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Abstract  Previous research has conducted on the sense of community, effectiveness, and learning experience in 
the face-to-face, hybrid, and online classes. Student preference on any of the delivery methods has not been 
extensively studied and none was a comparison study of all three delivery methods. This study investigated the 
perceived course delivery methods of graduate students and faculty at a southeastern university in the United States. 
Data were collected using a survey modified from Shantakumari and Sajith’s (2015) work. Principal component 
analysis was used to analyze the survey, yielding three factors (i.e., learning experience, self-efficacy, and ease of 
use) explaining 73.8% of the variance. Internal reliability was then calculated using Cronbach’s alpha for the entire 
instrument and for each factor. An overall reliability was above .94 and most of the factors were above .8. Repeated 
measures ANOVAs were used to determine if there was any significant difference in how the participants rated each 
delivery method. The overall sample showed interaction effects between the students and faculty on learning 
experience and self-efficacy, but not on ease of use. Students preferred learning experience in face-to-face and 
hybrid over online courses. Student sample indicated no significant difference in preferred delivery method 
regarding self-efficacy or ease of use. Faculty preferred face-to-face, followed by hybrid, followed by online 
delivery in the learning experience factor, and face-to-face over hybrid and online delivery in the self-efficacy and 
ease of use factors. The findings provide insight that could support decision-making on course offerings, delivery 
methods, and faculty workload assignments. 
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1. Introduction 

Ever since there was teaching and learning, face-to-face 
instruction has always been the approach to deliver 
content knowledge and related skills. It is a traditional 
method through which knowledge and skills are conveyed 
in a physical space with student-content, student-instructor, 
and student-student interactions, which are essential to 
student learning [1]. The in-person interactions create an 
immediate venue for students “to ask a question, to share 
an opinion, or to disagree with a point of view”, which is 
when “a new concept is clarified, an old assumption is 
challenged, a skill is practiced, an original idea is formed 
and encouraged, and ultimately, a learning objective is 
achieved” [2]. In this physical space, both instructors and 
students are able to observe each other’s body language, 
facial expressions, and physical reactions during the 
learning process. These physical cues help students absorb 
content knowledge more than verbal instructions alone 
and also allow instructors to make adjustments to the 

lessons if necessary [3]. This traditional approach has its 
value and should not be lost as the world starts to adopt 
technology-based instruction [4]. The importance of 
teacher-to-student and teacher-to-teacher interactions has 
many academic and social benefits that cannot be replaced 
by other instructional methods.  

Instead of a physical space, online learning occurs in a 
virtual space where students interact with the course 
content, the instructors, and other students using video 
conferencing technology (e.g., Zoom or Google meet) 
and/or through a learning management system  
(e.g., Moodle or Blackboard). Similar to the traditional 
face-to-face delivery method, students in a synchronous 
online course attend classes during a specific time and day 
predetermined by the registrar’s office and receive 
instruction through video conferencing technology. Those 
in an asynchronous class, on the other hand, are presented 
with course materials and evaluation items through a 
learning management system, which they have 24/7 access 
to and are given the opportunity to pace themselves in 
processing the information and completing the required 
work as long as deadlines are met. Regardless of the mode 
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(i.e., synchronous and asynchronous), the online delivery 
method is without geographical restriction and thus 
increases students’ access to education; a student with 
Internet connection and the required software can 
participate in a class from anywhere in the world. This 
online delivery method is attractive to individuals who 
have part-time or full-time employment, delayed 
postsecondary education, financial obligations, dependents 
at home, and/or other factors that make attending face-to-
face classes difficult or impossible [5,6]. 

