and the department's active engagement with hybrid learning during the study period. This focus on a single department provided both practical and methodological advantages, ensuring that the data collected was contextually rich, relevant, and reflective of real-world experiences with hybrid learning.

The decision to focus on the Public Services department was primarily driven by the researcher’s insider role within this sector, which offered convenient and direct access to both staff and students. Insider research, where the researcher is embedded within the context being studied, has several advantages, including familiarity with institutional structures, relationships with participants, and an in-depth understanding of the specific educational practices and challenges within the department (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2018; Mercer, 2007). This positionality enabled the researcher to navigate logistical barriers to participant recruitment more effectively and to design research instruments that were tailored to the unique characteristics of the department.

Additionally, the Public Services department was actively implementing hybrid learning during the study period, making it an ideal context for examining this educational model in practice. Hybrid learning, which combines online and face-to-face instruction, is highly context-dependent, and its success relies on factors such as institutional support, teaching practices, and student engagement (Hrastinski, 2019). By focusing on a department where hybrid learning was already in operation, the study was able to gather first-hand accounts from participants with direct experience of this pedagogical approach, ensuring the relevance and authenticity of the data.

The study explored diverse perspectives on hybrid learning by engaging both staff and students. Lecturers provided insights into the design and delivery of hybrid lessons, while students shared their experiences navigating this dual-mode environment. These viewpoints enabled a comprehensive understanding of the strengths and challenges of hybrid learning (Stake, 1995; Yin, 2018).

To recruit participants, the study employed purposive sampling for lecturers and convenience sampling for students. Purposive sampling, a widely used approach in qualitative research, involves the deliberate selection of participants who possess specific characteristics or experiences relevant to the research objectives (Patton, 2002; Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2018). This method ensures that the sample includes individuals most likely to provide rich, detailed, and context-specific data. In this study, seven lecturers with direct experience in hybrid teaching were selected through purposive sampling to ensure their insights reflected firsthand engagement with this teaching model. Purposive sampling is particularly valuable in educational research for capturing diverse perspectives on complex phenomena, such as the implementation of hybrid learning, as it ensures the inclusion of participants with in-depth knowledge and expertise (Etikan, Musa, & Alkassim, 2016).

In contrast, convenience sampling was used to recruit the 13 student participants. Convenience sampling involves selecting participants who are readily available and willing to participate. This approach is often used in educational research when practical constraints, such as time limitations and accessibility, influence recruitment (Etikan, Musa, & Alkassim, 2016). While convenience sampling is sometimes critiqued for its potential to introduce bias, it was deemed appropriate in this study due to challenges such as varying levels of availability and willingness among students. Although this method does not aim for statistical generalisability, it allowed the study to capture a range of student perspectives within the timeframe and logistical parameters of the research. The inclusion of open-ended questions in the questionnaire further mitigated limitations by encouraging participants to provide detailed and reflective responses, ensuring the richness of the data (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2018).

Recruitment involved contacting 30 students and 12 staff members via email using the college’s Microsoft Forms platform. This method was chosen for its accessibility and alignment with institutional IT policies. The email invitation outlined the study’s purpose, the voluntary nature of participation, and assurances of anonymity and confidentiality. Anonymity was explicitly communicated to foster trust and encourage honest and candid responses while reducing social desirability bias, where participants might otherwise feel pressured to provide favorable answers (Tourangeau & Yan, 2007).

The anonymous online questionnaires, hosted on Microsoft Forms, were particularly suitable for the hybrid learning context, as the platform mirrored the digital accessibility and flexibility associated with this educational model (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). The same process was applied to both students and lecturers, ensuring consistency and enabling comparisons between the two groups. This approach provided all participants with equal opportunities to engage in the study, minimising potential disparities in data collection.

The surveys were conducted toward the end of the students’ course, coinciding with their own dissertation deadlines. This timing, driven by the researcher’s requirement to complete the dissertation by September, posed challenges. Heavy workloads and competing commitments for both staff and students likely contributed to lower response rates. These pressures were compounded by lingering disruptions from the COVID-19 pandemic, a factor frequently noted in similar educational research contexts (Bond et al., 2020). Literature highlights that tight timelines and participant workloads can negatively impact response rates, underscoring the importance of flexible timelines and participant support in future research (Edwards et al., 2002).

In conclusion, the recruitment strategies combined purposive sampling for lecturers and convenience sampling for students to balance methodological rigor with practical constraints. Purposive sampling ensured the inclusion of lecturers with relevant expertise to provide detailed insights into hybrid teaching practices, while convenience sampling allowed for the practical collection of student perspectives despite logistical challenges. The use of anonymous online questionnaires, facilitated through Microsoft Forms, ensured participant confidentiality and encouraged honest and reflective responses. Despite challenges related to timing and workload pressures, the study successfully generated meaningful and contextually rich data, offering valuable insights into hybrid learning practices and their implications for teaching and learning in further education.

3.4 Data analysis
Thematic analysis was chosen to systematically code and interpret open-ended responses, enabling the identification of patterns, themes, and divergences in experiences across students and lecturers (Braun & Clarke, 2006). This method allowed the researcher to explore complex interactions between hybrid learning practices, institutional contexts, and individual experiences, generating insights into the opportunities, challenges, and adaptations associated with this pedagogical model.

The data analysis process incorporated both quantitative and qualitative approaches to ensure a comprehensive exploration of hybrid learning experiences. This dual-strategy approach leveraged the strengths of each method while addressing their individual limitations, resulting in a more robust interpretation of the data (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011).

The 5-point scale responses were analysed using descriptive statistics to summarise trends in participants' overall satisfaction with hybrid learning. This analysis measured central tendencies and distributions, identifying patterns and dominant viewpoints across both staff and student groups. While the quantitative data were not the primary focus of the study, they offered a useful overview of general attitudes, which provided context for interpreting the qualitative findings.

Open-ended responses were thematically coded using Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six-phase framework for thematic analysis, which supports rigorous and flexible qualitative interpretation. This manual, inductive approach allowed the researcher to identify emerging themes related to participants' personal experiences, pedagogical dynamics, and contextual challenges. Themes were then compared between student and lecturer groups to explore similarities and differences in perceptions.

	Steps
	Action
	Example	

	Step 1 - Familiarisation with the Data
	Printed and read through all open-ended responses multiple times to gain a thorough understanding of the content. Notes were made on initial impressions.
	"I enjoyed the flexibility of hybrid learning, but I missed the energy of face-to-face discussions. It sometimes felt lonely."

This early engagement indicated key emotional tones and issues such as independence, disconnection, and motivation, which later surfaced as core themes.

	Step 2 - Generating Initial Codes
	Systematically coding interesting features across the entire dataset.
	· Flexibility and Convenience,
· Engagement and Interaction,
· Technical Barriers
· Collaboration
· Perceptions of Effectiveness
· Future Viability.

	Step 3 - Searching for Themes
	Collating codes into potential overarching themes, grouping similar codes together.
	The initial codes were then grouped into candidate themes that reflected commonalities across both groups (students and lecturers). 
For example:
Codes were grouped into broader categories. For instance, “flexibility,” “choice,” and “independence” were collated under Flexibility and Autonomy.
This led to the formation of broader themes that underpinned the findings in Chapter 5:

	Step 4 - Reviewing Themes
	Checked if the themes work in relation to the coded extracts and the full dataset.
	Draft themes were tested by re-checking quotes from both students and lecturers to ensure consistency and depth. Some overlaps (e.g., “digital access” and “technical barriers”) were merged.

This iterative process ensured internal consistency within themes and made sure themes were distinct from one another, as recommended by Braun and Clarke (2006).

	Step 5 - Defining and Naming Themes
	Refined the specifics of each theme and generating clear definitions and labels.
	Each theme was carefully defined and linked to relevant literature. The aim was to describe what made each theme interesting, how it related to the research questions, and how it differed from other themes. 
· Flexibility as a Key Strength: Highlighted the convergence between student and staff appreciation for autonomy and convenience in hybrid learning.
These refined themes were directly used to structure the subsections in Chapter 5, making the analysis transparent and traceable.

	Step 6: Producing the Report
	Selected compelling quotes and relate themes back to research questions and literature.
	The final themes were integrated into the narrative in Chapter 5, supported by direct quotes from participants and references to existing research (e.g., Hrastinski, 2019; Boelens et al., 2017; Adedoyin & Soykan, 2020). Each theme was used to build a rich, interpretive account that triangulated qualitative insights with survey results.
For example:
Flexibility and Convenience – Students valued autonomy to manage learning around other commitments.


