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Executive summary 

UBCV’s Provost’s office provided financial resources and central support to five pilot hybrid courses 

delivered in the 2021 Summer session. For the purposes of this pilot, a hybrid course was defined as one 

where a portion of the students attend in-person for some/all of the learning activities, while the 

remainder are remote. The main goals of this fund were to gain insights into the pedagogical value of 

hybrid teaching from different Faculties, disciplines and course levels, as well as to increase an 

understanding of the flexible options that accommodate students to learn either on-campus or 

remotely.  

 

The CTLT’s Research and Evaluation team carried out the evaluation of the hybrid teaching pilot at the 

program level and within individual projects. At the program level, the instructional team’s experience 

was obtained via interviews with instructors and teaching assistants (TAs). Behavioural Research Ethics 

Board (BREB) approval was obtained for this level of evaluation. At the project level, evaluation plans 

focused on student learning and experience with the hybrid modalities, as well as instructor interests 

related to their specific course content.  

 

The instructors mentioned benefits of a hybrid course model for both students and for themselves. 

These included flexibility and choice, as well an opportunity to reconsider pedagogy and teaching 

practice. Challenges faced by instructors included being able to offer an equitable learning opportunity 

for in-person and remote students, heavy workload associated with course design and delivery, and 

issues with facilities and technology. Instructors stressed that (re)designing a course into a hybrid format 

and delivering it requires time and expertise, and that for a hybrid model for teaching and learning to be 

sustainable at our institution, ongoing support in areas such as course design and evaluation would be 

needed.  

 

TAs’ overall experience supporting hybrid courses was positive. However, they reported that communicating 

with and helping students in-person differed from their experiences with remote students.   Direct and clear 

communication with instructors was a priority need for TAs, as this prepared them to support students in-

person and remotely.  

 

For evaluation at the course level, we present course design, evaluation methods and findings at the 

individual level. When examining the student experience, student sample sizes were too small to 

perform statistical comparisons between hybrid and in-person cohorts. However, there was also no 

clear evidence to support that one method was substantially better than the other for any individual 

course. Across projects, student data indicates advantages and disadvantages for both in-person and 

online instruction.   
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Hybrid teaching pilot grant for Summer 2021 

In response to growing interest from UBCV Faculties to explore hybrid models of teaching and learning, 

the Provost’s office provided financial resources and central support to five pilot hybrid courses 

delivered in the 2021 Summer session.  Hybrid teaching can occur in many different teaching formats, as 

discussed by the Centre for Teaching, Learning and Technology (CTLT) discussion paper on hybrid 

teaching and learning models. These models can support both on-campus and remote students 

simultaneously, and different formats may suit different teaching and learning needs. For the purposes 

of this pilot, a hybrid course was defined as one where a portion of the students attend in person for 

some/all of the learning activities, while the remainder are remote. 

  

The main goals of this fund were to gain insights into the pedagogical value of hybrid teaching from 

different Faculties, disciplines and course levels, as well as to increase our understanding of the flexible 

options that accommodate students to learn either on-campus or remotely. It is important to note that 

the courses of this pilot were taught in the Summer of 2021, while the teaching and learning landscape 

(and all other aspects of human activity) were still heavily impacted by the realities of the COVID-19 

pandemic. In-person instruction had been very limited up till this point, and several restrictions were still 

in place (e.g. physical distancing, mask-wearing, reduced classroom capacity). This created a unique 

context for course design and delivery that is important to bear in mind while reading this report. 

 

In this report, we present the findings of a systematic evaluation to understand the benefits and 

challenges that students, instructors and TAs faced during the planning and facilitation of the courses 

that were part of this pilot.  

Funded projects  

• Third-year course in Anthropology, Faculty of Arts 

• Fourth-year course in Applied Biology, Faculty of Land and Food Systems  

• Third-year course in Economics, Faculty of Arts 

• Fifth-year (graduate) course in Educational Psychology and Special Education, Faculty of 

Education.  

• Second-year course in Forest Resources Management, Faculty of Forestry 

Evaluation approach 

The CTLT’s Research and Evaluation team carried out the evaluation of the hybrid teaching pilot at the 

program level and within individual projects. Instructors of each of the hybrid projects were partnered 

with a Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (SoTL) Specialist, who played an integral role in refining and 

implementing an evaluation plan, including institutional ethics clearance, data collection and analyses. 

Projects received up to 45 hrs of SoTL Specialists’ time. The SoTL Specialists and the Research and 

https://ctlt2013.sites.olt.ubc.ca/files/2021/01/CTLT_HybridTeachingLearning.pdf
https://ctlt2013.sites.olt.ubc.ca/files/2021/01/CTLT_HybridTeachingLearning.pdf
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Evaluation team met regularly throughout the duration of the program, to coordinate our approach and 

learn from each team member’s work. 

At the program level (Part 1), the instructional team’s experience was obtained via interviews with 

instructors and teaching assistants (TAs). Behavioural Research Ethics Board (BREB) approval was 

obtained for this level of evaluation. At the project level (Part 2), evaluation plans focused on student 

learning and experience with the hybrid modalities, as well as instructor interests related to their 

specific course content. For the purpose of this report, we focus on findings specifically related to the 

hybrid teaching and learning experience, rather than other evaluation questions or outcomes related to 

the course content.  



7 

Part 1: Instructional team experiences and perspectives 

Methods  

Interviews with instructors  

Pre- and post-course interviews were conducted with five instructors and two course designers (also involved 

with course instruction) between June and August 2021. For the purpose of this report, they will collectively be 

referred to as instructors (n=7). Instructors were first interviewed prior to the start of their hybrid course, and 

then within one week of their course end date. In total, 14 interviews were conducted, recorded and transcribed 

over Zoom. Interviews ranged between 20 minutes to 1 hour. A semi-structured interview approach was 

employed. Questions were focused on: student experience with hybrid course(s), including areas for 

improvement, with a focus on equity of the learning experience between student groups; benefits and 

challenges of designing and teaching a hybrid course; support needs to facilitate the design and delivery of 

hybrid courses at UBC; and reflections and recommendations from teaching in hybrid modality (see Appendix A 

for all interview questions). All instructors were informed about the goals of the project and each provided 

signed consent agreeing to participate in the interviews.  

Interviews with TAs  

Post-course interviews were conducted with the course TAs. The course instructors reached out to their TAs, 

inviting them to participate in an interview about their TA experience in their course and those interested were 

contacted to arrange an interview. In total, three course TAs for three different courses were interviewed, one 

of whom also had a key role in assisting the instructor in course design. TA interviews occurred within one week 

of the course end date. Interviews were conducted, recorded and transcribed over Zoom. Interviews ranged 

between 20 minutes to 1 hour. A semi-structured interview approach was employed. Questions related to: 

working with students in a hybrid course; benefits and challenges of TA’ing in a hybrid course; reflections and 

recommendations from TA’ing in hybrid modality (see Appendix B for all interview questions). All course TAs 

were informed about the goals of the project and each provided signed consent agreeing to participate in the 

interviews.  

 

To ensure participant confidentiality, no names are used in this report, and any identifying information that 

could link the individual to their course was removed. 

