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ABSTRACT 

Recent scholars have noted a change in the engagement of students following the 

COVID-19 pandemic. The purpose of this study was to describe the perceptions of 

higher education instructors regarding student (dis)engagement over the past three 

years. The 108 participants were asked questions related to signs of disengagement 

including: (a) turning in late work, (b) turning in incomplete work, (c) lack of and/or 

poor participation, (d) lack of communication with professors, and (e) dropping 

classes. All respondents reported student disengagement was higher during and after 

the pandemic relative to before. Following the return to campus, late work was often 

perceived to signify disengagement. The behaviors participants interpreted as 

“student disengagement” are consistent with common definitions of post-traumatic 

stress. Although more research is needed to better understand the phenomenon of 

student disengagement, it is likely educational practices within institutions of higher 

learning need to change to meet the needs of today’s students. 

Keywords: faculty perceptions, student success, stress, higher education, survey 

research, disengagement, COVID-19 

Student engagement is one of the key factors that allows learning to happen regardless 

of teaching modality in higher education (Boulton et al., 2019). Engagement is multi-
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faceted and includes (a) behaviors of students and teachers, (b) psycho-social aspects, 

(c) social contexts, and (d) a holistic or dynamic view, which underscores the 

complexity of factors that interact to influence engagement (Kahu, 2013). For students 

attending a campus class, engagement is facilitated naturally through reciprocal 

interactions in a social interchange due to the closeness of physical proximity and 

shared time and space. These normally spontaneous, reciprocal interactions become 

cumbersome in digital learning environments because of the inherited transactional 

distance that exists in online learning environments (Moore, 1997). For engagement to 

take place in online learning, instructors need to be intentional to be able to break the 

natural barriers imposed by time and space in online learning environments. This 

intentionality can be achieved when there is sufficient time, planning, and pedagogical 

knowledge for digital instruction. However, during the COVID-19 pandemic, the move 

to emergency remote learning did not allow this luxury; consequently, the learning 

experience was disrupted. COVID-19 also created traumatic stress which affected 

students’ emotional state and impacted academic learning (Malesic, 2022). 

In the Spring of 2020, when COVID-19 was declared a pandemic by the World 

Health Organization (WHO), schools and institutions of higher education 

experienced lockdowns. Many social and economic changes deeply affected people 

across the globe, changing the world with which we were familiar. The COVID-19 

pandemic also impacted the health and well-being of people across the world not only 

physically, but also mentally, particularly the younger generation (Dhaliwal et al., 

2022). Students’ mental states determined how well they were able to engage with 

the learning opportunities afforded by the emergency learning experience during the 

pandemic. The effect of emergency learning in college level students has been 

discussed (Malesic, 2022; Pekrun et al., 2002), and studies have consistently reported 

that remote teaching and learning indeed affected students’ emotional states (Malesic, 

2022) leading to disengagement and the most widespread mental health crisis of the 

21st century. With the return to face-to-face classes, college campuses continue to 

experience a “new normal” brought on by the aftermath of the pandemic, affecting 

both daily activities and productivity. This is widely known in the research literature 

as the great disengagement in higher education (Malesic, 2022; McMurtrie, 2022a; 

Teets & Wu, 2020).  

Trauma and Stress   

One of the serious impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic has been traumatic stress. 

An extremely stressful event can be referred to as a traumatic event and can cause 

profound stress and changes to attitudes and mindsets of the individuals experiencing 

it (Berntsen & Rubin, 2006; Janoff-Bulman & Lang-Gunn, 1988). As outlined in the 

Diagnostic and Statistical Manual (DSM) and the International Classification of 

Diseases (ICD), a traumatic stress is an experience that can deeply impact an 

individual or a group, resulting in feelings of distress, helplessness, horror, or an 

intense fear response. Traumatic stress encompasses both psychological and 

physiological responses to trauma. Trauma is an event that exceeds an individual’s 

capacity to cope and challenges one’s sense of safety and well-being. Traumas 

include natural disasters, accidents, violence, abuse, combat, terrorism, experiencing 
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unfairness or witnessing distressing occurrences. In cases where an individual is 

repeatedly exposed to stressors, such as chronic abuse or long-term exposure to 

hazardous environments, traumatic stress gets prolonged (American Psychiatric 

Association, 2013). 