Table 1: Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six-phase framework for thematic analysis - showing how raw data were transformed into key themes in the discussion topic

The integration of quantitative and qualitative data enabled methodological triangulation, improving the internal validity and depth of the findings (Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, & Turner, 2007). Quantitative results provided a broad overview of satisfaction and engagement, while qualitative responses offered nuanced insights into the contextual, emotional, and motivational dimensions of hybrid learning. This approach ensured that patterns in the data were confirmed while nuances and complexities were exposed, resulting in a multi-layered understanding of hybrid education.

By combining numerical and narrative data, this analytical approach provided a robust and nuanced understanding of hybrid learning experiences. The flexibility offered by the asynchronous online questionnaires helped to mitigate the challenges of timing and participant availability, although the limited data collection window remained a constraint. Despite these challenges, the mixed-methods design captured the complexities of hybrid learning, which involve intersecting pedagogical, technological, and individual factors that cannot be fully explored through a single-method approach (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010).

This comprehensive analysis offered valuable insights into participants' experiences, highlighting both the opportunities and challenges associated with hybrid learning in real-world educational settings. The findings contribute to a deeper understanding of hybrid learning and provide actionable recommendations for improving its implementation in similar contexts.

3.5 Ethical Considerations 
This study followed the ethical principles outlined by the British Educational Research Association (BERA, 2024) and adhered to the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR, 2018). Ethical approval was obtained from the university’s research ethics committee prior to data collection, ensuring compliance with institutional and legal standards. These frameworks provided the foundation for ethical decision-making, ensuring transparency, accountability, and respect for participants’ rights throughout the research process. 

Participants were provided with detailed information sheets outlining the study’s purpose, procedures, potential risks and benefits, and their rights, including the right to withdraw prior to the commencement of data analysis. Consent was obtained electronically via an agreement embedded within the online questionnaire. This explicit consent ensured participants were fully informed and could make an autonomous decision about their involvement, reflecting respect for their dignity and choices (BERA, 2018; Flick, 2018). 

Participation was entirely voluntary, with assurances that declining to participate would carry no penalties or disadvantages. Given my dual role as both a lecturer and researcher, steps were taken to mitigate potential power imbalances. Students were explicitly informed that their participation—or lack thereof—would not affect their academic standing or relationship with the institution. These measures were vital for fostering trust and maintaining ethical integrity (Smith & Johnson, 2017). 

Anonymity and confidentiality were key priorities in this study. Responses were collected anonymously, with no personally identifiable information linked to submissions. Any identifying details inadvertently included in open-ended responses were pseudonymised or removed. Pseudonyms (e.g., Student 1, Lecturer 2) were assigned to illustrative quotes used in the findings to ensure participants’ identities were protected during data analysis and dissemination (Smith & Johnson, 2017; Johnson & Patel, 2020). 

Data confidentiality was upheld through secure storage protocols. Responses were stored on a password-protected and encrypted OneDrive account provided by the researcher’s institution. Consent forms were stored separately from questionnaire responses to minimise the risk of linking identifiable information to individual submissions. These measures aligned with GDPR principles of data minimisation and purpose limitation, ensuring full compliance with data protection regulations (ICO, 2018). 

Transparency was emphasised throughout the study. Participants were informed that their data would be used solely for academic purposes and that their responses would remain anonymous in any publications or reports. The consent page clearly explained the withdrawal process, including instructions for contacting the researcher via institutional email. Participants retained the right to withdraw at any time before the analysis phase began, ensuring their autonomy and ability to make decisions free from coercion or fear of repercussions (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2018; Brown & Lee, 2019). 

To maintain the validity and reliability of the dataset, participants were informed that withdrawal would no longer be possible once data analysis commenced. This restriction was communicated transparently to avoid misunderstandings and to align with ethical research practices (Smith & Jones, 2018). 

To comply with GDPR requirements for data security, all data were stored on encrypted, password-protected systems. This included questionnaire responses and consent forms, which were stored separately to further protect participants’ confidentiality. The data will be retained for two years, as stipulated by the institution’s research policy, and securely deleted thereafter in accordance with GDPR guidelines (ICO, 2018; Johnson & Patel, 2020). 

The use of an online questionnaire offered additional privacy and convenience benefits. Participants completed the survey in a familiar and comfortable environment, free from the presence of the researcher, which likely encouraged candid and honest responses. This format also minimised the potential for researcher influence, further enhancing the credibility of the data collected (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2018). 

By adhering to these ethical principles and implementing rigorous safeguards, this study ensured that participants’ rights, dignity, and well-being were prioritised throughout the research process. The commitment to informed consent, anonymity, and confidentiality not only upheld ethical standards but also fostered trust and transparency, which are essential for meaningful and impactful educational research.

3.6 Limitations
While this study aimed to explore the perceptions and experiences of staff and students engaged in hybrid teaching and learning, several limitations may have influenced the outcomes and interpretations of the findings. These constraints, while common in qualitative and mixed-methods research, provide essential context for interpreting the study's conclusions and implications.


3.6.1 Sample Size and Representativeness
A significant limitation of this research is its small, department-specific sample. The study involved 13 students and 7 lecturers from the Public Services department of a single institution. Although purposive sampling ensured participants had direct experience with hybrid learning, the narrow focus restricts the generalisability of the findings to other departments, disciplines, or institutions (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Hybrid learning experiences in fields such as STEM, creative arts, or humanities may vary significantly due to differences in pedagogical approaches, technological requirements, and institutional support.

Additionally, the reliance on voluntary participation introduced self-selection bias. Not all eligible individuals responded to the survey, with some likely opting out due to workload, lack of interest, or "survey fatigue"—a concern commonly noted in online research contexts (Sax, Gilmartin & Bryant, 2003). This may have skewed the data toward those with stronger opinions or more favorable experiences, potentially underrepresenting voices of disengaged or dissatisfied participants.

3.6.2 Time Constraints and Cross-Sectional Design
The limited timeframe for this study-imposed constraints on participant recruitment and data collection. The short research window necessitated a cross-sectional design, capturing perceptions at a single point in time rather than examining how attitudes and experiences evolve over extended periods (Robson & McCartan, 2016). Hybrid learning is a dynamic phenomenon influenced by changes in technology, institutional policies, and teaching practices. As such, longitudinal research would be better suited to track shifts in engagement, satisfaction, and pedagogical strategies across academic terms or years.

The condensed timeline also reduced opportunities for iterative data collection and analysis. Qualitative research often benefits from iterative approaches, which allow researchers to refine methods and explore emerging themes in greater depth (Braun & Clarke, 2013). The static nature of this study may have limited the breadth and depth of its findings.

3.6.3 Methodological Constraints
The use of online questionnaires, while practical and aligned with the hybrid learning context, introduced certain methodological limitations. Open-ended questions provided valuable qualitative insights but lacked the depth that could have been achieved through interviews or focus groups, where probing and follow-up questions can enhance understanding (Braun & Clarke, 2013). For example, ambiguous or contradictory responses could not be clarified, and some participants’ answers were too brief to provide meaningful insights.

Furthermore, the reliance on written responses meant the richness of the data depended on participants’ ability and willingness to articulate their thoughts in writing, which varied widely. While anonymity encouraged candid responses, it also prevented clarification or follow-up, limiting the researcher’s ability to fully explore complex issues such as digital inclusion, teaching challenges, or student engagement.

3.6.4 Technological and Access Assumptions
The study assumed that all participants had equal access to digital devices and reliable internet, which may not have been the case. Participants facing barriers to digital access or lacking confidence with technology a known equity issue in hybrid learning (Selwyn, 2020) may have been underrepresented. As a result, the data could be skewed toward participants with more favourable experiences of digital tools and technologies.

3.6.5 Subjectivity in Self-Reported Data
As with any qualitative study, the findings reflect participants’ subjective perceptions, which may not fully capture all dimensions of hybrid learning. Self-reported data are inherently influenced by individual biases, memory recall, and personal interpretations, leading to variability even among participants in similar contexts. These limitations highlight the importance of triangulating findings with other methods, such as classroom observations or institutional performance data, in future research.

3.6.6 Researcher Positionality
As a staff member within the department being studied, the researcher’s insider status offered both advantages and challenges. While this perspective facilitated easier access to participants and a deeper understanding of the institutional environment, it also introduced the potential for insider bias. Participants may have provided socially desirable responses or withheld criticism due to concerns however unfounded about confidentiality or professional relationships (Asselin, 2003). To address this, the study emphasised anonymous data collection and provided clear assurances of confidentiality to foster candid participation.