Data analysis 

Thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2012)1 was employed to generate key themes in the instructor and TA 

interviews. As Braun and Clarke (2012) observe, thematic analysis makes “qualitative research results available 

 
1 Braun, V., and Clarke V. (2012). Thematic analysis. In H. Cooper (Ed.), PA Handbook of Research Methods in 
Psychology: Vol. 2. Chapter 4, pp. 57-71. The American Psychological Association. 
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to a wider audience. It’s accessibility as a method also suits multimethods research being conducted by research 

teams, where not everyone is a qualitative expert” (p. 58). Due to the small number of participants in this study 

(seven instructors and three TAs), analysis was focused on identifying key areas related to teaching hybrid 

courses, rather than highlighting commonalities or prevalence. In this way, some of the areas that are identified 

under “findings” are not common across all instructor or TA interviews, but rather highlight areas that may be 

significant in future studies of hybrid instruction. Quotations from interviews are presented with the goal of 

illustrating and contextualizing findings and recommendations, with minor edits made to ensure clarity and flow.  

Instructors’ perspectives  

Student experiences 

The student experience in a hybrid course is something many of the instructors reflected on in their interviews. 

As hybrid classrooms are quite new, these reflections can tell us a lot about what may or may not be working for 

instructors and students in this format. For example, in their pre-course interviews, some of the instructors 

talked about their expectations of offering their students with a similar learning experience as well as some of 

the difficulties of offering a uniform learning environment:  

 

“My expectation is, at some point we can maintain an equity moving forward, but right 

now, it’s gonna be challenging right? To have the exact same experience, to the online 

students that the in person students are getting.” (Instructor 3, pre-course interview) 

 

“There's no way to make it exactly the same. Like of course, there will be differences. 

But hopefully when they come out of it, they may have slightly different skills or 

experiences, but overall, they've reached the same place.” (Instructor 6, pre-course 

interview) 

 

“So we, for sure cannot have the same experience for both in person, online students 

but we try to make it [equal] as much as possible.” (Instructor 7, pre-course interview).  

 

Peer interaction was another key aspect of the learning experience that instructors discussed during the 

interviews. Many of them were pleasantly surprised with the level of peer engagement among their students, 

regardless of in-person or online cohort. For example, one instructor tried an activity that involved two students 

in-person and two students online for a group project. The instructor expressed satisfaction with this 

arrangement saying it worked “really, really well”, with both parties of students engaging fully in the project. 

However, for some, creating spaces of equal opportunity for interaction across cohorts was difficult: 

  

“I think the biggest challenge that our online students had was that they didn't have the 

same level of interaction with the in-person people despite our best efforts to try 

something a little... you know, working groups and stuff like that. There's still definitely 

some obstacle in that area.” (Instructor 2, post-course interview) 
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Instructors also recognized that their interaction and communication with students was different in-

person than online, even when they were deliberately aiming to offer an equitable learning experience 

for all. The challenges of interacting and communicating with the online segment of their hybrid course 

challenged the equity goal, as many instructors recognized that the limited interpersonal connection 

with online students created a less favourable learning environment for them: 

 

“Not having the visual signals of being in conversations with people face to face, even 

over zoom, like, so many [students] would just would not turn on their cameras, that it's 

just hard to have those conversations when, at least for me, it's very hard… you just 

can't tell if they're getting what you're talking about? Like, you know, there aren't 

puzzled looks. There aren't nods. Those non-verbal cues.” (Instructor 1, post-course 

interview) 

 

“Sometimes I forget to repeat what students in the actual physical classroom were 

saying back to students online. So sometimes students online told me they couldn't hear 

[me]...that happened a couple of times, so there was a disconnect between the two 

groups.” (Instructor 7, post-course interview) 

 

One instructor also reflected that: “When I’m talking to the class, I’m still looking at my laptop” 

(Instructor 4, pre-course interview). Later this instructor reflected on the fact that their students 

also tended to look at their computers during the in person component of the class:  

 

“When I'm looking at [students] they're still looking at their laptop. And then I say that, 

which one would be better if they look at their laptop or if they look at the background 

monitor. This is where they say they feel better if they look at their laptop. So, in a way, 

it's like they're almost taking it online, they're just in the physical space, you know?” 

(Instructor 4, pre-course interview) 

 

It is also important to mention that while some instructors reflected on the general lack of engagement 

among online students, this was not something instructors saw as being unique to a hybrid course, but 

rather a characteristic of online teaching in general.  

Benefits for instructors and students 

The instructors mentioned different benefits of a hybrid course model for both students and for 

themselves.  

Flexibility and choice 

Many of the instructors interviewed stressed how a hybrid course model increased flexibility for students. 

Making the course available to more students was in fact something that the instructors stressed in their pre-

course interviews, stating that offering students with more options in terms of how and when to attend certain 
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components of the course was a key motivation for them to develop their hybrid course. As one instructor 

reflected: 

 

“The benefits are amazing from the student point of view. I know a lot of students also 

live in Surrey…so this kind of hybrid course puts them into the same place because if you 

don’t want to come to class, that’s perfectly fine, just join online. You don’t have to 

drive like 3 hours to get here, you’d rather spend that 3 hours on studying or doing 

something fruitful, right? This is the biggest benefit, is that we can accommodate more 

and more students [who have] more learning constraints.” (Instructor 3, pre-course 

interview) 

 

Another instructor reflected on the fact that the flexibility of their course provided students the 

opportunity to take the course from their home cities:  

 

“I think they appreciated being able to be closer to home so having a location option ... I 

think they appreciated not having to go as far even though they still maybe had to move 

to the province.” (Instructor 5, post-course interview) 

 

The benefit of flexibility spans beyond personal decisions to learn remotely. As some of the instructors also 

shared, a hybrid course format offers the benefit of flexibility to remain at home in case of illness to both 

instructors and students, thus allowing to offset concerns over the spread of illness:  

 

“I would say, there's a lot of benefits for students and for the administration and also for 

me because I can see that for now, because people were thinking, what will happen in 

the fall...and they have the choice. So, anytime they feel like they're not feeling well, 

they can join online.” (Instructor 4, post-course interview) 

 

On a similar point, another instructor suggested that by offering the course in a hybrid style, more students 

were able to take certain courses that may be limited in class size, due to the current (ongoing) pandemic. This 

once again points to the flexible learning options that a hybrid course offers students, no matter where they 

may be located.  

 

“Given what‘s happening in places like India and Bangladesh, because a lot of our students are 

from there, and the borders are still closed. So hybrid is probably the way to go, we are doing 

50-50 in my course, we are doing 20 in person and 20 online, but we can probably increase this 

further by having it in bigger classrooms with social distancing, but that’s my biggest motivation 

to develop a hybrid course].” 

(Instructor 3, pre-course interview) 

 

Another instructor talked about how they adapted their course content through the use of particular apps in 

order to make it more flexible for students. As one instructor observed (Instructor 6, pre course interview), the 

use of the apps enabled students who were taking the course remotely to participate in hands-on activities that 
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they normally would not have access to without having to be present at the UBC campus. As the instructor 

explained, the apps made the course more flexible, so students “don’t have to be [on location]”. The use of 

particular apps may therefore be an important component of hybrid instruction, since it can make the learning 

more adaptable to a variety of learning contexts.  