Traumas impact physiological, emotional, cognitive, and social dimensions of 

the affected individual and can provoke responses that are different in different 

individuals. Individual responses depend on the individual’s age, cultural 

background, gender identity, previous life experiences, resilience, and available 

support systems. Traumatic stress can disproportionately affect individuals from 

marginalized and vulnerable communities, considering the intersectionality of 

identities such as race, ethnicity, sexual orientation, and socioeconomic status. 

Similarly, different individuals may show different levels of resilience and adaptive 

coping strategies that contribute to their recovery and post-traumatic experience and 

growth (American Psychiatric Association, 2013). The COVID-19 pandemic has 

been known as a traumatic event that has caused traumatic stress and mental health 

issues for many individuals around the world. COVID-19 related post-traumatic 

stress disorders have been reported in different parts of the world, including Italy 

(Castelli et al., 2020; Forte, et al., 2020), China (Bo et al., 2020; Jiang et al., 2020), 

Lebanon (Fawaz & Samaha, 2020), and Norway (Bonsaksen et al., 2020), especially 

among the survivors of the disease (Craparo et al., 2022; Nagarajan, et al., 2022). 

Symptoms of traumatic stress disorder include anxiety, depression, and insomnia 

(Chamberlain et al., 2021).  

The COVID-19 pandemic has also created chaos and dysfunctionality in many 

social, work and education environments including higher education institutions 

(Ghazi Saidi, et al., 2020). Dysfunctional environments have been shown to lead to 

trauma (Terrasi & Crain de Galarce, 2017). Furthermore, there is overwhelming 

evidence for long-haul COVID-19 cognitive symptoms, typically referred to as 

“Covid-Fog” including fatigue, short-term memory deficit, anomia (i.e., word-

finding problems) and attention deficit (for a review see Ceban et al., 2022; 

Vanderlind et al., 2021). This is in addition to the socioeconomic impacts of the 

COVID-19 pandemic that have had a global impact (Ahmad et al., 2020; Buheji et al, 

2020; Miyah et al., 2022).  

The impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic have been discussed and documented 

worldwide beyond the health and wellness implications. In addition to the economic, 

social, physical, and mental health related challenges of COVID-19, higher 

institutions have also reported some educational consequences (Malesic, 2022; 

McMurtrie, 2022a; Teets & Wu, 2020). Within educational settings, for example, 

students’ academic and social routines were greatly compromised even two years 

after the return to face-to-face instruction (McMurtrie, 2022b). Some specific issues 

that may have contributed to student disengagement include challenges regarding the 

sudden shift from in-person to remote learning and additional burden due isolation in 

the absence of face-to-face classes and spending time with peers and professors; 

unequal access to digital technology which disproportionately impacted low-income 

and rural students; for some students, distractions, lack of privacy, or lack of a quiet 

space; for others, increased responsibilities at home, such as caring for younger 

siblings or sick family members; increased stress, anxiety, and other mental health 
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issues due to the pandemic; dealing with family and friends’ losses and grief or life 

threatening sickness which are traumatic in nature as well as the uncertainties and 

stress associated with the pandemic, coupled with the absence of the normal rhythms 

and social engagement (Ghazi Saidi et al., 2020).  

On the other hand, the COVID-19 pandemic coincided with the racial awakening 

of 2020, catalyzed by events such as the murder of George Floyd. This was a period 

of intense emotional distress and social turmoil, particularly for students of color. 

These events had a profound impact on society at large and could have impacted 

student engagement in higher education. These events could have been particularly 

traumatic for some students, due to the emotional distress and trauma associated with 

witnessing instances of racial violence and discrimination, causing mental health 

issues such as anxiety or depression all of which directly or indirectly impacted 

students’ ability to concentrate, perform academically, and engage with their 

education. Additionally, some students might have experienced a shift in their 

priorities, with academics taking a backseat to activism, community involvement, 

self-care, or supporting family and friends. While this activism is important and 

valuable, it can also be time-consuming and emotionally draining, potentially leading 

to disengagement from academic responsibilities. Some students may have endured 

additional stress due to feeling misunderstood or unsupported which could have 

fostered feelings of disconnection and disengagement from the school community. 