The researcher’s prior experiences and views on hybrid teaching may have also unconsciously influenced the analysis and interpretation of qualitative data. Despite efforts to employ reflexive practices and maintain transparency, complete objectivity is rarely achievable in practitioner-led research (Berger, 2015). Reflexivity helped mitigate this by encouraging critical self-awareness, but it remains essential to acknowledge that the researcher’s positionality may have shaped some aspects of the study.

While the limitations related to sample size, time constraints, methodological design, and researcher positionality do not invalidate the study’s findings, they contextualise their scope and applicability. The research offers valuable, context-specific insights into hybrid learning within the Public Services department. Nonetheless, future studies should aim to address these limitations by incorporating longitudinal designs, diversifying samples across institutions and disciplines, and employing in-depth qualitative methods such as interviews or focus groups. Broader, multi-institutional research could enhance the generalisability of findings and provide a more comprehensive understanding of the evolving landscape of hybrid education.



Chapter 4 – Findings

This chapter outlines the findings obtained from the online questionnaire, structured to incorporate both the quantitative and qualitative aspects of the data. To begin, descriptive statistics from the 5-point scale question are presented, offering an overview of participants’ evaluations of hybrid learning. This numerical data provides a contextual framework, highlighting general satisfaction levels and serving as a reference point for interpreting the qualitative findings.

The thematic analysis, as detailed in Chapter 3, identified six key themes: flexibility and autonomy; engagement and interaction; technical barriers and digital inequality; collaboration and peer learning; perceptions of effectiveness; and the future viability of hybrid models. Each theme is explored in-depth, supported by illustrative quotations from participants (e.g., Student 1, Lecturer 2) and accompanied by analytical commentary. This approach provides a comprehensive understanding of hybrid learning in the context of this study, capturing patterns of shared experiences while also addressing areas of divergence

4.1 Flexibility and Autonomy
One of the clearest benefits identified by both students and lecturers was the flexibility that hybrid learning offered. Students frequently highlighted how online delivery reduced travel burdens, increased time available for study, and allowed them to balance education with employment or personal commitments. For example, Student 4 explained that 

“Hybrid made it easier for me to manage my job and college. I didn’t have to waste time on buses every day, I could just log in. That gave me more energy for assignments.” 

This reflects broader literature emphasising that hybrid learning enhances accessibility and convenience for learners with complex schedules (Dhawan, 2020; Hrastinski, 2019).

The value of flexibility was particularly salient for those facing geographical barriers. Student 7 noted: 

“I live quite far away. Sometimes buses are late or don’t run. Online lessons mean I don’t miss class, which before would have affected my grades.” 

This aligns with Stone et al. (2019), who argue that hybrid models can reduce inequalities linked to transport, housing, and regional disparities, thereby widening participation.

However, lecturers cautioned that flexibility could also function as a double-edged sword. Lecturer 2 reflected that while hybrid 

[bookmark: _Int_ISyQ5lDT]“offers genuine flexibility for students with part-time jobs or caring duties,” 
it sometimes became “permission not to fully engage.” 

Similarly, Lecturer 4 warned: 

“Motivated learners thrive with hybrid, but weaker learners often see online days as time off.” 

These perspectives echo findings from Broadbent and Fuller-Tyszkiewicz (2018), who highlight that self-regulation is a key determinant of online learning success. Without strong self-discipline, flexibility may lead to disengagement and lower achievement.

Interestingly, some students also framed flexibility as a mental health support. Student 10 remarked: 

“On bad days it’s easier to still attend online than force myself into college. It means I don’t fall behind.” 

This resonates with O’Shea et al. (2015), who note that online elements can help students manage fluctuating health and well-being, allowing them to remain engaged even during challenging circumstances. Thus, while flexibility emerged as a strong advantage, its benefits were not uniformly distributed; instead, outcomes depended on individual learner profiles and institutional support structures.

4.2 Engagement and Interaction
Despite valuing flexibility, many participants identified a decline in engagement when learning online. Students often described online sessions as more passive and less immersive. Student 3 commented: 

“When I’m in class I feel like I have to take part, but online it’s too easy to just switch camera off and zone out. You don’t feel as involved.” 

Similarly, Student 9 explained: 

“You don’t really get the same energy online. It feels like watching rather than being part of it.” 

Such reflections echo Garrison and Vaughan’s (2008) Community of Inquiry (CoI) framework, which stresses the importance of “social presence” for effective engagement in blended environments. The reduced immediacy online can weaken this social presence and therefore diminish interaction.

Lecturers also identified challenges in sustaining participation. Lecturer 5 noted:

[bookmark: _Int_P2frrcz8] “Getting students to interact through a screen is a challenge. Even simple things like asking questions silence is the default online.” 

Lecturer 3 further explained that 

“Body language, eye contact, those cues we rely on as teachers, they vanish online. You can’t tell who’s engaged or who’s completely lost.” 

These challenges are consistent with research by Martin and Bolliger (2018), who found that maintaining interactivity in virtual environments requires intentional design, as natural cues of attention and engagement are often absent.

However, online spaces were not uniformly negative. Some students reported that digital platforms lowered barriers to participation. Student 6 explained: 

“I actually speak up more online because it feels less pressure. In class I get nervous, but typing in the chat is easier.” 

This suggests that online tools can provide alternative forms of participation, particularly for students who experience anxiety in face-to-face discussions (Bawa, 2016). In this sense, hybrid learning may broaden opportunities for certain learners, though the overall trend still pointed to diminished engagement compared to classroom contexts.

These contrasting findings underscore that engagement in hybrid learning is not monolithic but shaped by learner characteristics, teaching strategies, and the affordances of the technology used. Hybrid formats can empower some learners while marginalising others, reflecting the complexity highlighted in Means et al. (2013), who stress the importance of context-specific design in determining blended learning success.

4.3 Technical Barriers and Digital Inequality
The viability of hybrid learning was consistently undermined by technical challenges and unequal access to resources. Students spoke candidly about issues with connectivity and devices. Student 2 explained: 

“My Wi-Fi cuts out all the time. Then you miss chunks of lessons and it’s hard to catch up. Teachers think you’re not paying attention but it’s not your fault.” 

Similarly, Student 5 shared: 

“I don’t have a laptop, only my phone. Trying to do lessons and assignments on a phone is stressful. It doesn’t feel fair when others have proper equipment.”

These experiences highlight the persistence of a “digital divide,” a concept widely discussed in educational technology literature (Selwyn, 2016; Warschauer, 2004). Inadequate access to reliable devices and internet not only restricts participation but also compounds existing educational inequalities. In FE, where many learners come from lower socio-economic backgrounds, these disparities are particularly salient (Jisc, 2021).

Lecturers also emphasised the inequities created by uneven access. Lecturer 1 observed: 

[bookmark: _Int_89ITFTMO]“Some students have perfect setups at home, others are trying to join on a cracked phone with poor Wi-Fi. That creates two-tier learning.” 

This concern reflects van Dijk’s (2020) argument that digital inequality is not merely about access but also about the quality of devices, environments, and support available, all of which influence outcomes.

Even when infrastructure functioned, hybrid delivery was described as labour-intensive for staff. Lecturer 6 stated: 

“Teaching online takes double the effort uploading resources, troubleshooting tech issues, and then repeating content for those who missed parts due to tech failures.” 


This reflects findings from Bond et al. (2021), who argue that hybrid models risk exacerbating staff workload unless institutions provide sufficient technical support and streamlined systems.

Overall, technical barriers and digital inequality were seen not as incidental but as structural obstacles. Without systematic institutional investment, hybrid learning risks amplifying rather than reducing inequities. This supports the argument of Hargittai et al. (2019), who stress that addressing digital divides requires more than individual effort; it necessitates organisational and policy-level responses.

4.4 Collaboration and Peer Learning
Another theme was the impact of hybrid learning on peer interaction and collaborative learning. Many students reported reduced opportunities for informal socialisation and mutual support. Student 8 reflected: 

“You don’t chat to people the same online. In class you help each other, ask questions, share notes. Online it’s just you and the screen.” 

Likewise, Student 1 observed: 

“It’s harder to make friends when lessons are online. I only know a few people from my course properly.”

These perceptions resonate with Vygotskian perspectives on learning, which emphasise the importance of social interaction for cognitive development (Vygotsky, 1978). The absence of informal peer exchange in online spaces may therefore limit opportunities for collaborative knowledge-building.

Lecturers shared similar concerns. Lecturer 4 explained: 

“So much of learning is social the banter, the side conversations, the encouragement. Hybrid strips that out, and students lose motivation without it.” 