Adopting the favorable features from the two delivery 
methods mentioned above, hybrid learning “happens in an 
instructional context which is characterized by a deliberate 
combination of online and classroom-based interventions 
to instigate and support learning” [7]. In this form of 
learning, course materials are stored in a learning 
management system and students are required to go 
through them before a class meeting, which promotes the 
convenience and flexibility features of an asynchronous 
online class [8]. During a class meeting, time is spent on 
problem-solving tasks, small-group discussions, and hand-
on activities to advance content knowledge and related 
skills [9,10]. Hybrid learning is a student-centered, needs-
based approach where students are responsible to make 
sense of the course materials outside the classroom and 
instructors are to fulfill the needs of the students during 
the limited time they have in class [9,11,12,13,14]. This 
type of instruction has been found to increase learning 
performance and promote individual confidence as 
students become active learners and participants in the 
learning environment [9,15,16].  

2. Review of Literature 

According to [17], communication is defined as “a 
group of people who are willing and able to help each 
other” and it “is more than a way a group of people 
defines itself: it is a capability that can be developed and 
improved over time” (p. 60). In order to establish an 
interdependent and supportive learning community, 
instructors should establish and reinforce rules, routines 
and expectations, allot time to get to know the students 
and for them to get to know each other, give tasks and 
assignments that promote self-efficacy and cooperation, 
and communicate with students about evaluation of course 
materials and grades [9,18,19,20,21]. In a traditional 
classroom or one with a face-to-face component  
(i.e., hybrid class), this sense of community seems to be 
built naturally because both instructors and students are in 
the same physical space where eye contact, body language, 
other behaviors can be observed to assist with immediate 
interactions. It is evident that a significantly greater sense 
of community and connectedness was found in the face-
to-face and hybrid classes than in the online classes [20]. 
With this in mind, instructors who teach online classes 
may want to use different instructional strategies defined 
by [22], align their curricula with constructivism practices 
recommended by [19], and build a sense of community 
with an emphasis on connectedness using the essential 
categories for technology professional development 
suggested by [23]. 

Previous research has used student performance to 
compare effectiveness of two or all three delivery methods, 
and the findings were inconclusive. While some studies 
found that students in face-to-face classes earned 
significantly better test scores than those in online classes 
[24,25,26,27], others indicated no significant difference in 
the learning outcomes for the two or among the three 
platforms [21,28,29,30,31]. Interestingly, inconsistent test 
scores were found within the study itself when [32] 
compared the overall course performance of the students 
from one face-to-face section and the three hybrid sections 
of the same general health class. In this particular study,  
(1) students in the hybrid sections performed significantly 
better on the second written exam and the final course 
grade than those in the face-to-face section, (2) students in 
the face-to-face section scored significantly higher on the 
fourth written exam than those in the hybrid sections, and 
(3) no significant difference was found on the other four 
sources of performance indicators [32]. Similar results 
were also found in [2] study when she examined the final 
letter grades and failing rates between three face-to-face 
and three online classes over the course of two academic 
years. She concluded that “learning effectiveness is a 
complex concept with multiple dimensions”; in other 
words, student performance alone is not enough to 
determine which delivery method is more effective than 
the other [2]. Teaching style, course design, and frequency 
and quality of feedback provided by instructors, for 
example, are influential factors in learning effectiveness. 

Another comparison that has been studied frequently is 
students’ learning experience in courses with different 
delivery methods. The online environment was perceived 
to be less intimidating and cause less time pressure than 
the face-to-face setting; hence, timid students may be 
more apt to engage in an online class than they would in a 
traditional environment [33,34,35]. This less intimidating 
virtual space was found to have better participation quality 
and more in-depth discussions than a physical space [2] 
[36,37]. [38], on the other hand, noted that being in an 
online class was more likely to make students feel  
more isolated, stressed and frustrated than being in a  
face-to-face class. Having the opportunity to undergo both 
the online and face-to-face formats, students in the hybrid 
setting reported to experience a boost in confidence 
because they had more room to find a comfort zone, 
whether it was in the virtual space or physical classroom 
[9,15,16]. These different types of experiences perceived 
by the students could potentially lead to their preference in 
one delivery method over the other. If a student has 
positive experience in face-to-face learning because s/he is 
able to carry in-depth discussions and receive meaningful 
feedback from the instructor, s/he may prefer learning in a 
physical space more than a virtual one. Another student 
who is not given enough time to process the course 
content and complete the work or does not feel 
emotionally safe in a face-to-face class may feel more 
comfortable working on her/his own and prefer online 
learning. 