All this could have been amplified as a result of the education environment moving 

online, limiting instructors to effectively provide the necessary support to students, 

potentially leading to further disengagement (Fitzgerald, et al., 2020; Tight, 2020). 

College campuses continue to experience the aftermath of the pandemic through 

ongoing interruptions in daily activities and productivity, and they are challenged to 

meet their students’ emerging needs (Malesic, 2022).  

Student Engagement – Following COVID-19   

Engagement is understood as a social phenomenon whereby a student’s 

emotional connection to the learning setting and the people within it, leads to aspects 

of deeper learning and interaction with content (Kahu, 2013). Responses to the 

pandemic included practices such as social isolation, the wearing of face masks, and 

social distancing, which are antithetical to practices that build psycho-social and 

socio-cultural connections. Emergency remote learning also impacted engagement 

because it altered the psychological space that separates instructors from students, 

which created transactional distance (Moore, 1997) and challenged instructors to find 

new ways to connect. Transactional distance is a natural feature in online learning 

environments (Moore, 1997) even when classes and activities were well-structured. 

However, emergency remote learning made it even more difficult for instructors to 

build connections because the pandemic did not allow time for development, design, 

or planning of learning activity, and instructors were forced to improvise in real time 

(Nelson et al., 2021). 

Teets and Wu (2020) define student engagement as a construct students 

demonstrate through the effort they put into the course, the amount of activity they 

use to invest in studying, their attitudes about a given course, and the social elements 
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of collaborative learning with peers. However, with the return to face-to-face classes, 

institutions of higher learning found themselves in a unique circumstance where 

students seemed to have pulled back from some of their former behaviors that were 

used as evidence of engagement in prior years. McMurtrie (2022c) noted common 

themes across universities from professors observing student disengagement at 

alarming levels and indicated these academics were shocked by the lack of student 

participation and they were also failing to find strategies to motivate student 

engagement post-pandemic. Since college student engagement has been shown to 

impact achievement (Kahu, 2013) and is closely tied to happiness and well-being 

(Boulton et al., 2019), it is important to understand the current trend for student 

disengagement and to work towards improving engagement and student learning 

outcomes. 

The purpose of this study was to describe the perceptions of higher education 

instructors regarding student (dis)engagement over the past three years (2020-2022). 

Additionally, the research team wanted to begin to explore student disengagement in 

the current academic landscape. The World Health Organization (WHO, 2023) 

acknowledges the pandemic is still affecting the world. For the purposes of this study, 

however, researchers delineated a pre-COVID, COVID, and post-COVID timeline to 

compare and contrast experiences related to student disengagement prior to the 

pandemic, and in the current state of returning to pre-pandemic settings. This will be 

defined more explicitly within the following section. Results of this study may help 

instructors better understand the widespread phenomena of disengagement in 

education. As a result, instructors might be able to apply strategies to improve student 

motivation and participation in the learning process. 

METHODS 

A cross-sectional survey design was implemented for this study. All aspects of the 

study were approved by the institutional review board prior to beginning data 

collection. To solicit responses from across a variety of locations, researchers utilized 

a snowball recruitment strategy. Research team members shared a link to an 

electronic questionnaire on social media sites whose target audience was higher 

education instructors and included a personal appeal asking readers to share the link 

with other instructors. They also recruited by email. The first page of the 

questionnaire housed the informed consent which had to be agreed to in order to 

access any questions. 

Participants   

A total of 181 respondents filled out the survey questionnaires. To assess the 

utility of the survey responses for use, the researchers investigated each questionnaire 

for completeness. If less than 10 percent of a questionnaire was completed or if the 

respondent spent fewer than 60 seconds on the site, these responses were eliminated 

from the study. This resulted in 121 questionnaires of which 108 were completed by 

instructors from public universities and were thus retained for analyses (see Table 1). 