This observation echoes Garrison et al.’s (2000) assertion that collaborative dialogue is central to the “social presence” required for meaningful learning. Yet, perspectives were not entirely negative. Some students reported fewer distractions in online sessions. Student 10 explained: 

“I find it easier to focus online without other students messing about. Group work in class can get chaotic.” 

This highlights the trade-off between collaborative learning and individual focus. While hybrid may limit peer interaction, it can benefit learners who find traditional classrooms overwhelming or disruptive.

Overall, the findings show that hybrid learning reconfigures peer dynamics in complex ways. It tends to weaken social cohesion but may enhance concentration for some individuals. This aligns with findings by Hrastinski (2009), who argues that online participation requires different forms of collaboration, suggesting that institutions must design explicit structures for peer learning in hybrid environments rather than assuming it will emerge naturally.

4.5 Perceptions of Effectiveness
Participants expressed mixed views on the overall effectiveness of hybrid learning. Most students acknowledged its convenience but perceived it as less effective for deep learning. Student 11 stated: 

“It works for convenience, but I don’t learn as well online. I forget stuff quicker.” 

Similarly, Student 12 observed: 

“Hybrid makes it harder to stay motivated. You get distracted at home phone, TV, family. In class it’s easier to concentrate.” 

These concerns reflect broader evidence that online environments require stronger self-regulation and often result in lower retention if learners are unsupported (Broadbent & Poon, 2015).

Lecturers also questioned the effectiveness of hybrid delivery. Lecturer 7 remarked: 

“Hybrid has potential but right now it dilutes quality. You can’t replicate the immediacy of classroom teaching.” 

This aligns with Graham (2006), who argued that while hybrid models combine advantages of online and face-to-face learning, they can also result in the “worst of both worlds” if not carefully designed.

However, some participants saw hybrid as effective for specific tasks, particularly theoretical instruction. Lecturer 2 suggested: 

“It’s not about replacing face-to-face but complementing it. For delivering theory or catch-up work, hybrid can be effective.” 

This nuance reflects the findings of Bernard et al. (2014), who emphasise that blended learning is most effective when tasks are deliberately matched to delivery mode rather than treated as interchangeable. Thus, effectiveness was understood as conditional rather than absolute. Hybrid learning was valued for accessibility and theory-based content but questioned for its capacity to sustain motivation and foster deeper engagement.



4.6 Future Viability of Hybrid Models
Finally, participants considered the future role of hybrid learning in FE. Lecturers widely anticipated that hybrid provision would persist. Lecturer 5 stated: 

“Hybrid isn’t going away. The question is how to do it properly with training, resources, and clear expectations.” 

This reflects Graham and Allen’s (2009) claim that hybrid learning has become a durable feature of post-compulsory education, even if implementation varies.

Several staff emphasised that viability depended on institutional investment. Lecturer 3 argued: 

“Colleges can’t just expect staff to make hybrid work on goodwill. It needs funding, smaller class sizes, and time to plan. Otherwise, it becomes unsustainable.” 

These concerns resonate with Hodges et al. (2020), who stress that effective hybrid models require not just teacher goodwill but structured professional development and systemic support. 

Students were more ambivalent. Many felt hybrid should remain as an option rather than the norm. Student 9 stated: 

“It should be an option, not the main way. Some people need it, but most learn better face to face.” 

Others valued hybrid as a contingency. Student 13 commented: 

“I’d keep hybrid for when you’re ill or can’t get in. It stops you falling behind.” 

These perspectives align with Nguyen (2021), who suggests that students increasingly expect flexible options but still prioritise face-to-face interaction for core learning.

Taken together, the findings suggest participants see hybrid learning as part of the future FE landscape but advocate for selective, strategically supported adoption, with careful alignment to learner needs and institutional capacity.

4.7 Summary of Findings
This chapter has presented the findings from student and lecturer questionnaires, structured around six themes. Participants valued hybrid learning for its flexibility, which enhanced access and supported inclusion but cautioned that this flexibility could also encourage disengagement. They reported that engagement was weaker online, although some learners found digital spaces less intimidating. Technical barriers and digital inequality emerged as significant challenges, with disparities in access to devices and reliable internet creating inequities in participation.

Collaboration and peer learning were weakened, though some students reported improved concentration online. Overall effectiveness was perceived as conditional, suitable for theory-based delivery but less so for sustaining motivation and deeper learning. Finally, while participants anticipated that hybrid models would remain part of FE, they stressed that their future viability depended on institutional investment, pedagogical adaptation, and equitable access.

These findings highlight the complex, context-dependent nature of hybrid learning in FE. They set the stage for Chapter 5, which will discuss these results in relation to the existing literature and theoretical frameworks, offering a critical interpretation of their implications.




Chapter 5: Discussion

This chapter critically interprets the findings presented in Chapter 4, situating them within the wider body of literature and theoretical frameworks discussed in Chapter 2. By maintaining the same thematic structure, this discussion provides a direct bridge between the empirical evidence and existing scholarship, while explicitly answering the research questions.

The discussion highlights how student and lecturer experiences converge and diverge, the role of flexibility, autonomy, and digital inequity, and the implications for the long-term viability of hybrid learning in FE. It also integrates recent studies (2020–2025) to ensure a contemporary perspective.

5.1 Student Perceptions of Engagement, Accessibility, and Support
The findings revealed that students valued flexibility and autonomy, echoing earlier research emphasising these as core strengths of hybrid models (Staker & Horn, 2012; Hrastinski, 2019). Student 1, for instance, described re-watching lectures as empowering, while Student 2 warned that “freedom without guidance just felt like drifting.” These accounts highlight the tension between flexibility as an enabler and as a risk factor when self-regulation is underdeveloped.

This aligns with Broadbent and Poon’s (2015) argument that self-regulated learning is a critical predictor of success in hybrid environments. More recent evidence supports this view: Lee and Martin (2023) found that FE students often struggled to sustain motivation in asynchronous formats, particularly when institutional scaffolding was weak.

The issue of academic support also emerged strongly in the findings. Students expressed frustration at delayed email responses and a lack of immediacy compared to face-to-face interactions. This echoes Kahu and Nelson’s (2018) model of student engagement, which stresses that institutional support and connection are central to persistence. Student 5’s reflection “Sometimes I waited days for a reply, and by then I’d lost momentum” illustrates how lapses in support directly affect engagement.

A further tension lies in how students perceive accessibility. While asynchronous elements made study feasible for those with caring responsibilities or employment, they also generated feelings of isolation. This duality is consistent with Bond et al. (2021), who found that hybrid learning widens participation but risks marginalising those who need more interpersonal interaction.

Student perspectives confirm that flexibility is a double-edged sword: it enables access but risks disengagement without strong support structures. This discussion of RQ1 shows that hybrid models succeed when flexibility is paired with timely, relational support.

5.2 Lecturer Adaptations to Hybrid Delivery
Lecturers described adapting their practice under challenging conditions, often characterised by workload intensification and limited preparation. This aligns with Baran et al. (2011), who noted that hybrid teaching demands new competencies in digital design and facilitation. Lecturer 3’s comment “We were asked to fly the plane while building it” captures the lived reality of this transition.

The adoption of digital tools such as breakout rooms and flipped classroom strategies reflects wider trends (Boelens et al., 2017). Lecturers reported positive outcomes when tools were used purposefully, such as Lecturer 2’s reflective assessments designed to mitigate academic integrity concerns. These practices resonate with Vaughan et al. (2013), who argued that hybrid teaching requires not just technological but pedagogical transformation.

However, the strain of dual preparation delivering both online and in-person elements was repeatedly emphasised. Lecturer 2 described it as “teaching two courses,” a sentiment echoed in recent FE research (Moorhouse & Wong, 2022), which highlights unsustainable staff workloads in hybrid contexts. This suggests that while lecturers can innovate, without institutional support such innovations risk burnout.

The pandemic context accelerated these adaptations, but post-2020 studies caution against assuming such emergency measures equate to effective pedagogy (Hodges et al., 2020). Our findings support this caution: while lecturers adopted digital tools, many did so reactively rather than strategically, raising concerns about long-term sustainability.

Lecturers demonstrated resilience and creativity in adapting their practice, but the absence of structured institutional support led to inconsistent outcomes. This analysis of RQ2 underscores the need for professional development and workload recognition.

5.3 Barriers and Enablers of Effective Hybrid Learning
The findings identified several barriers notably digital inequity, weak self-regulation, and insufficient training and key enablers, such as recorded lectures and interactive tasks.