However, a student’s learning experience is not always 
positively associated with her/his preference in one 
delivery method over the other. According to [39], cost, 
socializing/networking, time away from work, self-paced  
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learning, immediate access to the instructor, and 
immediate interaction with participants are the six 
influential factors when seeking an education and its 
delivery method. Tuition, books, and other fees are costs 
that every student has to pay. Taking online or hybrid 
classes may save additional fees such as rent and 
transportation-related costs (e.g., gasoline and parking). 
The ability to meet new people and expand one’s social 
and professional network may be easier to accomplish in 
person, but it can also be done virtually, depending on 
how much effort one would want to spend on this area. 
Employment and family obligations are two common 
reasons that make online or hybrid education an attractive 
option. Students with the need to receive timely feedback 
from instructors and/or have prompt interactions with 
peers in class may lean towards face-to-face education. To 
date, student preference on any of the delivery methods 
has not been extensively studied [4,29,32,40] and none 
has been a comparison study of all three delivery methods. 
With the intention to provide feedback and recommendations 
to ensure quality instruction and student learning, the purpose 
of the study was to examine (a) students’ preferences of 
delivery methods among face-to-face (i.e., all class sessions 
held on-ground and in-person), hybrid (i.e., some class 
sessions held on-ground and in-person with some sessions 
being supplanted by asynchronous instruction), and online 
classes (i.e., completely synchronous and/or asynchronous 
courses held in a virtual space) and (b) faculty’s 
perceptions of the various methods of delivery. 

3. Methods 

3.1. Instrument 
Modified from [41] earlier work, two versions of the 

Delivery Methods of Instruction Survey were created, one 
for each of the target populations (i.e., student and faculty). 
The survey consists of four sections; there are 10 
statements on the learning process in section one, nine 
statements about the learning content in section two, five 
statements regarding the ease of use on technology in 
section three, and five demographic questions in the last 
section. All 24 statements on the first three sections were 
converted to a reference for all three delivery methods, 
remaining as much of the original context, sentence 
structure, and wording from [41] questionnaire in each 
item as possible. The following example illustrates the 
conversion of one questionnaire/survey item:  

Original: Incorporating BL has deepened my interest in 
the subject matter of this course. 

Modified: Incorporating this method of delivery has 
deepened my interest in the subject matter of this course. 

All 24 statements and five questions on both versions 
were described exactly the same with the exception of a 
few noun phrases catered to the specific target population. 
For instance: 

Student version: Incorporating this method of delivery 
has deepened my interest in the subject matter of this 
course. 

Faculty version: Incorporating this method of delivery 
has deepened my students’ interest in the subject matter of 
this course. 

For each of the 24 statements, respondents were 
directed to rank in order of preference with 1 being the 
most preferred and 3 being the least preferred delivery 
method among the face-to-face, hybrid, and online options. 
As for the five demographic questions at the end, 
respondents were asked to identify their age, gender, role 
(i.e., student or faculty), academic area, and experience in 
taking (or teaching) a course in any of the delivery 
methods, with the option of “prefer not to answer” for 
each of the questions. 

3.2. Data Collection 
An email explaining the purpose of the study and 

inviting respondents to participate in the modified 
Delivery Methods of Instruction Survey was sent to all 
graduate students at a regional university in the 
southeastern United States during the 2020 COVID-19 
pandemic. At the same time, another email with the same 
information was sent to all faculty at the same university, 
inviting those who had taught graduate level courses to 
participate in the survey. A follow-up email was sent to 
the identified populations respectively one month after the 
original email distribution. The entire data collection 
period was two months. 

3.3. Subjects 
Approximately 900 graduate students were invited to 

participate in the study, with 121 student responses 
recorded, but only 53 completed at least 80% of the 
survey, resulting in a 6% response rate. The survey was 
also distributed to the faculty, with 107 responses, 40 
complete at 80% or more. It was evident that some people 
started the survey but stopped when they realized that they 
had not experienced all three delivery methods. After 
reviewing for completeness and usability of the responses, 
a total of 93 usable surveys for the study. 