Reconsidering pedagogy and teaching practice 

While designing and delivering a hybrid course proved to be intense for the instructors, some also 

reflected on the fact that spending the time in revamping their existing course gave them the 

opportunity to make the course more “organized” (Instructor 6, post interview) and make 

improvements to the overall course content.  

 

“I like how organized [the course] is now. I was forced to think about things that I 

probably would change even if it was a normal class. So, in that sense, at least for the 

first time, I thought there was an opportunity to revise many things … It was an 

opportunity in that sense.” (Instructor 7, post-course interview) 

 

With the concerns over student health and safety related to COVID-19, interest in hybrid courses will 

undoubtedly increase at UBC and across higher education institutions globally. With proper support, 

instructors and students will be able to continue learning in a way that incorporates high quality 

instruction during the global health crisis, as well as increase the overall flexibility and accessibility of 

education for a large(r) number of students.  

Challenges for instructors and students 

Instructors shared challenges faced during the planning and design of their hybrid courses and 

throughout the delivery of these courses.  

The equity goal 

During both course planning and delivery, the most significant challenge for instructors was the constant 

effort of providing an equitable experience for remote and in-person students, while realizing that 

online interactions are often harder and less effective than in-person interactions: 

  

“The biggest challenge was again trying to interact with people online versus in the in 

person section that was always sort of difficult that there's an extra layer of obstacles 

between them. I know this was difficult for everyone involved... it’s difficult for the TA’s, 

it's difficult for instructors. I think that was probably the single largest hurdle. There was 

also some difficulties, like, like technologically in terms of the interaction just in terms of 

the limitations of what we have in the facilities like we know the technical problems.” 

(Instructor 2, post-course interview) 

 



12 

“[with in-person students] we get to see students eye to eye and see what they're 

thinking and then communicate with them before and after class, talking to them about 

their interest like we normally do in any in person lecture...the regular conversation that 

you normally can’t have online or you don't do this online for so many different 

reasons.” (Instrutor 3, post-course interview) 

 

This was a tough realization, as instructors had a particular interest in creating equitable experiences for 

remote and in-person students.  

Workload associated to course design and delivery 

Many of the instructors reflected on the time intensive practice of designing and delivering their hybrid course. 

For instance, in their pre-course interviews, a couple of the instructors commented on how the workload (e.g. 

planning and executing their course) required a large amount of work:  

 

[hybrid] is “a lot of work. And it requires mostly planning, as well as kind of doing it. But 

the planning is time consuming. Doing it is at least more practical, but also time 

consuming. That's why we're sort of weeks behind schedule.” (Instructor 2, pre-course 

interview) 

 

“Whether the work is double, it is right now I feel like” (Instructor 4, pre-course 

interview).  

 

As a couple of the instructors reflected later in their post-course interviews, the dual nature of the course 

(attending to students in person and online simultaneously) contributed to this time intensive nature of their 

course:   

 

“It was a very high workload … just having to do materials for both and answer 

questions, not uniform across the two groups …their experiences were different. So I 

think that was a challenge…” (Instructor 1, post-course interview). 

 

“A good percentage of students ended up doing the course asynchronously, more than 

what we expected. ...I really hope that the asynchronous part… if there are students 

who are taking the course asynchronously [next term]  they're just a minority students 

and only a handful of students... because that was too much work. I had to attend to 

[students’] questions and be in two places.” (Instructor 7, post-course interview) 

 

For another instructor, the high workload was attributed to this being the first time teaching the course as a 

hybrid model: 

 

“Especially this time around, there's a lot of upfront time, because we had to develop a 

lot of the online materials and that sort of stuff...anytime you develop a new course, in a 
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way, there's a lot of upfront, upfront time. And then, the next time you deliver it, if you 

deliver it this way, I think that a lot of that would be less than you'd be refining things 

and hopefully making it more effective, but it wouldn't be quite as much.” (Instructor 6, 

post-course interview) 

 

Another challenge noted by one instructor was that TAs also spent more time doing day-to-day tasks related to 

the smooth running of the course. However, this instructor was clear that such support is necessary: 

 

“You need more and more and more teaching support for example, you need more TAs. 

I also see that TAs are working very very hard.  I think more because of COVID because 

they're coming here opening the door. They let the students in and in the classroom, 

they're walking around helping students, and then also in office hours they’re helping 

online students. So workload - and these are the major challenges as far as the teaching 

and staff are concerned.” (Instructor 3, post-course interview)  

 

As some of these comments suggest, instructors may need additional time to (re)design existing courses 

into a hybrid format. As this mode of instruction is fairly new to many, but undoubtedly growing in 

popularity, new ways of thinking about how best to foster learning in both in-person and online 

modalities will require time to experiment with various pedagogical approaches.  

Facilities and technology 

Support with technology was a key concern for many instructors, who felt that the classrooms could be better 

equipped to support large numbers of students in Zoom, including technological features (better audio, 

adapters, and so on).  

 

“Moving forward, I think if hybrid classes or the hybrid format is UBC wants to have 

more hybrid classes, probably we need to invest in technology itself. You know, some, 

probably a mic system that picks up the voices, computers in classrooms that are 

equipped with webcams or cameras…something more technologically advanced.” 

(Instructor 7, post-course interview) 

 

While technical hiccups were resolved for many instructors early in the term, some reflected on the fact that 

UBC is not prepared to shift completely to a hybrid course model (or online) because it lacks the infrastructure 

to support it. As one instructor noted, despite being in a suitable room to run their hybrid course:  

 

“It was still not great, like that we didn't have good video conferencing stuff  ...it was like 

your old laptop, and you hook it into the sound system in the room ...but ...a world 

leading international education institution like this is pretty Mickey Mouse...it's not 

serious. It's certainly not at the level that if I was teaching you know, a professional 

program that I would feel comfortable...you need to invest in the setup for the rooms 

and stuff like that, you need to have dedicated spaces that are validated to work with 
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this, so you don't get feedback and you know you have good screens that everyone can 

see and that you can see the classroom.” (Instructor 2, post-course interview) 

 

The ability to navigate technological issues was another area that created disparity between groups, as 

it was easier for the students who were in-person to receive help compared to students online:  

 

“[This] becomes a hybrid issue because it's so much easier to troubleshoot the stuff in 

person versus online. Yeah, when there was this problem, the online people - it would 

take them a while, maybe 15 minutes to get back on track, whereas the in-person 

people were like, immediately on that stuff ...If you're in a group of people and yours 

isn't working...you're kind of stuck, and if it's something your colleagues can't 

troubleshoot for you then you're really stuck.” (Instructor 2, post-course interview) 

 

Other instructors talked about going into their classrooms much earlier than they normally 

would, in order to check that technical features such as AV systems, or internet connections 

were working. Because of the number of students taking the course(s) online, these instructors 

needed to ensure that everything was running smoothly so that the students attending online 

could also see/hear the lecture. While many instructors may prepare early for their courses, a 

hybrid course adds additional “layers” to a course and therefore increases the odds that 

something can go wrong. Because of this, instructors may end up spending more time ensuring 

that both the in-person and online technical components run smoothly during each class. 