Digital inequity emerged as one of the most pressing barriers. Student 4 described Wi-Fi problems that left them feeling excluded, while Lecturer 5 noted students attempting to complete tasks on mobile phones. This reflects Trust and Whalen’s (2020) concern that hybrid learning may exacerbate socio-economic disparities. Van Deursen and Van Dijk (2019) similarly warn that digital divides extend beyond access to devices, encompassing differences in skills and learning environments.

Conversely, recorded lectures were widely praised by students as vital for retention and catch-up, supporting findings by Kintu et al. (2017) that multimodal resources increase inclusivity. Interactive tasks were also seen as enabling deeper preparation, echoing evidence from flipped learning research (Means et al., 2014).

Importantly, the dual role of technology as both an enabler and a barrier reinforces the complexity of hybrid learning. As Lecturer 1 put it, “Technology can make or break hybrid teaching.” This finding mirrors Bond (2023), who argues that institutional policies must explicitly address digital poverty to avoid exacerbating inequalities in hybrid systems.

Hybrid models succeed when technological access and pedagogical design converge; without both, barriers outweigh enablers. This addresses RQ3 by showing that the effectiveness of hybrid learning depends less on the model itself than on the conditions under which it is implemented.

5.4 Alignment and Divergence of Perspectives
Comparisons of student and lecturer perspectives revealed both alignments and divergences. Both groups valued flexibility and recognised digital inequity as a barrier. However, they diverged on engagement and workload.

Students often described hybrid learning as isolating, despite lecturers perceiving increased participation in online spaces. Student 8 stated, “Sometimes it felt like lecturers didn’t realise how isolating it was,” while Lecturer 4 believed online spaces encouraged quieter students. This divergence reflects Hrastinski’s (2019) caution that asynchronous engagement may not equate to meaningful connection.

On workload, Lecturer 2 described teaching hybrid as “like teaching two courses,” while Student 6 noted feeling like “guinea pigs.” This mismatch reveals a tension between student expectations of seamless delivery and lecturer experiences of strain. Recent FE studies (Bond et al., 2021; Lee & Martin, 2023) echo this gap, suggesting that hybrid delivery risks creating misunderstandings unless institutions communicate its limitations.

The thematic overview table (see Chapter 4) crystallises these differences. While both groups agreed on the promise of hybrid models, their lived realities diverged, especially around support and workload.
The alignment/divergence analysis shows that hybrid learning is experienced asymmetrically: students focus on outcomes (support, engagement), while lecturers focus on processes (workload, resources). Addressing RQ4, this divergence signals the need for dialogue between stakeholders to reconcile perceptions.

5.5 Long Term Viability of Hybrid Models
Students expressed optimism about the long-term viability of hybrid models, citing flexibility for work and caregiving. Student 9 described hybrid as “the future,” while Student 10 saw it as essential for inclusion. These perspectives resonate with Hrastinski (2019), who highlights hybrid formats as particularly supportive of non-traditional learners.

Lecturers, however, were more sceptical. Lecturer 3 warned that sustainability depends on investment, while Lecturer 5 stressed hybrid must be treated as “a serious model in its own right.” This aligns with Moorhouse and Wong (2022), who argue that without adequate resourcing, hybrid models risk collapsing under staff workload pressures.

The divergence underscores that student demand for flexibility must be balanced against institutional capacity. Bond et al. (2021) argue that inclusivity is contingent on proactive design, not assumption. More recent work (Davis, 2024) further suggests that institutions embracing hybrid must develop long-term digital strategies rather than relying on emergency responses.

The findings demonstrate cautious optimism from students but scepticism from lecturers. Addressing RQ5, hybrid learning will only achieve long-term viability if it is resourced, designed, and valued as a core pedagogical approach rather than an emergency fix.

5.6 Summary
This chapter has critically interpreted the findings against existing and recent literature. It has shown that:
· RQ1: Students perceive hybrid learning as empowering but isolating without structured support.
· RQ2: Lecturers adapted through innovation, but under significant workload pressures and limited institutional support.
· RQ3: Hybrid models are shaped by both barriers (digital inequity, self-regulation) and enablers (flexibility, recorded content, interactive design).
· RQ4: Students and lecturers align on broad principles but diverge in lived experiences, particularly around engagement and workload.
· RQ5: Students see hybrid as a viable future, while lecturers emphasise the need for investment and sustainability.
In summary, this discussion positions hybrid learning as both an opportunity and a challenge: its success depends on balancing flexibility with support, autonomy with structure, and inclusivity with sustainability.














Chapter 6: Conclusion and Recommendations

This dissertation has explored how hybrid teaching is experienced by students and lecturers within a further education (FE) context, with particular focus on engagement, accessibility, academic support, staff adaptations, and the long-term sustainability of hybrid delivery. Using a qualitative case study of one South Wales FE college, the research sought to capture lived experiences of both learners and educators, providing insight into the opportunities and challenges of hybrid teaching in practice.

The study was guided by five research questions:
1. How do students perceive engagement, accessibility, and academic support in hybrid learning?
2. How have lecturers adapted their teaching strategies to hybrid delivery?
3. What are the barriers and enablers of effective hybrid teaching and learning in FE?
4. How do staff and student perspectives align or diverge in their experiences of hybrid learning?
5. What is the perceived long-term viability of hybrid models in FE contexts?

The findings, presented in Chapter 4 and critically interpreted in Chapter 5, point to hybrid teaching as both a promising and problematic model. It offers flexibility and new ways of learning but also exposes inequities and strains that require institutional commitment to address. The conclusions presented here respond directly to the research questions and aims, before moving to recommendations for practice and research.

At a broad level, the study demonstrates that hybrid learning cannot be reduced to a simple blend of face-to-face and online delivery. Instead, it functions as a complex, context-dependent pedagogical model, shaped by technology, institutional support, student autonomy, and staff readiness.
[bookmark: _Int_jZdlWJCw]The voices of students highlighted the centrality of flexibility in enabling access, but also revealed that flexibility alone is insufficient. Without effective scaffolding, autonomy risks slipping into disengagement. Lecturers, meanwhile, showed adaptability in the face of sudden change but consistently raised concerns about workload, preparedness, and sustainability.

The evidence indicates that hybrid models succeed when the enabling conditions of digital equity, structured support, professional development, and institutional investment are in place. Without these, hybrid learning risks reproducing inequalities and undermining both student and staff wellbeing.

Thus, the overall conclusion is that hybrid learning in FE should be viewed as a strategic and long-term pedagogical approach, rather than a reactive measure. It has potential to widen participation and enhance learning, but only if underpinned by coherent policy and sustainable practice.

6.1 Key Conclusions and Responses to Research Question

RQ1: Student perceptions of engagement, accessibility, and support
Students valued the flexibility of hybrid formats, particularly the ability to learn at their own pace and fit study around work or caring responsibilities. Recorded lectures and asynchronous materials were especially valued. However, many students also reported feelings of isolation and difficulties with self-regulation.

Engagement was inconsistent: while some thrived in self-directed study, others admitted to “switching off” at home. Perceptions of support were mixed, with delays in communication from lecturers and lack of immediacy in online help contributing to disengagement. 

[bookmark: _Int_9CFbwe1a]Students perceive hybrid learning as empowering when well-structured, but potentially alienating when support is lacking. Flexibility must be balanced with proactive academic and pastoral scaffolding.

RQ2: Lecturer adaptations to hybrid delivery
[bookmark: _Int_M1JZRUzv]Lecturers adapted their strategies rapidly, employing tools such as breakout rooms, flipped learning, and reflective assessments. These adaptations demonstrate creativity and resilience, but also revealed that many lecturers were underprepared for the digital and pedagogical demands.

Workload pressures were a recurring theme. Delivering online and in-person content concurrently was described as “like teaching two courses,” leading to fatigue and concerns about sustainability. Despite these pressures, lecturers reported some successes, particularly in engaging quieter students through digital platforms.

Lecturers adapted pragmatically to hybrid teaching, but without adequate support or training. Innovation was evident, yet uneven, and often dependent on individual rather than institutional capacity.

RQ3: Barriers and enablers of effective hybrid teaching and learning
The most significant barriers identified were digital inequity, insufficient self-regulation among students, and gaps in staff training. Students without reliable internet or devices were placed at a serious disadvantage, and lecturers noted that digital poverty limited both teaching and learning effectiveness.

Conversely, enablers included recorded content, which improved accessibility, and interactive design, such as pre-class tasks that encouraged preparation. Where technology was reliable and staff were confident, hybrid delivery was seen as enriching.