4. Data Analysis and Results 

4.1. Overall Sample 
Because substantial changes were made to the 

measurement scale of the instrument, an exploratory  
factor analysis using principal component analysis with 
Varimax (orthogonal) rotation and Kaiser Normalization 
was conducted on the 24 items on the modified  
Delivery Methods of Instruction Survey for each delivery 
method individually. Initial analysis yielded four  
factors, explaining 73.8% of the variance, however one 
factor contained only one item (i.e., The activities taught 
using this method of delivery are of long duration.) and 
another item (i.e., I felt my knowledge regarding using 
Moodle is limited compared to my colleagues/peers.) had 
a loading below .4 on each factor. Both were removed and 
the analysis was repeated on the remaining 22 items, 
yielding three factors and explaining 73.8% of the 
variance. Factor 1 was labeled “learning experience” 
(explaining 40.4% of the variance), factor 2 was  
“self-efficacy as student/faculty” (21.1% of the variance), 
and factor 3 was “ease of use” (12.3% of the variance). 
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Table 1 shows the items loaded to the same primary factor 
with similar (within .05) values for the face-to-face, 
hybrid, and online delivery methods. Because of the 
strength of the loadings, it was determined that the factor 
analysis was acceptable [42,43]. Incomplete responses that 

were still included in the analysis were then examined to 
ensure that the missing data were not concentrated in any 
specific area. Table 2 shows the means and standard 
deviations of the responses for each factor, separated by 
students and faculty. 

Table 1. Factor Loadings and Commonalities for the Modified Delivery Methods of Instruction Survey 

 Learning 
Experience 

Self-Efficacy as 
Student/Faculty 

Ease of 
Use Commonalities 

I am in favor of incorporating this method of delivery in my course. .668   .657 
Incorporating this method of delivery has deepened my interest in the subject matter 
of this course. .593   .676 

This method of delivery encourages students to learn. .823   .753 
This method of delivery in my course has improved my interaction with the 
students. .762   .807 

This method of delivery in my course has improved interaction among the students. .848   .807 

This method of delivery is less stressful than others.  .444  .482 

This method of delivery is more effective than others. .844   .900 
In this method of delivery, the students receive adequate assistance in case of 
problems faced. .732   .790 

Incorporation of this delivery method has made my course more time consuming.*   .874 .801 

This method of delivery is a waste of time.*   .754 .722 

The content taught using this method of delivery has encouraged students to learn. .825   .878 

The content taught using this method of delivery is well illustrated. .741   .766 

The content taught using this method of delivery is easy for students to understand. .692   .780 
The activities using this method of delivery on Moodle are related to the course 
objectives.  .635  .518 

The activities taught using this method of delivery help students to learn more and 
interact with each other on the given topics. .820   .831 

My students learned a great deal from this course. .854   .883 

The assignments given in the course help students develop writing skills.  .637  .592 

The entire course was difficult to follow.*   .757 .658 

I was able to learn to use Moodle quickly.  .839  .780 

I found Moodle easy to use.  .840  .791 

I am able to access the online content without any problems.  .871  .785 

My computer skills have improved as a result of this course.  .708  .585 

Note. *Reverse coded. 

Table 2. Means and Standard Deviations for Each Factor by Group 

  Face to face Hybrid Online 

Learning Experience 
Students 1.36 (.79) 1.04 (.37) 0.60 (.70) 
Faculty 1.70 (.51) 0.86 (.42) 0.44 (.61) 

Self-efficacy as Student/Faculty 
Students 0.86 (.71) 0.95 (.38) 1.19 (.74) 
Faculty 1.42 (.53) 0.79 (.43) 0.79 (.62) 

Ease of Use 
Students 1.07 (.79) 0.96 (.41) 0.97 (.78) 
Faculty 1.42 (.72) 0.81 (.48) 0.77 (.65) 

 
Internal reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) was then calculated for the entire instrument and for each factor according to 

each delivery method. As Table 3 shows, each delivery method had an overall reliability above .94 and most of the 
factors were above .8. Ease of use for hybrid and online delivery methods had internal reliabilities of .652 and .783, 
respectively. 

