
© 2022 Selcuk University School of Medicine366

Faculty Members’ Evaluations Regarding the Faculty Development 
Program Conducted with the Hybrid Learning Method

Hibrit Öğrenme Yöntemiyle Uygulanan Eğitici Gelişimi Programına İlişkin 
Tıp Fakültesi Öğretim Üyelerinin Değerlendirmeleri
1S. Ayhan Çalışkan , 2Nadire Ünver Doğan 

¹Ege University, Faculty of Medicine, 
Department of Medical Education, 
İzmir, Turkey.
2Selçuk University, Faculty of Medicine, 
Department of Anatomy, Konya, Turkey.

Correspondence

S. Ayhan Çalışkan, Ege Üniversitesi 
Tıp Fakültesi Tıp Eğitimi Anabilim Dalı, 
Dekanlık Binası Kat:2, 35100 Bornova, 
İzmir, Türkiye 

E-Mail: ayhan.caliskan@ege.edu.tr 

How to cite ?

Çalışkan SA, Ünver Doğan N. Faculty 
Members’ Evaluations Regarding 
the Faculty Development Program 
Conducted with the Hybrid Learning 
Method. Genel Tıp Derg.2022; 32(4):366-
371

Received: 2 Nov 2021 | Accepted: 17 Apr 2022
DOI: 10.54005/geneltip.1017711

ORIGINAL ARTICLE

ABSTRACT

Objective: This study aims to determine faculty members’ feedback and the level of satisfaction 
about the faculty development program carried out with the hybrid learning method at Selçuk 
University Faculty of Medicine (SUFoM) and compare faculty members’ satisfaction levels regarding 
face-to-face and online sessions.
Material and Methods: The Faculty Development Program has been carried out since 2010 and 
updated with program evaluations as well as faculty members’ needs and expectations. In the 
COVID-19 pandemic era, distance education and hybrid education sessions were added to the 
program. The renewed faculty development program was conducted in June 2021 with a hybrid 
learning method, eight sessions both face-to-face and online and six sessions online only. The 
feedback of the participants was obtained through online questionnaires consisting of structured 
items rated with Likert-type scales (1: Strongly disagree – 5: Strongly agree and 0: Very poor – 10: 
Very good) and semi-structured items.
Results: Fifty faculty members participated in the program and 30 (60.0%) answered the research 
questionnaires. Faculty members reported a total of 170 session participation, 140 (82.4%) face-to-
face and 30 (17.6%) online. It was determined that the participants’ satisfaction levels about the 
faculty development program sessions was high and very high (min=4.05±0.99 ; max=5.00±0.00). 
It was also found that there is no statistically significant difference between faculty members 
evaluations for online or face-to-face participation in the training sessions. Participants reported 
that their overall evaluation of the program was very good (9.33±0.65).
Conclusion: The SUFoM Faculty Development Program, designed in accordance with the COVID-19 
conditions, has been successfully implemented using the hybrid method. The positive feedback of 
faculty members and the fact that online or face-to-face participation in the sessions does not 
make a difference in their satisfaction levels is considered as an important development for the 
implementation of the forthcoming faculty development program using the hybrid method.

Keywords: Faculty Development, Hybrid Learning, Blended Learning, Mixed-Mode Learning, 
Program Evaluation, COVID-19
 