Hybrid models are not inherently equitable or effective; their success depends on the enabling conditions. Institutions must actively address technological access, digital literacy, and course design if hybrid learning is to achieve its potential.



RQ4: Alignment and divergence of staff and student perspectives
Students and lecturers aligned on recognising the value of flexibility and the challenges of digital inequity. However, they diverged in their perceptions of engagement and workload.

Students often felt isolated, while lecturers believed some students engaged more readily online. Similarly, lecturers emphasised the burden of dual-mode teaching, while students saw themselves as “guinea pigs” in an experiment. These divergences suggest that staff and students were experiencing hybrid learning through different lenses: students focused on outcomes, while lecturers concentrated on processes.

While there is shared recognition of hybrid learning’s potential, significant divergences highlight the need for dialogue and co-design of hybrid models. Without this, mismatched expectations will persist.

RQ5: Long-term viability of hybrid models in FE
Students expressed optimism about the future of hybrid learning, particularly for widening participation. For many, hybrid formats represented a lifeline that enabled study alongside employment or caring responsibilities.

Lecturers, however, were cautious, emphasising sustainability concerns. They stressed that hybrid can only remain viable if institutions provide investment, workload recognition, and professional development.

Hybrid models are viable in the long term, but only if treated as a strategic and resourced pedagogical approach rather than an emergency solution. Without sustained investment, hybrid risks collapsing under its own pressures.

6.2 Recommendations
Based on these conclusions, the following recommendations are made for FE institutions and policymakers:
1. Invest in digital equity: Provide device loan schemes, subsidised internet access, and on-campus facilities to ensure all students can participate fully. By ensuring that all students have access to the necessary digital tools and infrastructure, institutions can create a more equitable learning environment and enable full participation in hybrid models. This recommendation aligns with the study's emphasis on addressing systemic barriers to inclusion and accessibility in hybrid education.
2. Strengthen academic support structures: Develop clear channels for timely communication and integrate synchronous and asynchronous support mechanisms. Students in the study valued flexibility but reported feeling isolated and disengaged when academic and pastoral support was insufficient. Delays in communication from lecturers and the absence of immediate online help negatively impacted their engagement and ability to self-regulate. This recommendation is grounded in the finding that hybrid learning succeeds when flexibility is balanced with proactive scaffolding to maintain student engagement and motivation.
3. Embed training and professional development: Offer ongoing, targeted training for lecturers in digital pedagogy, assessment design, and hybrid-specific tools. Lecturer demonstrated creativity and adaptability in hybrid teaching but often lacked the training necessary to manage the dual demands of online and in-person delivery effectively. Many lecturers reported feeling underprepared for the technical and pedagogical challenges of hybrid instruction, which led to uneven implementation and increased workload pressures. This recommendation responds directly to the study's finding that institutional investment in staff training is a critical enabler of effective hybrid learning.
4. Address workload sustainability: Recognise the additional demands of hybrid delivery through workload allocation, team teaching, or reduced class sizes. The study highlighted that lecturers often viewed hybrid teaching as akin to "teaching two courses" due to the need to develop and deliver content for both online and in-person learners simultaneously. This dual-mode teaching led to significant workload pressures, fatigue, and concerns about long-term sustainability. Addressing workload sustainability is essential to prevent burnout and ensure the quality of hybrid delivery. Strategies such as allocating additional time for hybrid preparation, implementing team teaching models, or reducing class sizes can help distribute the workload more equitably. This recommendation reflects the findings that sustainable hybrid teaching requires institutional recognition of its unique demands on staff.
5. Co-design hybrid models: Involve both students and lecturers in shaping hybrid provision, ensuring that models reflect the needs and realities of both groups. The study identified divergences between student and lecturer perspectives, particularly regarding engagement and workload. While students valued flexibility, many felt like “guinea pigs” in an experimental model, and lecturers focused on the process of dual-mode delivery rather than student outcomes. This recommendation is rooted in the finding that hybrid learning benefits from dialogue and collaboration, ensuring that models are responsive to the lived experiences and needs of all stakeholders.
6. Adopt a long-term strategy: Treat hybrid learning as a permanent pedagogical option, supported by institutional policy, rather than as a temporary fix. Both students and lecturers recognised the potential of hybrid learning to widen participation and enhance flexibility. However, lecturers expressed concerns about its sustainability and the lack of institutional preparedness. Treating hybrid learning as a long-term strategy, rather than a reactive measure, requires robust policies, sustained investment, and a clear vision for its role within FE. This includes integrating hybrid learning into institutional frameworks, providing ongoing support, and ensuring it is resourced adequately. By adopting this approach, institutions can maximise the benefits of hybrid learning while addressing its challenges systematically. This recommendation aligns with the study’s conclusion that hybrid learning must be viewed as a strategic, rather than ad hoc, pedagogical approach.
This dissertation has demonstrated that hybrid learning is both a powerful tool for inclusion and flexibility, and a fragile model that can deepen inequities and workload pressures if left unsupported. The voices of students and lecturers make clear that hybrid learning is not a panacea but a pedagogical choice that demands investment, design, and dialogue.
By revisiting the aims and responding to the research questions, this study contributes to understanding the lived realities of hybrid teaching in FE, offering insights for both policy and practice. The overarching message is clear: hybrid learning has the potential to transform further education, but only if its promise is matched by sustained commitment to equity, support, and sustainability.

6.3 Future Research Recommendations:
1. Expand Sample Diversity: Future studies should include participants from multiple institutions and disciplines to explore whether the themes identified in this study are consistent across different contexts.
2. Adopt Longitudinal Designs: Tracking participants’ experiences over time would provide a more comprehensive understanding of how hybrid learning evolves and its long-term impacts on engagement, satisfaction, and educational outcomes.
3. Employ In-Depth Methods: Complementing online surveys with interviews or focus groups would allow for richer, more detailed exploration of complex issues and provide opportunities for follow-up and clarification.
4. Address Digital Barriers: Future research should consider strategies to mitigate the impact of digital literacy and access disparities, ensuring that all voices are represented in the data.

By addressing these limitations, future studies can build on this research, offering deeper insights and actionable recommendations for educators, institutions, and policymakers navigating the evolving landscape of hybrid education.


[bookmark: _Toc417478335]
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Appendices 
Appendices 1 – Participation and Consent form for Lecturers
The perspectives of lecturers and students on hybrid teaching and learning - Lecturers

[bookmark: _Int_8EGlepJC]Participant Information and Consent Form

Research Study for Master’s in Education

Dear Participant,
Thank you for considering participation in this research study, which forms part of my Master’s degree in Education. This study explores lecturers’ and students’ perspectives on hybrid teaching and learning, with the aim of gaining deeper insights into how this educational approach is experienced and perceived within academic settings.

Your input is highly valued and will contribute to enhancing understanding in the field of education, particularly as schools and institutions continue to adapt to blended modes of instruction.

Ethics and GDPR Compliance
Please read the following details carefully before deciding whether to participate. This research adheres to the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) and follows the ethical standards required for academic research.

Voluntary Participation: Your involvement in this study is completely voluntary. You may choose to withdraw at any point, without needing to provide a reason. Choosing not to participate will not result in any negative consequences.

Anonymity: This questionnaire is anonymous. You will not be asked to provide your name or any other identifying details, unless you choose to do so explicitly and with full consent.

Confidentiality: All data collected will remain strictly confidential. It will be used solely for the purposes of this academic research and will not be shared with third parties. Any information you provide will be reported in a way that does not allow for individual identification.

Data Storage and Security: Your responses will be stored securely on encrypted, password-protected devices. The data will be retained only for the duration necessary to complete the research and will be deleted once the study is concluded and submitted, in full compliance with GDPR guidelines.

Right to Withdraw: You have the right to withdraw from the study at any stage before the final data analysis. If you decide to withdraw and wish for your data to be removed, you may contact the researcher using the contact details provided below.

Consent to Participate
By completing and submitting this questionnaire, you are confirming the following:
You have read and understood the purpose and procedures of this research study.
You are aware of how your data will be used, stored, and protected.

You understand that participation is voluntary and that you can withdraw at any time before final data analysis.

You voluntarily agree to take part in this study.

If you have any questions, concerns, or would like more information before deciding to participate, please do not hesitate to contact the researcher: lisa.duffy@nptcgroup.ac.uk.

Thank you for your time and valuable contribution to this study.