Reflections and lessons learned 

A common theme among instructors was that (re)designing a course into a hybrid format and delivering 

it requires time and expertise. They shared that having support in different areas (i.e., course design, 

evaluation support) made their experiences easier and discussed how a hybrid model for teaching and 

learning would only be sustainable at our institution if such support remained available. Support with 

course design was perceived as important for the development and implementation of engaging and 

meaningful learning experiences for students: 

 

“You need good curriculum design support for people who are planning to do these 

things...unless you have a really really clear model for it, it's gonna be really hard to do. Having 

people who have experience with that and are good at it and have a wealth of knowledge 

delivering these kinds of courses and designing them is probably helpful.” (Instructor 2, post-

course interview).  

 

In addition, support for course evaluation was mentioned as an important piece to help guide decisions 

when trying pedagogical approaches for the first time.  

 

“So if anyone wants to do the hybrid style of teaching, [I think they] need help from the faculty. 

More support for hours, TA’s, or GAA, evaluation … [I was provided with a SoTL Specialist] ...so if 
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CTLT can provide evaluation help, how to do that properly...that's really helpful.” (Instructor 4, 

post-course interview) 

 

Many instructors mentioned that participating in this pilot program gave them the opportunity of working 

together with colleagues as well as TAs in developing their hybrid course. This is something they seemed to 

mutually enjoy, and something that strengthened the hybrid course experience:   

 

“For me, it was great connecting with the instructors … they were positive, they were 

engaged, they enjoyed it. They said they enjoyed it and so I think that it was good to 

make those connections and that kind of collaboration. I didn't feel so alone ... it's nice 

to sort of talk with other instructors and get their perception of the course and their 

perspectives and their ideas and so that was a big benefit for me.” (Instructor 5, post-

course interview) 

 

Instructors also expressed satisfaction with how the hybrid pilot gave them the opportunity to 

redesign their course: 

 

“I like how organized [the course] is now.  I was forced to think about things that I 

probably would change even if it was a normal class. So, in that sense, at least for the 

first time, I thought there was an opportunity to revise many things … It was an 

opportunity in that sense.” (Instructor 7, post-course interview) 

 

“One of the things this hybrid fund gave us was the opportunity, so that we can highly 

organize our materials.” (Instructor 4, post-course interview) 

At the same time, another theme related to the pilot program was the timing of the courses. Because 

the hybrid teaching pilot was conducted in the summer, many of the courses were condensed from the 

typical 12-week format to 2-6 weeks. This provided time challenges for some of the instructors, who felt 

that the course was rushed, not in depth enough, or too intense for students. Instructors indicated that 

teaching the hybrid course in a non-condensed term may alleviate some of the workload, as they might 

have more time to develop resources or seek assistance:    

 

“One thing that we identified pretty early in this course is the online, [in] the summer 

course format, is not good for this kind of thing. It’s so much in such a short period of 

time, because it's condensed. I think this [hybrid course] probably would have worked 

better if it was like a regular course or even one that was like you know like 13 weeks 

instead of six weeks, like the six week format is really, really difficult to do In a hybrid 

way... it's particularly sort of acutely difficult in the hybrid fashion because there's so 

little downtime between learning activities that you can't space stuff out... there's no 

time to adjust and to try to ameliorate any of these gaps that we identified.” (Instructor 

2, post-course interview) 
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“Probably [the course] would have a different experience if it was a 13 weeks course … 

It's also a lot of work, because [the course designer] was working in course structure 

and he needs to really build a lot of homework, assignments, exams in five weeks that 

we normally do in 13 weeks.” (Instructor 3, post-course interview) 

While no doubt challenging, these obstacles are not characteristic of a hybrid course specifically, but 

rather the timing of the course offering (summer term).  

 

Finally, instructors reflected on the meaningful opportunity for in-person instruction these hybrid 

courses provided to both students and themselves, considering that until summer of 2021, in-person 

classes at UBC had been pretty limited. For many, this was the first time they got to teach students in a 

physical classroom since the emergency move to remote instruction that took place in March, 2020.  

 

Teaching Assistant (TA) perspectives  

TAs are often the main point of contact for students, playing an integral role in navigating questions and 

concerns, assisting with assessments, facilitating online discussions, and much more. Within a hybrid context, 

this role is complicated because they must navigate this support in both the online and in-person realm, while 

trying to ensure equitable support to both groups.  

Supporting students in-person vs online  

TAs reported differences in the way they communicated and helped students who attend class in-person 

compared to those who attended online. Generally, they reported having a harder time communicating, 

interacting and supporting students online, than doing so with their in-person peers.  

 

“I think it was easier to connect with the in-person students than the remote students. So, I had 

a really easy time talking and helping out the students who were [in-person] and I think they got 

a lot out of being able to just, you know, speak to us. I think there's that distance when you're 

dealing with remote students because they, you know, they're hesitant to ask questions or 

schedule interviews or even like you know, put their own cameras on. All right, yeah, it was 

harder for me to get to know the students who are not coming into class.” (TA 1) 

 

“One issue was being fair to all students because I'm not sure if they [all had] the same 

experience. They were [organized] into these groups, but it was much easier to help someone 

who has his computer.” (TA 2) 

 

“Communication with the remote students … it was hard to, well, both to get to know 

them as people and learn what they're like, if you're just sending them messages, and 

you really don't see their faces at all. And then also just conveying assignment rules, and 

what deliverables they should be having. If you can't have those in-person 
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conversations, and if they're not reaching out, then you don't know if they know what 

they're supposed to be doing.” (TA 1)  

 

TAs also reflected on the differences in course experience among students taking the course in-person, and 

those online. While each course was unique in its design and course activities, some common themes around 

the differences in engagement surfaced in the interviews. One TA noted that student engagement was more 

common among the students taking the in-person component because it offered chances for more impromptu 

conversation: 

 

“I think that the in-person students like you, it's very easy to just go up to them, and you 

ask, like, hey, so how's the [work] going? And then if they have a question to ask, I think 

they'd feel more confident coming up to us and just asking a question like that.” (TA 1)  

 

Despite efforts to make the course equitable for all students, one TA noted the challenges of making this a 

reality in a hybrid course model:  

 

“I think the students who were coming in-person ... got more out of it than the remote 

students … you're trying to make it as equitable as possible [as an instructor], but you 

have all these conversations, like just between people. So I think there's just more room 

for interaction among the students and with both myself and with the instructor. And I 

think the remote students are missing out on stuff like that … you want it to be as 

equitable as possible, but I just don't think it's fully possible because it's hard to foster 

the kind of interactions online. I mean, you can try - and I truly did try really hard to be 

inclusive and like foster those kinds of conversations with the remote students. But, you 

know, it's hard to even get them to turn their camera on and talk during some of the 

lectures.” (TA 1) 

Communication with instructors 

Clear ongoing communication and outlining of expectations for both remote and in-person students, was 

reported as a crucial factor for the TA experience in terms of engagement and performance. Unambiguous 

communication from and with instructors was also a priority for TAs, whether this be via frequent meetings, 

email, or other methods, such as Slack, as this prepared TAs to support students: 

 