Table 3. Cronbach’s Alpha for the Instrument by Each Delivery Method 

 Face-to-face Hybrid Online 
Overall Factors .959 .943 .952 
Learning Experience .974 .938 .963 
Self-efficacy as Student/Faculty .887 .899 .895 
Ease of Use .803 .652 .783 
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4.2. Student Sample 
Fifty-three students completed at least 80% of the 

survey. Most of the students were in their 20’s (n = 27), 
with 10 in their 30’s, 11 in their 40’s, three aged 50 or 
older, and two declining to answer. The students also 
mostly identified as female (n = 28), with 13 males and 
two declining to answer. 

A repeated measures ANOVA was conducted on each 
factor, using the average ranking across the items in the 
scale as the dependent variable, to determine if there was a 
difference in each delivery method. A Greenhouse-Geisser 
correction was used in each case because the assumption 
of sphericity was not met. For the first factor, learning 
experience, analysis determined that there was a 
significant difference in their preferred method of delivery 
(F(1.338, 69.574) = 12.406, p = .00). Post hoc tests using 
the Bonferroni correction showed that students had no 
significant difference between face-to-face and hybrid but 
preferred both over online delivery. Analysis on self-
efficacy as student/faculty, the second factor, and ease of 
use, the third factor, determined that there was not a 
significant difference in their preferred method of delivery 
(self-efficacy as student/faculty: F(1.454, 74.114) = 2.645, 
p = .10; ease of use: F(1.411, 73.397) = .273, p = .68). 
Figure 1 shows the students’ preferences for each factor. 

 
Figure 1. Student Delivery Method Preferences 

4.3. Faculty Sample 
Faculty demographics were more evenly distributed 

than the students. Nine of the faculty were in their 30’s, 
six in their 40’s, 15 aged 50 or older, and 10 declining to 
answer. Sixteen identified as female, 15 as male, and nine 
declined to answer.  

A repeated measures ANOVA was also conducted on 
each factor, with the average ranking across the items in 
the scale as the dependent variable, to determine if there 
was a difference in each delivery method, with a 
Greenhouse-Geisser correction because the assumption of 
sphericity was not met. For learning experience, analysis 
determined that there was a significant difference in their 
preferred method of delivery (F(1.713, 66.813) = 40.842, 
p = .00). Post hoc tests using the Bonferroni correction 
showed that faculty preferences were for face-to-face, then 
hybrid, then online delivery. Analysis on self-efficacy as 
student/faculty also showed a significant difference 
(F(1.724, 67.255) = 12.496, p = .00), with face-to-face 

being preferred over both hybrid and online delivery, 
which were not significantly different from each other. A 
significant difference was also determined for ease of use 
(F(1.671, 65.162) = 8.892, p = .00), with face-to-face also 
being preferred over both hybrid and online delivery, 
which were not significantly different from each other. 
Figure 2 shows the faculty preferences for each factor. 

 
Figure 2. Faculty Delivery Method Preferences 

4.4. Differences between Students and 
Faculty  

To determine if students and faculty differed in how 
they rated each delivery method, a repeated measures 
ANOVA was conducted on each factor. As before, the 
average ranking across the items in the scale was used as 
the dependent variable. A Greenhouse-Geisser correction 
was used in each case because the assumption of 
sphericity was not met.  

For the first factor, learning experience, analysis 
determined that there was an interaction effect between 
students and faculty and their preferred method of delivery 
(F(1.508, 137.271) = 3.681, p = .04). Post hoc tests using 
the Bonferroni correction showed that faculty preferred 
face-to-face, followed by hybrid, followed by online 
delivery, while students had no significant difference 
between face-to-face and hybrid but preferred both over 
online delivery (see Figure 3). 