Lisa Duffy

Researcher Name: Lisa Duffy
Institution: University of Wales Trinity ST Davids
Supervisor: Gareth Evans
Date: 20/5/25













Appendices 2 – Participation and Consent form for Students
The perspectives of lecturers and students on hybrid teaching and learning - Students

[bookmark: _Int_V7CKmVd7]Participant Information and Consent Form

Research Study for Master’s in Education

Dear Participant,
Thank you for considering participation in this research study, which forms part of my Master’s degree in Education. This study explores lecturers’ and students’ perspectives on hybrid teaching and learning, with the aim of gaining deeper insights into how this educational approach is experienced and perceived within academic settings.

Your input is highly valued and will contribute to enhancing understanding in the field of education, particularly as schools and institutions continue to adapt to blended modes of instruction.

Ethics and GDPR Compliance
Please read the following details carefully before deciding whether to participate. This research adheres to the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) and follows the ethical standards required for academic research.

Voluntary Participation: Your involvement in this study is completely voluntary. You may choose to withdraw at any point, without needing to provide a reason. Choosing not to participate will not result in any negative consequences.

Anonymity: This questionnaire is anonymous. You will not be asked to provide your name or any other identifying details, unless you choose to do so explicitly and with full consent.

Confidentiality: All data collected will remain strictly confidential. It will be used solely for the purposes of this academic research and will not be shared with third parties. Any information you provide will be reported in a way that does not allow for individual identification.

Data Storage and Security: Your responses will be stored securely on encrypted, password-protected devices. The data will be retained only for the duration necessary to complete the research and will be deleted once the study is concluded and submitted, in full compliance with GDPR guidelines.

Right to Withdraw: You have the right to withdraw from the study at any stage before the final data analysis. If you decide to withdraw and wish for your data to be removed, you may contact the researcher using the contact details provided below.

Consent to Participate
By completing and submitting this questionnaire, you are confirming the following:
You have read and understood the purpose and procedures of this research study.
You are aware of how your data will be used, stored, and protected.

You understand that participation is voluntary and that you can withdraw at any time before final data analysis.

You voluntarily agree to take part in this study.

If you have any questions, concerns, or would like more information before deciding to participate, please do not hesitate to contact the researcher: lisa.duffy@nptcgroup.ac.uk.

Thank you for your time and valuable contribution to this study.

Lisa Duffy

Researcher Name: Lisa Duffy
Institution: University of Wales Trinity ST Davids
Supervisor: Gareth Evans
Date: 20/05/25
When you submit this form, it will not automatically collect your details like name and email address unless you provide it yourself.














Appendices 3 – Original Questionnaire for Lecturers 

1.How would you describe your overall experience with hybrid learning? 
1 - Very Poor
2 - Poor 
3 - Average
4 - Above Average
5 – Excellent

2.What are the most rewarding aspects of hybrid teaching for you? Please explain your response? 

3.What are the biggest challenges you face when teaching in a hybrid format? Please explain your response?  
4.How do you adapt your teaching methods for hybrid classes compared to fully in-person or fully online classes? Please explain your response? 

5.What strategies do you use to keep students engaged in both the in-person and online components of hybrid learning? Please explain your response? 

6.Do you manage the balance between teaching in-person students and online students simultaneously? Please explain your response? 

7.Do you feel you have access to adequate technology and resources to deliver hybrid instruction effectively? Please explain your response? 

8.Were there any barriers or limitations (e.g., internet access, technical issues) that impacted your ability to deliver hybrid effectively? Please explain your response? 

9.Do you feel your students learn more effectively in a hybrid model compared to traditional in-person learning or fully online learning? Please explain your response? 

10.How does hybrid teaching affect your ability to connect with and support students? 

[bookmark: _Int_IDUMU2r8]11.What changes would you suggest to improve the hybrid learning experience for students? 

12.Based on your experience, do you think hybrid learning is a viable long-term model for education? 


Appendices 4 – Original Questionnaire for Students 

1.How would you describe your overall experience with hybrid learning?
1 - Very Poor
2 - Poor 
3 - Average
4 - Above Average
5 – Excellent

2.What aspects of hybrid learning did you find most effective?

3.What aspects of hybrid learning do you find most challenging?

4.Do you feel more or less engaged in hybrid learning compared to fully in-person or fully online classes? Please explain your response?

[bookmark: _Int_HZB6MUpu]5.Has hybrid learning affect your ability to interact with your peers and lecturers? Please explain your response?

6.Did hybrid learning provided you enough opportunities for collaboration with other students? Please explain your response? Please explain your response?

7.Did hybrid learning provide sufficient flexibility to balance your academic and personal responsibilities? Please explain your response?

8.Were there any barriers or limitations (e.g., internet access, technical issues) that impacted your ability to participate in hybrid learning? Please explain your response?

9.Do you feel you learn more effectively in a hybrid model compared to traditional in-person learning or fully online learning? Why or why not?

10.Are there specific subjects or courses that you feel are better suited to hybrid learning? Which ones and why?

[bookmark: _Int_sUNOub0k]11.What changes would you suggest to improve the hybrid learning experience for students?

12.Based on your experience, do you think hybrid learning is a viable long-term model for education?





Appendices 5 – Lecturer example 1
Lecturer 1 anonymous

1.How would you describe your overall experience with hybrid learning? 
1 - Very Poor
2 - Poor 
3 - Average
4 - Above Average
5 - Excellent
2.What are the most rewarding aspects of hybrid teaching for you? Please explain your response? 
Allows flexibilty in the class. ensures all students dont missout on teaching

3.What are the biggest challenges you face when teaching in a hybrid format? Please explain your response?
making sure the classroom is set up and adapted for both F2F and online teaching

4.How do you adapt your teaching methods for hybrid classes compared to fully in-person or fully online classes? Please explain your response?
By ensuring the tools used are accwssable both in the class and online.

5.What strategies do you use to keep students engaged in both the in-person and online components of hybrid learning? Please explain your response? 
[bookmark: _Int_nBYkSdCT]By setting tasks that both groups are engaged in e.g. mixed discussions or even on line v F2F end of lesson recap quiz

6.Do you manage the balance between teaching in-person students and online students simultaneously? Please explain your response? 
[bookmark: _Int_9tyB990D]Yes by refering to screen abd asking online students direct questions

7.Do you feel you have access to adequate technology and resources to deliver hybrid instruction effectively? Please explain your response? 
it is important that all systems are working well with no interuptions

8.Were there any barriers or limitations (e.g., internet access, technical issues) that impacted your ability to deliver hybrid effectively? Please explain your response? 
yes, at times these need to be developed and resolved
9.Do you feel your students learn more effectively in a hybrid model compared to traditional in-person learning or fully online learning? Please explain your response? 
[bookmark: _Int_Ag3OuBpX][bookmark: _Int_YotFr9Xr][bookmark: _Int_yjECoC3n]It depends on the student in some ways. there are possibly more distractions at home and they loose out on social interaction with fellow students. 'the Covid generation is an example. it is good as a back stop if any thing goes wrong so students can still access learning

10.How does hybrid teaching affect your ability to connect with and support students? 
it does have an imact as it somewhat impersonal

[bookmark: _Int_cUxIbExo]11.What changes would you suggest to improve the hybrid learning experience for students? 
Perhaps end of term last week online for all

12.Based on your experience, do you think hybrid learning is a viable long-term model for education? 
[bookmark: _Int_1yr2AWgZ][bookmark: _Int_Jh4OKmWP]No its a model that assists in learning for those who might have difficulties in attending F2F



















Appendices 6 – Lecturer example 2
Lecturer 2 anonymous

1.How would you describe your overall experience with hybrid learning? 
1 - Very Poor
2 - Poor 
3 - Average
4 - Above Average
5 – Excellent

2.What are the most rewarding aspects of hybrid teaching for you? Please explain your response? 
Offers greater flexibility, reduced travel time for staff and students, admin tasks easier and plenty of apps to use for student engagement.

3.What are the biggest challenges you face when teaching in a hybrid format? Please explain your response? 
Online can be frustrating as you can’t see who is actually ‘present’. Many students are reluctantly to engage online.

4.How do you adapt your teaching methods for hybrid classes compared to fully in-person or fully online classes? Please explain your response? 
Less delivery and more student orientated tasks to complete

5.What strategies do you use to keep students engaged in both the in-person and online components of hybrid learning? Please explain your response?
Short delivery followed my times tasks, competitive tasks and group work

6.Do you manage the balance between teaching in-person students and online students simultaneously? Please explain your response? 
By being organised

7.Do you feel you have access to adequate technology and resources to deliver hybrid instruction effectively? Please explain your response? 
Satisfactory. Lack of cameras and poor internet can be a hindrance.

8.Were there any barriers or limitations (e.g., internet access, technical issues) that impacted your ability to deliver hybrid effectively? Please explain your response? 
Yes internet.