“I think the best thing would be … as much communication as possible about how 

exactly to deal with the remote and the in-person students ... I'm not sure if this is 

specific to a hybrid course, but making the expectations of what I'm supposed to be 

doing, as clear as possible. [The instructor] was good at that. But you know, the last 

course, it wasn't so good. So I think that that really helps alleviate some stress, if I know 

exactly like: Okay, I need to be in this lecture room for this long, I need to go and I need 

to do these things in person. And like, each day, this is what you need to be doing. I 

think that helps.” (TA 1) 
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“In general, it's really important to communicate the outline of the course to a TA. So 

whatever outline -  but the professor or the instructor - settle with it, make sure that 

they communicate that very very clearly to the TA, because if a TA is kept out of the 

loop that gets really confusing. Like, especially for courses like ours where we have 

assignments, we have quizzes, mock exams ... the instructions to the students [should 

be made] very clear to the TA so that they can communicate that to the students.” (TA 

3) 

 

One TA also mentioned how helpful it would have been to have more frequent meetings between the instructor 

and the other TAs as a way to stay on top of the course material for upcoming weeks:  

 

“I feel like frequent meetings would also be very beneficial … in the team. Maybe like 

half an hour a week, or like an hour every two weeks or half an hour every two weeks, 

like, ‘Okay, this is the schedule for the upcoming two weeks, this is what we're going to 

do, this is what you should be doing’ … just to catch everyone up or like keep everyone 

in the loop, even if the meeting is not directly related to your assignments the upcoming 

two weeks you should also be there ... it seems like it would be helpful to just kind of 

check in what's working, what's not working.” (TA 3) 

Time commitment and roles 

While all three TAs expressed that the hybrid course was not more work, per se, than a traditional (face-to-face) 

course, one TA suggested that instructors be aware that a course offered during the COVID-19 pandemic can 

take up more TA time than expected and require them to carry out roles they did not previously perform (e.g. 

ensuring students comply with safety protocols). The current context played a significant role in how the TAs 

perceived their duties, and they reflected on the fact that their experience would have been different if the 

pandemic was not an issue.  

Reflections and lessons learned 

The interviews with TAs revealed that despite certain challenges due to the current pandemic,  their 

overall experience working with instructors and students were positive. While all three courses were 

very different in content and delivery, the TAs worked hard to attend to students’ questions and 

concerns throughout the course, and expressed their interest in working face-to-face with the students 

who attended the course in person.  

 

While unique to the particular course, one TA mentioned enjoying working with the instructor on the 

course design. This experience was a highlight for them in working as a teaching assistant because it 

gave the student a unique experience on the course design process: 
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“Because I took a year online, plus the summer before that, I got to see all of the online 

courses and what worked and what didn't work, or what I thought worked and what 

didn't work … I was able to sort of contribute my personal opinions that way that's 

directly designed the course … it was really cool to see my ideas being executed and 

being taken very seriously.” (TA 3) 

 

Although an experience in course design may be unique in this particular case, there is an increasing 

interest (in higher education settings) in including undergraduate students in course (re)desin. Initiatives 

such as Students as Partners for example, may pave the way for greater involvement of undergraduate 

students in hybrid course design, which, as this particular TA suggested, was a key highlight of their 

experience as a TA.   

Recommendations  

Based on the discussions with instructors and TAs, we make the following recommendations for ways that 

future hybrid teaching can be better supported at UBC:  

 

 

1. Make support available for instructors interested in developing a hybrid course - Course 

design and evaluation support are available from the CTLT, but support made available to 

instructors via their departments (i.e., course releases) and professional development 

opportunities (e.g. workshops and consultations with a focus on hybrid teaching), could further 

help address issues of workload and support needs.   

 

2. Create facilities and infrastructure that accommodate hybrid classes - Classrooms set up with 

adequate AV, internet bandwidth and equipment that allow the implementation of activities 

within and across groups of students is essential for the successful delivery of hybrid courses. 

Ensuring proper infrastructure and technical support is in place would not only ensure a smooth 

experience for students, but would open pedagogical choices to instructors while reducing 

workload and anxiety associated with making technology work properly while teaching.  

 

3. Facilitate collaboration and networking among instructors interested in hybrid teaching - 

Designing and delivering hybrid courses is a learning process and lots can be learned from peers 

who have gained experience in these activities.  

 

4. Increase TA support - Compared to non-hybrid courses, increased TA support is needed to 

facilitate activities in a hybrid course. TAs are required to support and work with online and in-

person students, sometimes outside of class time (asynchronous activities), and this poses 

additional demands on their time and workload. A higher number of TAs is recommended for 

hybrid courses. 
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5. Offer training for TAs - Hybrid teaching calls for TAs who have experience with both in-person 

and online classes. As such, training to be able to TA in different modalities is essential. Offering 

professional development opportunities to TAs around course design could also be impactful as 

they could assist with transitioning courses to hybrid format while strengthening the overall 

course experience for students. 

 

6. Encourage clear and ongoing communication between instructors and TAs - Regardless of the 

medium (e.g. meetings, email, Slack), TA support is optimized when instructors are clear and 

timely in communicating course outlines and expectations. 
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Part 2: Student experiences 

As noted above, each project was supported by a SoTL Specialist who worked closely with the PI to 

develop a unique evaluation plan, create data collection tools and analyse the data. All five projects 

required the development of surveys as main tools to collect student data. Because each project context 

was different, the resulting surveys and analyses are unique, and as such each project summary is 

broken down separately as it is not possible to aggregate data across projects. Overlapping themes, 

perceived benefits and challenges are discussed at the conclusion of the section. For each project, a 

detailed report was completed by the assigned SoTL Specialist (see Appendix C). 

 

Third-year course in Anthropology 

Course context 

TAs:  Yes 

Enrolment by modality of instruction: In-person (n = 14); online (n = 122) 

Hybrid approach: Concurrent; Asynchronous 

Brief description of hybrid approach: Online students were able to participate in the sessions 

synchronously or watch recordings of the lectures at a later time (asynchronous group). In the surveys, 

students were asked to self-report whether they participated in activities synchronously or 

asynchronously. Synchronous meetings were shared through Zoom (for online students) and the Zoom 

interface was projected to students in-person. An external webcam captured the instructor and the 

blackboard behind him and students on Zoom were able to switch the view between the 

instructor/blackboard and the slides. During the synchronous meeting, students listened to and 

participated in a short lecture linking together course content and group activities. For the group based 

active learning, asynchronous students could either submit them individually or team up with 

classmates outside of class time to complete them; majority of the group activities were done with 

students in their own cohort. BREB approval was obtained for this study due to the research intent of 

the project.  

Research questions and methods 

Research questions 

1. Why did students choose to take the course in-person or online? In future (without COVID-19 

restrictions), would students prefer to take the course in person or online? Does their 

preference change between the start and end of term?  

2. Are there differences between in person and online experiences in terms of student 

collaboration, instructor support, student autonomy and final grade? 

3. What suggestions do students have for the course? What are the perceived advantages and 

limitations of hybrid teaching? 
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Methods 

Two surveys were developed for this project.  Both surveys asked about course format choice and 

preferences, and provided space for feedback on concerns, suggestions, or comments about the course. 

The second survey additionally examined student interaction and collaboration, instructor support and 

student autonomy, measured by pre-validated scales (Walker & Fraser, 2005). Final grades were used to 

compare overall course performance across the in-person and online groups.  