ÖZ

Amaç: Bu araştırmada, Selçuk Üniversitesi Tıp Fakültesinde (SÜTF) hibrit öğrenme yöntemi ile 
gerçekleştirilen eğitici gelişimi programına ilişkin katılımcı öğretim üyelerinin geri bildirimlerinin 
alınması ve yüz yüze ve çevrim içi (online) gerçekleştirilen eğitim etkinliklerine ilişkin beğeni 
düzeylerinin belirlenmesi ve karşılaştırılması amaçlanmıştır.
Gereç ve yöntem: Eğitici Gelişimi Programı, SÜTF’de 2010 yılından bu yana öğretim üyelerinin 
beklenti ve gereksinimleri ile programın değerlendirilme verileri ışığında güncellenerek 
uygulanmıştır. Programa COVID-19 pandemisi döneminde uzaktan eğitim ve hibrit eğitimin SÜTF’de 
uygulanmasıyla ilgili oturumlar eklenmiştir. Yenilenen eğitici gelişimi programı Haziran 2021’de, 
hibrit öğrenme yöntemi ile sekiz oturum hem yüz yüze hem de çevrim içi, altı oturum ise yalnızca 
çevrim içi olacak biçimde sunulmuştur. Katılımcıların geri bildirimleri Likert tipi ölçekler (1: Kesinlikle 
katılmıyorum – 5: Kesinlikle katılıyorum ve 0: Çok kötü – 10:Çok iyi) ile değerlendirilen yapılandırılmış 
maddeler ve yarı yapılandırılmış maddelerden oluşan çevrim içi anket formlarıyla alınmıştır. 
Bulgular: Programa 50 öğretim üyesi katılmış ve 30’u (%60,0) araştırma anket formlarını yanıtlamıştır. 
Öğretim üyeleri, 140 (%82,4) yüz yüze, 30 (%17,6) çevrim içi olmak üzere toplam 170 oturum katılımı 
bildirmişlerdir. Katılımcıların eğitici gelişimi programı oturumlarına ilişkin beğenilerinin yüksek ve çok 
yüksek düzeyde gerçekleştiği saptanmıştır (min=4,05±0,99 ; maks=5,00±0,00). Öğretim üyelerinin 
bu değerlendirmelerde verdiği puanların, eğitim oturumlarına çevrim içi veya yüz yüze katılma 
durumuna göre istatistiksel olarak anlamlı farklılık göstermediği saptanmıştır. Katılımcılar programına 
ilişkin genel değerlendirmelerinin çok iyi olduğunu (9,33±0,65) bildirmiştir.
Sonuç: COVID-19 koşullarına uygun olarak tasarlanan SÜTF Eğitici Gelişimi Programı hibrit yöntem 
kullanılarak başarı ile uygulanmıştır. Öğretim üyelerinin olumlu geri bildirimleri ve oturumlara çevrim 
içi veya yüz yüze katılmanın beğeni düzeylerinde fark oluşturmaması önümüzdeki dönemde de 
eğitici gelişimi programının hibrit yöntem kullanılarak uygulanması için yönünde önemli bir gelişme 
olarak değerlendirilmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Eğitici Gelişimi, Hibrit Öğrenme, Harmanlanmış Öğrenme, Karma Öğrenme, 
Program Değerlendirme, COVID-19

Introduction

In recent years, medical schools have increased their 
efforts to provide faculty development programs 
for educators. In line with the new developments 
in education, training, and measurement and 
evaluation, medical schools and other educational 

institutions offer a variety of programs and activities 
to support faculty members develop their knowledge 
and skills as educators (1). Faculty development 
encompasses all activities undertaken by faculty 
members (faculty member, leader, manager, 
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researcher, and academician) in order to improve their 
educational knowledge, skills, and attitudes toward 
both individual and group tasks (2). Traditionally, these 
efforts are conducted through official programs at 
medical schools and other educational institutions. 
Recently, it has also been suggested that faculty 
members continue their educational development in 
different environments and with activities other than 
formal training (1,3). Faculty development program 
implementation strategies include workplace learning, 
peer coaching and mentoring, workshops and 
seminars, longitudinal programs, and online learning 
(2).

When the technological capabilities of the 21st century 
are combined with educational activities and educa-
tional environments, a structure is created with very 
high accessibility and flexibility to all resources (e.g., 
educational materials, faculty members) (4). 

Education based on the technological implications 
of the present (e.g., web, internet) is having a greater 
impact on traditional higher education activities. Inter-
net-based education has become an indispensable 
part of all educational stages, especially due to the 
mandatory conditions caused by the COVID-19 pan-
demic (5). A unique educational opportunity is creat-
ed when traditional face-to-face education and inter-
net-based education are combined in some way. This 
educational opportunity will both enhance student 
learning more than either environment alone could 
do, while also maximizing the advantages of both 
the online and face-to-face environments (5,6). In this 
context, the use of both internet-based and traditional 
face-to-face training components is defined as hybrid 
learning (3,6). 