The respondents came from 15 states in the United States with most (80.5%) from the 



Journal of Trauma Studies in Education 

6 

Midwest. The majority (86.1%) came from mid-sized universities and, regardless of 

mode of teaching, taught undergraduate only or both undergraduate and graduate. 

Table 1: Participants by Institution Size and Mode of Teaching 

 Number Percent 

Size of Institution  

Small (<5,000) 

Medium (5,000-15,000) 

Large (>15,000) 

 

5 

93 

10 

 

4.6 

86.1 

9.3 

Total 108 100 

Mode of Teaching  

Face to face 

Undergraduate only 

Graduate only 

Both 

 

 

44 

0 

56 

 

 

40.7 

0 

56.0 

Total  100 100 

Online 

Undergraduate only 

Graduate only 

Both 

 

4 

28 

17 

 

8.2 

57.1 

34.6 

Total 49 100 

Questionnaire Instrument   

To develop the questionnaire, members of the research team conducted a 

literature review of student disengagement research, identified themes representing 

disengagement, and generated questions to prompt respondents to share information 

consistent with those themes. The research team also reviewed the questionnaire prior 

to dissemination to check for clarity and phrasing. Respondents provided school-

related demographics (e.g., public, private, number of students), but to ensure 

anonymity and build trust in the survey process, no teacher-level data were collected. 

Additionally, participants were able to skip questions if they chose. Participants 

responded to questions regarding student disengagement and their adjustments as an 

instructor during pre-COVID, during-COVID, and post-COVID phases. The phases 

were defined in the questionnaire as follows: (a) pre-COVID as the time prior to 

March 2020; (b) during-COVID as March 2020-July 2021 when many educational 

facilities were forced to teach fully online; and (c) post-COVID as August 2021 to 

July 2022, when many students had returned to face-to-face learning.  

In the first section of the questionnaire, respondents indicated if they observed in 

their students any of the following behavioral characteristics associated with student 

disengagement: (a) turning in late work, (b) turning in incomplete work, (c) lack of 

and/or poor participation, (d) lack of communication with professor, and (e) dropping 
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classes. The second section of the questionnaire asked participants to rank-order these 

behaviors to indicate their severity as a warning sign that students were disengaged. 

The final section asked about modifications and additions instructors made to their 

courses to accommodate students during remote learning in the COVID phase, and 

the extent to which they retained any of these changes in their post-COVID teaching. 

Open ended questions invited respondents to provide information on the adaptations 

they enacted in response to the pandemic as well as whether those modifications have 

been upheld or if the instructors had returned to teaching practices as they were prior 

to the pandemic. The questionnaire was created using ‘logic mapping’, meaning that 

answers to main questions populated future questions. For example, instructors were 

asked if they were currently teaching undergraduate courses and/or graduate courses 

as well as face-to-face and/or online courses. Depending on their response, they were 

presented with questions only about students in courses that aligned with the program 

level or teaching modality. Respondents were able to select both, in which case they 

provided separate answers throughout the questionnaire for face-to-face and for 

online courses. Within each of the three main sections of the questionnaire, open-

ended questions were provided for participants to share additional examples or 

thoughts related to the questions in that section.  

RESULTS 

Prevalence of Disengagement Behaviors  

All respondents agreed that the five behavioral characteristics in the 

questionnaire were evident at some point during the pandemic experience, but 

patterns differed (See Table 2).  

Table 2: Percent of Respondent’s Observations of Disengagement Behaviors  

Face-to-face 
Courses 

 
Stayed 

Constant  
Pre-Covid 

Only  
During- 

Covid Only   
Post-COVID  
        Only 

       During-and 
      Post-COVID 

   Late Work  7.1  11.4  27.1  24.3 30.0  

  No Participation  5.5  8.2  35.6   31.5  16.4  

  Incomplete Work  4.5  7.6  27.3   40.9  19.7  

  
Lack of 
Communication  5.7  8.6  27.1   38.6  20.0  

  Dropped the class  4.9  8.2  31.1  37.7 16.4  

Online Courses             

  Late Work  12.5  8.3  25.0  33.4  20.8  

  
Lack of 
Participation   9.5   4.8  23.8  38.1   19.0  
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  Incomplete Work   0.0  5.0  25.0  35.0   20.0  

  
Lack of 

Communication   4.5  9.1  31.8  31.8  18.2 

   Dropped the class  12.5  18.8  31.5  25.0    6.3  

Note: Numbers shown are percentages of responses within each category (row). 