 

All students enrolled in the course were invited to participate. The first survey was available to complete 

July 6-21, 2021 (n = 40) and the second survey was available August 11-15, 2021 (n = 58).  

Findings 

Course format preference and reasons for selection  

At the beginning of the term, course preference for all groups was in-person (61.6%), however by the 
end of the term many students shifted their preference to reflect greater interest in taking the course 
online-synchronously (See Table 1).  

 

 Modality of 

participation 

Stated modality preference  

(beginning of course) 

Stated modality 

preference (end of course) 

In person 12.5% 61.6% 41.4% 

Online-synchronous 70.0% 12.8% 48.3% 

Online-asynchronous 17.5% 25.6% 10.3% 

Table 1. Survey respondents’ distribution of and preference for taking the course in person or online 
 

In-person preference 

Students in both in-person and the online cohorts indicated in-person as their preferred modality of 

instruction as it allows for face-to-face interaction. Students in the online cohorts indicated being easily 

distracted while online as a secondary reason for this preference. By the end of term, students in the 

online cohorts indicated technical problems (e.g. unstable internet connection) as an additional reason 

for preferring the in-person format.  

Online preference 

No students who participated in-person indicated interest in switching to an online format in the future. 

For students in the online cohort, the top three reasons to prefer the online format were: time 

flexibility, not living in Vancouver, and COVID-19 restrictions (e.g., not wanting to commute). Other 

reasons: in-person section being full, better disability accommodations, and ability to rewatch lectures 

with captions. 
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Student collaboration, instructor support, student autonomy and final grade 

Between group t-tests were performed to compare the effect of taking the course in-person or online 

(synchronous/asynchronous combined) on student interaction and collaboration, instructor support, 

student autonomy, and final grade. There was no evidence that the groups were different with regard to 

student interaction and collaboration, instructor support or final grade (ps > .12), note that this does not 

imply that experiences between groups were equivalent, merely that the difference is not statistically 

significant. There was a significant difference in the student autonomy items (t(43) = 4.09, p <.001, d = 

1.16), indicating that students in the online cohorts had higher autonomy than their in-person peers.  

Advantages, limitations and suggestions for hybrid teaching 

Qualitative content analysis was employed to analyze students’ overall feedback on the course and 

responses were categorized as positive, mixed and negative, based on course format. A chi-squared 

approximation indicated that the attitudes reflected in the feedback between the in person and online 

students do not have statistically significant differences (all ps >.36). Note: limited sample size may 

impact the accuracy of the calculation. 

 

The main advantage of the hybrid mode of teaching was the flexibility. Two students reported “the hybrid 

format worked well [and] wished UBC would continue offering hybrid classes to accommodate students 

with disabilities.”  

 

Concerns of the hybrid mode of teaching were centered on interactions. For example, students reported 

difficulties interacting between students online and in-person; technical challenges for students online 

(e.g. hearing the in-person students); concerns about being displayed on screen in front of the class.   

 

In-person students also reported not getting the opportunity to learn from the questions of their online 

peers.  In addition, a few students thought the mix of different cohorts made the group work 

disorganized and would prefer to work together with students from the same cohort. Group work across 

cohorts was challenging due to time zone differences. Finally, a student from the in-person cohort 

expressed a concern around peers not following COVID-19 prevention measures, which led to anxiety 

and sense of unsafety.  

 

Fourth-year course in Applied Biology 

Course context 

TAs:  Yes 

Enrolment by modality of instruction: In-person (n = 11); online (n = 1) 

Hybrid approach: Concurrent 

Brief course description: Students participated in a two-week intensive field course located at the 

Centre for Sustainable Food Systems at UBC Farm. The goal of the hybrid course was to create materials 
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(such as expert demonstrations, lab demo videos, citizen science modules, etc.) to allow students unable 

to attend in-person to take the course remotely. The course consisted of online lectures in the morning 

followed by fieldwork, either at UBC Farm (in-person cohort) or in learners’ own neighbourhoods (online 

cohort) in the afternoons. An evaluation approach was best suited to this project, and therefore BREB 

approval was not obtained.   

Research questions and methods 

Research questions 

1. How did student experiences, such as student engagement, differ between online and in-person 
cohorts? 

2. What was the student experience of the course, particularly related to diversity and 
accessibility?  

 

Methods  

Students completed one survey, available May 18-25, 2021, with a series of matrix and open-ended 

questions about student engagement (adapted from Handlesman, Briggs, Sullivan, & Towler, 2005); use 

of course technologies, diversity and representation in the course, and accessibility of the course. Due to 

small sample size, only 9 students completed the survey during online class time, no statistical analyses 

were conducted, descriptive statistics are reported alongside student comments which were analyzed 

using a general thematic approach.   

Findings  

Mode of instruction and student engagement 

Overall, a majority of students (7 of 9) indicated that they would somewhat or strongly prefer to take 

this course in-person rather than online. However, most students provided advantages of both modes of 

instruction in their comments. 

Advantages to in-person instruction 

1. Receiving immediate feedback/guidance (“In person real time advice and guidance for field 

studies cannot be achieved remotely”), (n = 5) 

2. Connection/community with peers/instructors (“Advantage to in person: developing 

connections with peers and profs”), (n = 3) 

3. Ease of in-person over online instruction (“The course is very intensive, and the online portions I 

find are very hard to concentrate on”), (n = 2) 

4. More participation (“There is also a real lack of class participation [online] which hurts the 

course delivery”), (n = 1) 

Advantages to online instruction 

1. Accessibility/convenience (“Online, I was able to do the lab portion on my own time which was 

nice”), (n = 5) 
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2. Application to own context (“I also liked...applying the concepts we learn in class to my day-to-

day surrounding environment”), (n = 2) 

3. Independence (“I also liked the independent nature of the labs”), (n = 1) 

4. Still feeling supported (“it was flexible to make work best around my own needs and schedule, 

while still being guided”), (n = 1) 

 

Student engagement (assessed via the Student Course Engagement Questionnaire, SCEQ) was 

moderate-high, with variability on individual items. Overall, students attending the course in-person 

provided nominally higher ratings on SCEQ items than those attending the course online (Figure 1).  

 

 
Figure 1. Average responses to SCEQ items by students who attended the course in-person vs. online. 1 = 
Not at all characteristic of me, 2 = Not really characteristic of me, 3 = Moderately characteristic of me, 4 

= Characteristic of me, 5 = Very characteristic of me. 
 

Accessibility 

When asked about their own experiences in the course, most (6 of 9) students indicated that they did 

not have challenges in the course due to physical or mental difficulties. However, when asked about the 

accessibility of the course overall, most students responded close to the middle of the scale (slightly 

disagree, neither, slightly agree), with a few people at endpoints of the scale. Responses to questions 

asking if improvements could be made to increase accessibility were fairly split. 
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Third-year course in Economics 

Course context 

TAs:  Yes 

Enrolment by modality of instruction: In person (n = 17); online (n = 20) 

Hybrid approach: Concurrent 

Brief course description: The course involved a lecture component (available synchronously and 

asynchronously for both groups of students) and a synchronous hands-on problem solving “lab” 

component with online and in-person students completing the activities together. BREB approval was 

obtained for this study due to the research intent of the project.  