Hybrid learning, blended learning and mixed-mode 
learning are the terms used interchangeably in the lit-
erature and to define the use or blend of two or more 
training techniques (4,7–9). In addition, it is stated that 
hybrid learning, and blended learning are two terms 
that usually refer to a single concept. Some research-
ers define blended or hybrid learning as the use of a 
mixed teaching method that combines traditional 
face-to-face teaching with pure online learning. How-
ever, some researchers argue that distance education 
is the main focus of hybrid learning and it is supported 
by traditional education, and blended learning is the 
method that combines conventional and new edu-
cational approaches in the form of best practice (4). 
In other words, blended learning is defined as the use 
of traditional classroom education with existing tech-
nological opportunities. Hybrid learning, on the other 
hand, is defined as the use of e-learning elements in 
the form of computer-based and web-based educa-
tion while the educators and students come together 
face-to-face (10). We employ the term ‘hybrid learn-
ing’ to describe the instructional methods used in this 
study.

In Turkey, there are a wide range of hybrid learning 
method implementation examples available, ranging 

from primary education to post-graduate education 
(11). The institutional advantages of hybrid learning 
include the following: to be able to reach a wider 
range of learners by offering face-to-face or remote 
participation; to access education regardless of loca-
tion and thus to provide a more inclusive education 
and equality in learning; to carry out the training that 
should conventionally be given in a certain place with 
remote access; to contact and consult experts more 
easily; and to eliminate the need to repeat the same 
training more than once (12). 

From the learner’s perspective, hybrid learning also 
has advantages, such as providing learners with the 
flexibility to participate in the training whenever they 
choose, responding better to different learner charac-
teristics by combining the two methods, and providing 
the opportunity to learn how to work with technolo-
gy. In addition, the hybrid learning method reported-
ly gives students a greater sense of control over their 
learning (12).

Selçuk University, Faculty of Medicine (SUFoM) estab-
lished in 2002-2003 academic year. The main was 
goal of the faculty is stated as; “To educate physi-
cians who are fully equipped with professional knowl-
edge and skills, respectful of ethical and moral values, 
competent and successful in their field, have proper 
communication and empathy with colleagues and 
patients, have adopted the principle of service to 
humanity, think rationally and innovatively, are sensi-
tive to their environment, who are social, can improve 
themselves.” In order to achieve and the principle of 
“continuous improvement of the qualifications of ed-
ucators and lecturers” has been adopted (13). In this 
sense, SUFoM organizes regular continuous profession-
al development activities to enhance the knowledge 
and skills of faculty members regarding education and 
training.

Due to the COVID-19 pandemic all over the world as 
well as in Turkiye, almost all of the educational activi-
ties at every phase of medical education have moved 
to the online environment. This situation has changed 
with the decision to vaccinate health professionals, 
clerkship students, and interns in the first place in the 
COVID-19 vaccination program of the Republic of 
Turkish Ministry of Health (14). Thus, it has become pos-
sible to conduct face-to-face educational activities 
for medical faculty members and students provided 
that the protective measures are followed (15,16). 

Within the context of these advancements, the facul-
ty development program at SUFoM is presented with 
an innovative approach and hybrid learning method. 
Determining the extent to which the currently imple-
mented innovative faculty development program 
that meets the participants’ expectations and its ar-
eas for improvement will substantially contribute to the 
enhancement of future comparable programs. This 
study aims to present the feedback and evaluations of 
the participating faculty members regarding the fac-
ulty development program carried out with the hybrid 
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learning method at SUFoM and their level of satisfac-
tion with the face-to-face and online sessions in the 
program.

Material Method

This research, designed as a cross-sectional survey, 
was carried out with volunteer faculty members (N=50) 
who participated in the faculty development program 
held in June 2021 at SUFoM.

Development of the program

The current program has been developed according 
to the needs of faculty members and to meet the re-
quirements of the medical school’s curriculum. Since 
its first implementation in 2010, the faculty program has 
been updated and implemented in the light of current 
advancements, curriculum requirements, expecta-
tions and needs of faculty members, and information 
obtained from the evaluations of the program. During 
the COVID-19 pandemic period, sessions about online 
education and hybrid education as well as their imple-
mentation at SUFoM were included to the content of 
the program. 

A total of 10 hours of faculty development program 
was carried out in June 2021 in three consecutive days 
with the hybrid learning method. Training sessions were 
limited to a maximum of 40 minutes to ensure the fo-
cus of online participants and technological resources 
(e.g., internet, mobile devices) were utilized in content 
sharing to maintain the highest level of engagement.