 
Figure 3. Delivery Method Preferences for Learning Experience 

Analysis on self-efficacy as student/faculty, the second 
factor, also determined that there was an interaction effect 
between students and faculty and their preferred method 
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of delivery (F(1.545, 140.553) = 11.080, p = .00). Post hoc 
tests using the Bonferroni correction showed that faculty 
preferred face-to-face over both hybrid and online 
delivery, which had no significant difference between 
them, and students had no significant differences between 
any of the delivery methods (see Figure 4). 

 
Figure 4. Delivery Method Preferences for Self-efficacy as 
Student/Faculty 

For ease of use, the third factor, analysis determined 
that there was no interaction effect between students and 
faculty and their preferred method of delivery (F(1.520, 
138.348) = 3.184, p = .06), but there was an overall 
difference between the methods of delivery (F(1.520, 
138.348) = 6.204, p = .01). Further analysis of students 
and faculty separately revealed faculty had a significant 
difference in their preferred method of instruction 
(F(1.671, 65.162) = 8.892, p = .00), with face-to-face 
preferred over both hybrid and online, which had no 
significant difference between them, and students had no 
significant difference in delivery method (F(1.411, 73.397) 
= .273, p = .68) (see Figure 5). 

 
Figure 5. Delivery Method Preferences for Ease of Use 

5. Discussion 

This study examined students’ preferences and faculty’s 
perceptions of face-to-face, hybrid, and online course 
delivery methods at a southeastern United States 
university in the Spring 2020 when higher education 
institutions had to shift traditional course delivery 
methods to online formats. Two versions of the Delivery 

Methods of Instruction Survey were modified from [41] 
work and used to collect data. The 24 original items were 
factor analyzed using principal component analysis with 
Varimax (orthogonal) rotation and Kaiser Normalization. 
Two items were dropped after the initial factor analysis. 
The same principal component analysis procedure  
was conducted again with the remaining 22 items  
and yielded three new factors: learning experience,  
self-efficacy as student/faculty, and ease of use. The 
overall sample showed interaction effects between 
students and faculty on the learning experience and self-
efficacy as student/faculty. However, no interaction effect 
was found for ease of use.  

The student sample under study showed that they 
preferred the learning experience in face-to-face and 
hybrid courses over online learning. This significant 
finding echoed what [20] concluded that face-to-face and 
hybrid classes built a greater sense of community and 
connectedness than in the online classes. It suggests that, 
when it comes to learning, students still prefer the face-to-
face interactions with their teachers and classmates in the 
same physical space. It was a relief to know that the in-
person communication was still valued by the students [4]. 
Moreover, there was no significant preference over the 
three delivery methods in terms of self-efficacy as a 
student. According to [9], self-efficacy is a psychological 
factor affecting one’s performance and success with 
minimal assistance from other people. Apparently, either 
of the delivery methods had a significant impact on what 
the students had to do in order to be efficient and 
responsible for their own learning. Lastly, there was also 
no significant preference over the three delivery methods 
regarding the ease of use to access class materials and 
follow along with the instructors. In other words, the 
students in the present study believed that they would 
spend just as much time in one type of delivery methods 
over the other ones. Future practice should consider 
incorporating the face-to-face component in the learning 
environment, on-ground and in-person or synchronously 
in a virtual space, to help students have better experience. 
Since there was no preference over the three delivery 
methods, faculty should strive to ensure that students can 
be successful on their own in the learning process with 
little to zero difficulty in accessing course content 
regardless of the delivery formats. 