Research questions and methods 

Research questions 

1. Do student experiences of the course differ between in-person and online students for each of 

the following components: 

a. Engagement/interactions with the course materials and activities, with peers and with 

instructors and TAs 

b. Perceived barriers that influenced learning and course modality preference 

c. Skills developed (R and Jupyter software) 

d. Grades achieved 

 

Methods 

Two surveys were developed for this project. Both surveys asked to report on course engagement and 

interactions, perceived barriers to their current cohort and course modality preference and confidence 

in R and Jupyter program skills. Course grades for the different assignments and activities were 

compared between online and in-person groups.  

 

All students enrolled in the course were invited to participate. The first survey was available to complete 

May 17-26, 2021 (n = 17: 12 in-person, 5 online) and the second survey was available June 12-20, 2021 

(n = 22: 11 in-person, 11 online). Due to small samples, descriptive statistics are reported alongside 

student comments which were analyzed using a general thematic approach. Only grade data was 

analysed with statistical analyses. 

Findings 

Engagement/interactions with the course materials and activities, with peers and with 

instructors and TAs 

Overall, student experience was comparable between the in-person and online cohort. Majority (over 

80%) of students in both groups reported agreeing or strongly agreeing with the following statements 
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“During this course, I: felt included in the class; enjoyed the lectures; enjoyed the hands-on component; 

enjoyed interactions with my peers in the online/in-person cohort/instructor/TAs; was actively able to 

participate in the course lectures/hands-on portion.” Many students reported that they appreciated the 

application of theory to real-life scenarios and the discussions while working with others, these reports 

did not differ between cohorts.  

Perceived barriers that influenced learning and course modality preference 

The most prominent barrier to learning was time zone differences for the online cohort, and both 

cohorts reported technological problems. Overall most students reported being satisfied with the cohort 

they were in (Figure 2). For students who would have preferred being in the other cohort, the reasons 

that prevented them from joining included: COVID-19, and wanting access to lecture recordings (online 

group): “For in-person, I can not go back to watching the recording when I feel confused about some 

points in the lecture.” 

 

 
Figure 2. Satisfaction with their own course modality. 

 

Skills developed (R and Jupyter software) 

Student confidence in R and Jupyter skills were quite high at the start of term, thus limiting the amount 

of upward movement of learning during the course, although there did appear to be an increase in 

confidence. Between the two cohorts, students in the in-person cohort reported greater confidence in 

all activities (Figure 3), although larger samples are needed to determine statistical significance. 

Interestingly, the grade data (reported below) does not reflect meaningful differences in learning as 

measured by grades achieved.  
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Figure 3. Student reports of confidence in various Jupyter and R activities. 

 

Grades achieved 

Grade data was compared for the five assessment components of the course: Participation, Group 

hands-on work, Midterm and Final reports, Final exam, Peer Reviews; and overall grade. There were no 

significant differences in group hands-on work (ps > .11), midterm and final report (take-home) tests (ps 

> .76), the synchronous final exam (p > .20) or overall grade (p = .12). For class participation, in-person 

students scored 15% higher than online students (t(28.49) = 3.19, p = .003). This result was expected 

given that in-person attendance was always synchronous and thus allowed this, whereas asynchronous 

activity would not allow for participation in the same way. For peer-reviews, in-person students scored 

significantly higher (21% higher) than online students (First four peer-reviews: t(26.67) = 2.74, p = .03; 

Final peer-review: t(21.37) = 2.99, p = .007). This was attributed to the fact that they were completed in-

class and may have resulted in better access to the teacher/TA feedback.  

 

Graduate course in Educational Psychology and Special Education 

Course description and context 

TAs:  No 

Enrolment by modality of instruction: 16 students were enrolled in the course (Vancouver: 6; Toronto: 

5, Moncton: 5) 

Hybrid approach: N/A 

Brief course description: An asynchronous online component provided course content and 

opportunities for students to interact in discussions, regardless of location. In each section of the course 
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(i.e., their own location), students participated in in-person blindfold simulations in authentic 

environments, e.g. navigating business districts and crossing streets without vision, in order to learn 

necessary practical skills, techniques, and observation and monitoring methods. An evaluation approach 

was best suited to this project, and therefore BREB approval was not obtained.   

Research questions and methods 

Research questions 

1. Can a hybrid learning model provide consistency in learning across locations?   

 

Methods 

An online survey was administered at the end of the course to students in all three locations, with 75% 

(12/16 students) responding. The survey assessed: interest in increased course duration, perceived skill 

level obtained, usefulness of in-person components, perception of course components in supporting 

learning, and overall course experience.  

Findings 

Students felt the course should be longer. Student feedback was mixed in terms of the helpfulness of 
the online asynchronous discussion to create a sense of community. Future courses may consider at 
least one or two Zoom sessions in support of this objective while also considering each city’s time zone. 

For future course offerings, a recorded assignment overview posted to Canvas will be added to provide 
levels of expectation for each assignment and suggested time frames for working through activities. 

*Analysis of the course surveys is ongoing by the course instructor, and the instructor will be reporting in 
further detail in her report to the Provost Office/CTLT. 

 

Second-year course in Forest Resources Management 

Course description and context 

TAs:  Yes 

Enrolment by modality of instruction: In person (n = 2); online (n = 14) 

Hybrid approach: Concurrent 

Brief course description: Pre-recorded videos and pre-readings were available for students (both in-

person and online cohorts) to complete asynchronously. After completing these activities, students 

posted any related questions to a shared web document, which were discussed by the instructor during 

a synchronous session (shared via Zoom for online participants). Students then solved discussion 

questions with their peers (groups of 3) in Zoom breakout rooms. For the synchronous lab sessions, 

students were allowed to switch lab sessions from classroom to online formats during the course. 
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During the lab sessions, in-person students worked together with in-class students, and online students 

worked in Zoom breakout rooms with online students in their group. Two TAs were available to support 

on-campus students, and two TAs helped remote students in their breakout rooms. BREB approval was 

obtained for this study due to the research intent of the project.  

Research questions and methods 

Research questions 

1. What were students’ learning goals, expectations and experiences (beliefs and affect) in a hybrid 

format course of a Computer Applications in Forestry course? 

 

2. What demographic factors (prior knowledge, gender, English language proficiency) might 

influence students' engagement and experiences in a hybrid model? Given the very small sample 

size of the study, modeling required to address this question could not be conducted. 

 

Methods 

Three surveys (beginning-of-term, midterm, end-of-term) were shared with the students. They were 

asked demographic questions, learning goals and expectations on the beginning-of-term survey 

followed by reflections about their learnings on the end-of-term survey. Level of engagement and self-

reported content mastery was assessed via midterm and end-of-term survey responses. Finally, 

students' perceived self-efficacy and confidence in using computer applications were determined from 

midterm survey responses. 

 

Open-ended questions were analyzed using qualitative thematic content analysis. Survey scale item 

responses were analyzed using paired samples tests - these analyses examined changes over the term, 

since sample sizes were inadequate to compare in-person and online student experiences. Mastery of 

content knowledge was observed for trends over the term (no statistical analyses were conducted due 

to small sample size).  

 

All students enrolled in the course were invited to participate. Survey 1 was administered July 6-9, 

Survey 2 was administered July 16-23, and Survey 3 was administered August 9-13, 2021. Thirteen 

students completed all three surveys (online: 12, in-person: 1), and four additional students completed 

only 1-2 of the surveys. 