9.Do you feel your students learn more effectively in a hybrid model compared to traditional in-person learning or fully online learning? Please explain your response? 
There is more engagement face to face.

10.How does hybrid teaching affect your ability to connect with and support students? 
[bookmark: _Int_GMfogg4X][bookmark: _Int_qCXBeNek]If students are ill they can still join online or sessions can be recorded.

[bookmark: _Int_CJD7wOpc]11.What changes would you suggest to improve the hybrid learning experience for students? 
Have a hybrid lesson once and week so it becomes the norm.

12.Based on your experience, do you think hybrid learning is a viable long-term model for education? 
Yes




















Appendices 6 – Student example 1
1.How would you describe your overall experience with hybrid learning? 
1 - Very Poor
2 - Poor 
3 - Average
4 - Above Average
5 - Excellent

2.What aspects of hybrid learning did you find most effective? 
The ability to be able to have almost immediate feedback as the lecturer would be working pretty much alongside you as you were doing the work so being able to have that instant feedback and being able to share the work with them and have that feedback straight away to allow them to go through the work with you was very effective.

3.What aspects of hybrid learning do you find most challenging? 
I found one aspect of hybrid learning most challenging was keeping track of the actual lesson and not veering off and doing other things. For instance, being in the actual lesson with the lecture face to face, you're in the lesson so they can keep track and focus on the lesson. But with hybrid, you could be doing something else on the side and not paying much attention to the whole thing and only making it seem like you are.

4.Do you feel more or less engaged in hybrid learning compared to fully in-person or fully online classes? Please explain your response? 
I don't feel less of or between. I feel that both have their own merits as stated earlier I felt that there were some instances where it was easier to complete tasks and work with the hybrid system then it would have been with in class or purely online.

[bookmark: _Int_1Lsl2OOJ]5.Has hybrid learning affect your ability to interact with your peers and lecturers? Please explain your response? 
No, it does not. It does not do this because the format of which I must do my work nowadays, relies upon this format. I spend most of the time doing my research accompanied by the research already given to me by the lecturer, so this allows me to have the time to have the feedback from my lecture.

6.Did hybrid learning provided you enough opportunities for collaboration with other students? Please explain your response? Please explain your response?
We were often placed into groups to do research tasks, which allowed us to work not only on our individual skills but also on our group skills. We weren't always put into groups with people we know, so it allowed us to branch out of our comfort zones and work with people we normally wouldn't.

7.Did hybrid learning provide sufficient flexibility to balance your academic and personal responsibilities? Please explain your response? 
The line between academic and personal responsibilities is tested when it comes to hybrid learning. Again, there's always the possibility that people will abuse the system and not focus on what needs to be focused on. However, it does give good flexibility when it comes to allowing that line to be used.

8.Were there any barriers or limitations (e.g., internet access, technical issues) that impacted your ability to participate in hybrid learning? Please explain your response? 
I had some instances where I would either send information or work across to lectures or vice versa, and the files and access to these information couldn't be reached via that process, so there was a long process of workarounds that needed to happen in order to get that information or work to the people who needed to see it. There was more hassle in getting around these issues, but overall, there weren't many limitations.

9.Do you feel you learn more effectively in a hybrid model compared to traditional in-person learning or fully online learning? Why or why not? 
No, I don't think so. I don't think so because again, I think I've grown accustom because of the means of which I must do my work at. I spend most of the time doing online research and if I have any questions, I then contact my lecturer for their feedback and guidance on if the information I'm using or the direction, I'm using is correct for this subject. Because this is the format of which I'm doing the work I feel like. I've grown accustomed to how it works and what I should do when it comes to getting the information and feedback I need.

10.Are there specific subjects or courses that you feel are better suited to hybrid learning? Which ones and why? 
I feel like having science and physics could have a good impact on hybrid learning. Having online learning for the more direct angles of the subjects would make a lot of sense as it's a lot of learning and processes can be tougher, but on the other side, having physical aspects of it such as experiments and different physical aspects that could benefit being shown in person would probably benefit as well.

[bookmark: _Int_TedqJKMX]11.What changes would you suggest to improve the hybrid learning experience for students? 
Maybe having reflective feedback at the end of sessions could help. Having scheduled check-ins on the online aspect could probably help to make sure that people are sticking to the projects and sticking to the subjects instead of doing their own thing.

12.Based on your experience, do you think hybrid learning is a viable long-term model for education? 
From my experience, I would say having hybrid learning could be an asset, however I feel like it needs to be implemented correctly.
Appendices 7 – Student example 2

1.How would you describe your overall experience with hybrid learning? 
1 - Very Poor
2 - Poor 
3 - Average
4 - Above Average
5 - Excellent

2.What aspects of hybrid learning did you find most effective? 
One of the most effective aspects of hybrid learning was the flexibility it offered. Being able to access recorded lectures or materials online allowed me to learn at my own pace and revisit difficult topics when needed. This was especially helpful for subjects that required extra time to absorb.

3.What aspects of hybrid learning do you find most challenging? 
One of the most challenging aspects of hybrid learning is staying motivated and focused during the online components. Without the structure of a fully in-person environment, it can be easy to procrastinate or feel disconnected from the course.

4.Do you feel more or less engaged in hybrid learning compared to fully in-person or fully online classes? Please explain your response? 
I feel somewhat more engaged in hybrid learning compared to fully online classes, but slightly less engaged than in fully in-person ones. The hybrid model offers a nice balance—having some face-to-face interaction helps me feel more connected to the lecturer and my peers, which boosts motivation and makes discussions more meaningful.

[bookmark: _Int_xIzy2k3A]5.Has hybrid learning affect your ability to interact with your peers and lecturers? Please explain your response? 
Yes, hybrid learning has definitely affected my ability to interact with peers and lecturers, both positively and negatively. On one hand, the in-person sessions gave me the chance to build connections and ask questions more naturally. Face-to-face interactions helped create a sense of community that can be hard to replicate online.

6.Did hybrid learning provided you enough opportunities for collaboration with other students? Please explain your response? Please explain your response? 
Honestly, hybrid learning did give me some chances to work with other students, but it didn’t always feel natural. When we were in person, it was a lot easier to talk things through, share ideas, and just get a better feel for how everyone was thinking. Online, it sometimes felt a bit awkward or forced—especially in breakout rooms where not everyone felt comfortable speaking up.

7.Did hybrid learning provide sufficient flexibility to balance your academic and personal responsibilities? Please explain your response?
Yeah, I’d say hybrid learning did give me more flexibility to balance school and personal stuff. Being able to do some of the work online or on my own time really helped, especially on busy days or when I had other responsibilities to deal with. It was nice not having to be on campus all the time and still being able to keep up with my classes.

8.Were there any barriers or limitations (e.g., internet access, technical issues) that impacted your ability to participate in hybrid learning? Please explain your response? 
Yeah, there were definitely a few barriers that made hybrid learning harder at times. The biggest one was dealing with internet issues—sometimes the connection would lag or cut out during live sessions, which made it hard to keep up or stay focused. It was frustrating missing parts of the lesson or having to catch up later.

9.Do you feel you learn more effectively in a hybrid model compared to traditional in-person learning or fully online learning? Why or why not? 
I think I learn fairly effectively in a hybrid model, but it really depends on how the course is structured. Compared to fully online learning, hybrid definitely works better for me—I stay more engaged when there’s some face-to-face interaction, and it’s easier to ask questions or get help in person. Online-only classes can feel a bit isolating, and sometimes it’s harder to stay motivated.

10.Are there specific subjects or courses that you feel are better suited to hybrid learning? Which ones and why?
[bookmark: _Int_E0m9y8KI]Yeah, I definitely think some subjects work better in a hybrid format than others. For example, theory-based courses like English, psychology, or business studies seem to fit well with hybrid learning. A lot of the content can be delivered through readings, videos, or online lectures, and then the in-person sessions can be used for discussions, group work, or clearing up any confusion. It gives you time to process the material on your own, but still have that face-to-face interaction when it matters.

[bookmark: _Int_XGKh9KPU]11.What changes would you suggest to improve the hybrid learning experience for students? 
To improve hybrid learning, I’d suggest clearer schedules, better tech support, more interactive online sessions, opportunities for social connection, and balanced workloads between online and in-person components.

12.Based on your experience, do you think hybrid learning is a viable long-term model for education? 
Based on my experience, I think hybrid learning can be a viable long-term model if it balances flexibility with strong support, effective technology, and meaningful interaction between students and lecturers.
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