As for faculty, they preferred face-to-face, followed by 
hybrid, followed by online delivery in the learning 
experience factor, and they preferred face-to-face over 
hybrid and online delivery in the self-efficacy as faculty 
and ease of use factors. The fact that the sampled faculty 
indicated face-to-face delivery over the other two methods 
might have something to do with their lack of competence 
and confidence in the non-traditional delivery methods. 
Not all faculty possessed the skills necessary to transfer 
their courses to hybrid or online formats. This perceived 
lack of technical and pedagogical skills could be a 
confounding factor in the faculty’s preference for face-to-
face instruction. Based on these findings, faculty may 
need to become better equipped to teach utilizing the two 
non-traditional methods of delivery in order to enhance 
teaching and learning for their students. As higher 
education evolves, administration needs to recognize this 
need and support their faculty by providing the training 
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and support required to effectively make the shift [44,45]. 
Ultimately, quality instruction and student learning should 
occur regardless of course delivery methods. 

Limitations to this study must be acknowledged to 
ensure fair interpretation and application of results. First, 
the instrument used to collect data for the present student 
was true perception measures, so findings are based on 
participants’ self-reports. The participants might not be 
able to assess themselves accurately because the wording 
of the statements might be confusing or present different 
meanings from one person to another. Besides, the 
statements were subject to all of the biases whether the 
participants could relate to the different delivery methods 
or not. There might be some other factors affecting their 
experiences to the three delivery methods that the survey 
was not able to reflect on. Second, the participants in this 
study were limited to the graduate students and faculty at a 
southeastern university in the United States. Sampling 
bias should be acknowledged; the participants who 
completed the survey were the sort of people who would 
complete a survey. The results presented in this study 
indicated a bias where the perceptions of the people who 
rarely complete a survey was underrepresented. Moreover, 
while participation was not limited to any academic 
discipline, the sample was inclusive of a single institution 
that offered degrees in applied and natural sciences, 
business, education, engineering and science, and liberal 
arts, which narrowed results and generalizability. Other 
institutions that offer degree programs other than those 
mentioned earlier may produce different results. Finally, 
the study was conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic, 
and the researchers acknowledge that participants’ 
perceptions about course delivery could have been 
impacted by the pandemic’s unanticipated implications. 
The fact that the faculty and students were informed to 
teach and learn virtually within a few days’ notice might 
have a negative (or positive) impact on how they rated the 
delivery methods of instruction to the 24 statements on the 
survey.  

Future research should include the replication of  
this study under what would be considered normal 
circumstances. Recognizing the limitation on perception 
posed by the COVID-19 pandemic, repeating this study 
for comparative purposes of the “during pandemic” versus 
post-pandemic results is a logical next step. A comparison 
of the two studies’ results could support or defy the 
limitation we have presented about the pandemic’s impact 
on participants’ responses. Future research could also 
survey students’ actual learning experience in the three 
delivery methods and examine the association with  
their preferences over the methods. This follow-up study 
would help explain whether cost, socializing/networking, 
flexibility with other life obligations, learner personality, 
access to the instructor, and other factors have the impact 
on students’ preference over the three delivery methods 
[2,33,34,35,36,37,38,39]. Another future research on the 
comparison between effectiveness of the three delivery 
methods could help formalize a clearer trend regarding 
student performance in each method of delivery 
[20,24,25,26,27,28,29,30,32]. Suggested by [2], teaching 
style, course design, and frequency and quality of 
feedback provided by instructors could be influential 
factors in learning effectiveness. 

6. Conclusions 

When it came to the learning experience, graduate 
students had no preference between face-to-face and 
hybrid classes but preferred either one over online 
instruction. Graduate students had no preference in 
delivery method for ease of use or self-efficacy as a 
learner.  

Faculty preferred the face-to-face method across all 
three emerging factors. Not all faculty possessed the skills 
necessary to transfer from face-to-face to hybrid or online. 
As higher education evolves, faculty need to become 
better equipped to utilize the other two methods of 
delivery. 

Collection was limited to students and faculty at one 
southeastern United States university. While not limited  
to any academic discipline, the sample is inclusive  
of a single institution which narrows results and 
generalizability. Repeating this study for comparative 
purposes of the “during pandemic” versus post-pandemic 
results and with faculty at additional institutions are the 
logical next steps. A comparison of other students’ results 
could support or defy the limitation presented about the 
pandemic’s impact on participants’ responses. 
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