Findings 

Confidence, Self-efficacy and Engagement 

There was a significant increase in students’ average confidence score (t(14) = 2.22, p = .04) and total 

self-efficacy score (t(12) = 2.28, p = .04) from midterm to the end of term in the content and skills 

covered in the hybrid course. There was no significant change in average level of engagement across the 

course p = .67. For mastery scores, large variations in scores were not observed within or between 
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individuals, although individual students did appear to have variable trends, which may reflect students' 

differing levels of prior experience.  

Students’ learning goals and expectations  

At the start of the term, the main learning goals students reported were to gain “efficiency” and 

“effectiveness” in computer applications/software tools to solve practical problems, for data 

management, and analyses/research in the future.  

Majority of students reported that the hybrid lab sessions and group activities were most valuable. 

Reasons listed were that they enabled exploration, ability to practice applications and consolidate 

learning from feedback received from the teaching team and peers, and that these experiences could be 

used to complete other parts of the course (e.g. independent assignments). Hybrid discussion sessions 

were another interactive component of the course that was reported to be interesting to students and 

an effective way to generate ideas. 

Students appreciated and valued the flexibility of asynchronous lectures that allowed them to review 

content prior to live lectures and revisit content as needed. Students also appreciated the weekly 

quizzes as "checkpoints'' for determining how well they grasped the content. No student reported that 

they had unmet expectations in their cohort.  

General themes from individual project data 

Although sample sizes were too small to perform statistical comparisons between hybrid and in-person 

cohorts in the courses that took part in this pilot, there was also no evidence to support that one 

method was better than the other for any individual course. Across projects, student data indicates 

advantages and disadvantages for both in-person and online instruction. For example, in ECON326, 

while there were some differences between self-reports of engagement and confidence in learning 

ability, these differences did not appear to be significant (e.g., no reports of strongly disagreeing with 

statements related to inclusion or interaction quality). Without being able to properly compare student 

groups, it is unknown whether there were different experiences, expectations, and outcomes across 

students who choose to attend in-person or online. Despite this, based on the student feedback 

collected in this pilot project, we are able to identify overall benefits and challenges that instructors 

should consider when deciding to teach in hybrid format. 

Benefits of hybrid learning 

The main benefits from the student learning experience perspective included: no evidence that the in-

person and online groups were different in areas such as student interaction and collaboration, 

instructor support or final grade (Anthropology & Economics courses); feelings of inclusion in peer 

engagement, enjoying the lecture and course activities (Economics course); and greater autonomy for 

online cohorts compared to in-person cohorts (Anthropology course). Across courses, the most 
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consistently valuable aspect of a hybrid format was the convenience and flexibility for learning 

opportunities that the model afforded. 

Challenges of hybrid learning 

The main challenges of the hybrid model for students included: ineffective communications with peers 

and teaching team for the remote cohort (due to time differences: Anthropology; due to delayed 

feedback: Applied Biology), difficulty for the remote cohort to create connections with peers and the 

instructional team as compared to the in-person cohort (Applied Biology), and greater participation 

ability (and therefore grades) for in-person compared to remote students (Economics). In general, 

student preference was for in-person learning (Applied Biology, Anthropology, Economics), although 

most students in the online cohort reported being satisfied with their choice.  

 

Recommendations 

1. Be mindful of student engagement opportunities - As discussed in the recommendations 

relating to the instructional team experience, student engagement was an area that students 

highlighted as sometimes not working to its full potential. It is important for instructors to 

consider course activity design, including the decision to mix cohorts for group projects or 

require mixed activities, as these will impact the learning experience. Instructors should also be 

considerate of how time zones will impact any engagement activities for remote students (e.g., 

participation grades) or remote-in-person student pairings.  

 

2. Better technical hardware is needed - The ability for remote and in-person students to hear and 

see each other clearly is critical to ensure effective communication and collaboration. 

 

3. Continue evaluation efforts to assess impact and needs - Encourage instructors who are using a 

hybrid teaching model to evaluate the student experience. The limited sample sizes in the 

present pilot did not allow for statistical comparisons to assess impactful differences between 

cohorts, or determining generalizability beyond the courses in the pilot. 
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Appendix A: Instructor Interview Questions 

First interview 

1. Have you taught a hybrid course before? (If yes: How long ago?)   

2. Can you share your expectations for student engagement in this hybrid course? For students 

attending remotely or in person, what are your expectations around engagement with the 

teaching team, including TAs? With peers? With the learning materials and activities?  

3. What do you anticipate will be the biggest challenges for you? And for your students?  

4. What do you anticipate will be the main benefits or satisfactions for you for using a hybrid 

teaching model? And for your two groups of students?  

5. Could you please describe the process of designing and preparing for teaching your hybrid 

course? What were the main implications for you and the teaching team, including TAs?   

6. What supports were useful for you in the course planning and design stage (e.g institutional, 

Departmental, external)? What would you want to have had more of?  

7. Do you have anything you would like to share with us before going into teaching the hybrid 

course? Or you think there was a question that I should have asked and I didn’t?  

 Second interview 

1. Now that you have taught the hybrid course, were your expectations around student 

engagement met, for both groups of students? (with peers and with the teaching team) 

2. How would you describe the overall learning experience for each of the group of students 

(remote and in-person)? How did the most essential learning experiences of the course unfold 

for the two groups of students? 

3. What would you say were the main challenges you faced when delivering your hybrid course? 

What were the main challenges for your students? And the teaching assistants? 

4. What were the main benefits or satisfactions of delivering a hybrid course? For you? For the 

students? For the teaching assistants? 

5. Could you please share your perceptions of time commitment for the delivery of the hybrid 

course? How would you describe the workload for you and the teaching team, including TAs?  

6. If you or a colleague were to consider teaching a hybrid course in the future, what advice would 

you give? What things would you do differently next time? 
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7. What supports would you need at the institutional and Departmental levels for hybrid courses 

to remain a sustainable alternative to teaching and learning? 

8. Is there anything else you would like to add? Was there a question that I should have asked you 

and I didn’t? 
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Appendix B: Teaching Assistant Interview Questions 

 

 

1.    Can you explain your role(s) in the hybrid course? And indicating any previous TA experience? 

 

2.    How would you evaluate your recent experiences in the hybrid course? (e.g. more difficult or less 

difficult a) in comparison to purely online course b) in comparison to a purely in-person course)? 

 

3.    In your view, what are the main differences between TAing a hybrid course versus a non-hybrid 

course? (can be fully online or fully in person)? Anything in relation to the time, expectations and 

commitment that you like to share is welcomed. 

 

4.    What were the main challenges you faced during the hybrid course? What do you consider to be the 

main challenges the students faced during this course? 

 

5.    What were some of the benefits of TAing a hybrid course? In your view, what were some benefits 

for the students? 

 

6.    How would you describe the overall engagement of students attending in person and those 

attending remotely? How did their interactions with TAs like you and with other students compare? 

 

7.    Based on your recent experience, what recommendation do you have for instructors interested in 

developing and teaching a hybrid course in the future to make the TA or student experience better? 

 

8.    Anything you would like to add before we depart? 
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