Implementation

Of the 14 sessions in the program, eight were conduct-
ed both face-to-face and online, while six were con-
ducted online solely (Table 1). Face-to-face training 
was held in SUFoM training halls, while online training 
was simultaneously streamed via the SUFoM distance 
education system (UZEM). Faculty members attended 
the sessions face-to-face or online, depending on their 
preferences. 

Data Collection Tool

For the evaluation of the program, faculty members 
were asked to fill in an online questionnaire at the end 
of each session. In the anonymously answered ques-
tionnaire, participants’ gender, years of experience, 
department, academic title, and type of attendance 
at the sessions were questioned. The questionnaire also 
contained four structured items asking the content, 
duration, trainer competency, and presentation style 
of each session. In addition, there were three struc-
tured items about the course as a whole and three 
semi-structured open-ended items where participants 
could express their thoughts in written form. Structured 
items were asked to be rated on Likert-type scales (1: 
Strongly disagree – 5: Strongly agree or 0: Very bad – 
10: Very good).

  Table 1. Faculty development program agenda

1st Day

- Introduction – Participant expectations – Program objectives

- SUFoM education system – Accreditation, Progress Test

- Information on TIPSAD

- Planning an educational session*

- Creating positive learning environment*

2nd Day

- Effective presentation techniques

- Distance education

- Giving constructive feedback*

- Introduction to assessment in Medical Education*

3rd Day

- Hybrid education and SUFoM Distance Education System (UZEM)

- Participants’ Presentations

- Multiple Choice Questions*

- Performance assessment*

- Evaluation of the program and closure

* Solely online sessions

Analysis

Microsoft Excel and IBM Statistics SPSS 25.0 were used 
in data analysis. The quantitative data were present-
ed with tables and graphics. Percentage distributions 
were used for categorical variables and mean & stan-
dard deviation calculations were used for numerical 
variables. The Mann-Whitney U test was used to com-
pare the differences between the scores given by the 
participants to the evaluation domains according to 
their online and face-to-face participation and a val-
ue of p <0.05 was accepted for statistical significance.

Ethic

Ethical approval of this study was obtained from the 
SUFoM Ethics Board dated 26.05.2021 reference num-
ber 2021/10, and the participants voluntarily answered 
the questionnaires.

Results

Out of 50 participants, 30 (60.0%) faculty members an-
swered the questionnaires. The demographic charac-
teristics of the participants included in the analyzes are 
presented in Table 2.

Faculty Evaluations on Hybrid Learning - Çalışkan & Ünver Doğan.
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Table 2. Demographic characteristics of the participants (n=30)

N %
Gender
Female 8 26.7

Male 18 60.0

No response 4 13.3

Academic title
Professor 3 10.0

Associate Professor 10 33.3

Assistant Professor 13 43.3

No response 4 13.3

Department
Basic Sciences 4 13.3

Clinical (Internal Medicine) 13 43.3

Clinical (Surgery) 9 30.0

No response 4 13.3

Mean Standard Deviation
Experience (years) 4.44 ±4.19

In the evaluations, content, trainer competency, and 
presentation style of the sessions were rated high 
and very high (min 4.05±0.99 ; max 5.00±0.00) by the 
respondents. In addition, the length of the sessions 
was rated as moderately satisfactory (min=2.17±0.62; 
max=3.00±1.73). The highest mean score was found in 
the “Performance Assessment” session, and the lowest 
mean score was found in the “Information on TIPSAD” 
session. The mean scores of all sessions in all evaluation 
domains are presented in Table 3.

At the end of the faculty development program, re-
spondents reported a total of 170 session participation. 
140 (82.4%) of these participations were face-to-face 
and 30 (17.6%) were online. In the comparative anal-
ysis, there was no statistically significant difference be-
tween faculty members evaluations for online or face-
to-face participation in the training sessions (p>0.05) 
(Table 4).

Faculty development program respondents stated 
that: they found the WhatsApp group, which was es-
tablished to strengthen communication throughout 

the program, very useful (9.42±0.99), they were high-
ly likely to use the knowledge and skills they gained 
from the training (8.83±1.53), and their overall evalua-
tion regarding the program was very good (9.33±0.65). 
Faculty members submitted a total of 36 written state-
ments to semi-structured evaluation items. Among 
those, “Multiple Choice Questions” session was stated 
as the most useful session (n=7, 19.4%), and partici-
pants emphasized that there no missing point in the 
program (n=12, 33.3%).

Discussion

In this study, faculty members’ feedback and evalu-
ations were investigated regarding the faculty de-
velopment program implemented using the hybrid 
method at SUFoM. It has been determined that the 
majority of the faculty members attended the train-
ing sessions online, their satisfaction with the program 
was high, and there was no statistically significant dif-
ference between and the evaluation scores of face-
to-face or online attendance. Respondents also found 
the WhatsApp communication group very useful and 
stated that they would use the knowledge and skills 
they acquired in their teaching activities. Participants 
reported their overall evaluation as “very good” for 
the program.

In a systematic review, the quality of medical educa-
tion faculty development programs employed in the 
United States, Canada, Israel, Sweden, and Germa-
ny was evaluated. There were programs with varying 
durations and training methodologies, but neither hy-
brid nor online-only programs were indicated. (17). Al-
though there were no hybrid or online implemented 
programs reported in another systematic review, par-
ticipating faculty members stated a high level of satis-
faction regarding the programs, which was in line with 
our study. Participants also considered the programs 
to be beneficial and conducive to their personal ob-
jectives (18). In our study, it was determined that the 
faculty members mostly attended the sessions face-
to-face, yet there was no difference in satisfaction lev-
els between online and face-to-face participants. It is 

Table 3. Mean and standard deviation of session scores for evaluation domains (1: Strongly disagree - 5: Strongly agree).

Evaluation Domain

The session 
content met my 

expectations

The session 
duration was 

short

The trainer was 
competent

I liked the way 
the topic was 

presented

Session Mean ± standard deviation

SUFoM education system – Accreditation – Progress Test 4,27±0,87 2,73±0,98 4,55±0,74 4,45±0,74

Information on TIPSAD 4,05±0,99 3,00±0,97 4,55±0,76 4,15±0,88

Planning an educational session - Creating positive learning environment 4,38±0,92 2,38±0,97 4,79±0,66 4,67±0,48

Giving constructive feedback 4,65±0,49 2,30±1,02 4,91±0,29 4,78±0,42

Introduction to assessment in Medical Education 4,73±0,45 2,27±0,98 4,90±0,31 4,73±0,45

Hybrid education and SUFoM Distance Education System (UZEM) 4,28±0,75 2,17±0,62 4,56±0,62 4,39±0,70

Multiple Choice Questions 4,88±0,33 2,47±1,33 4,94±0,24 4,82±0,39

Performance assessment 5,00±0,00 3,00±1,73 5,00±0,00 5,00±0,00

Faculty Evaluations on Hybrid Learning - Çalışkan & Ünver Doğan.
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believed that online or hybrid educational activities 
can be used as an alternative to face-to-face educa-
tion under challenging situations.

In a recent study systematically reviewing the de-
velopments in medical education in the COVID-19 
pandemic until May 2020, three publications report-
ed on the faculty development programs; however, 
none utilized online or hybrid methods (19). Probably 
as elsewhere in the world, the faculty development 
programs of Turkish medical schools were imple-
mented as face-to-face training activities before the 
COVID-19 outbreak. With the outbreak of the pan-
demic, faculty needs, especially regarding distance 
education tools and educational methods, and their 
desire and expectations to receive training in this field, 
have emerged.

University and faculty administrations responded to 
these expectations as quickly as possible and orga-
nized faculty development programs (20–23). In a 
meta-analysis study investigating the educational pro-
grams applied through hybrid learning methods, it was 
reported that the instructor and participatory evalua-
tions were positive (11).

The generalizability of the results of this research is 
restricted by the fact that it was only carried out at 
SUFoM with the participation of a limited number of 
volunteer faculty members. According to Kirkpatrick’s 
evaluation of educational programs approach, this re-
search conducted a first-level program evaluation as 
it receives only the reactions of participants. In terms of 
establishing the efficacy of the faculty development 
program, the evidence would be strengthened if it 
included faculty members’ learning and application 
of the program-acquired knowledge and skills in their 
own educational activities.

In our study, the faculty development program was 
successfully implemented using the hybrid method 
and the program positively endorsed by the partici-
pants. The hybrid approach to structuring a faculty 

development program is expected to increase the 
program’s efficacy and participant satisfaction by 
making training more adaptable to individual needs. 
In light of the program’s success and the valuable in-
put it has generated, SUFoM intends to launch a se-
ries of faculty development programs and maintain its 
commitment to the hybrid approach.
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