Respondents were able to skip answers; totals may not equal 100%.  

Face-to-face 

Few respondents (ranging from 4.5-7.1%) indicated they believed students’ 

disengagement behaviors were staying constant before, during, and after the COVID 

pandemic or were prevalent only prior to COVID (ranging from 7.6-11.4%). More 

respondents (ranging from 16.4-40.9%) indicated changes in disengagement 

behaviors during or after COVID, or both. Of the behaviors respondents identified as 

occurring only during COVID, lack of participation was indicated most frequently 

(35.6%), with “dropping the class” (31.1%) being identified as a close second. A little 

over a quarter of the respondents observed late (27.1%) or incomplete (27.3%) work, 

or lack of communication with the professor (27.1%) as evident only during the 

COVID phase. After COVID, when it was anticipated student learning would return 

to pre-COVID levels, more respondents identified incomplete work (40.9%), lack of 

communication (38.6%) and dropping the class (37.7%) as occurring only during that 

time, while lack of participation (31.5%) and late work (24.3%) were indicated less 

often. Late work, however, was the behavior identified by more respondents (30.0%) 

as occurring during COVID and still continuing, although the other four behaviors 

were still noted by a fifth or fewer of the respondents. More often (ranging from 16.4-

30.0%) respondents indicated that disengagement behaviors increased during COVID 

and have not yet returned to pre-pandemic levels. Through the open-ended questions, 

participants provided additional characteristics of student disengagement in their 

face-to-face courses including limited interactions, higher numbers of absences from 

individual classes, higher rates of absenteeism over the semester, lower socialization, 

and assignment submissions of poor quality. Respondents also stated that students 

seem distracted, exhausted, and overwhelmed.  

Online 

Few respondents (ranging from 4.5-12.5%) teaching online courses believed 

students’ disengagement behaviors were staying constant or were only prevalent prior 

to COVID (ranging from 4.8-18.8%), although dropping the class was noted more 

often prior to the pandemic (18.8%) than any of the other behaviors. More often, 

respondent believed behaviors were more evident only during COVID (ranging from 

23.8-31.8%) or after (ranging from 25.0-38.1%). Lack of communication (31.8%) and 

dropping the class (31.8%) were cited by nearly a third of the respondents as 

occurring only during COVID while a quarter mentioned late or incomplete work 
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(25.0%) or lack of participation (23.8%). Respondents were most likely (ranging 

from 25.0-38.1%) to respond that disengagement in online courses has only been an 

issue in the time range given for post-COVID, with lack of participation being cited 

most often (38.1%). With the exception of dropping the class, which respondents 

observed less than pre-COVID levels, about a fifth indicated that the other four 

behaviors occurred during COVID and were continuing to be a problem for students. 

In the open-ended questions, instructors also noted other characteristics observed in 

their students including missing assignments and turning in poor quality work. In 

addition, it was reported that students worked more hours at their jobs, which seemed 

to be taking away from focus on their education. Several instructors who taught both 

undergraduate and graduate courses noted that graduate students showed better 

engagement in their coursework than undergraduate students.  

Severity of Student Behaviors as a Warning Sign of Disengagement 

Since it is possible that even a dedicated student could exhibit one or more of the 

behaviors occasionally (e.g., turn in late or incomplete work and not participate in 

class) and not necessarily be disengaged, researchers asked the respondents to rank 

the behaviors in terms of severity as to when those became a warning sign that a 

student was disengaged (See Figure 1). 

Note. Values represent percentages of participants who ranked each behavior at that 

value with 1 = most severe warning sign to 5 = least severe warning sign.  

Figure 1: Behaviors Ranked by Severity as Warning Signs of Disengagement 

 

Of the five behaviors, respondents were least likely to believe that dropping a 

course was a warning sign of disengagement; however, respondents were polarized 

in their beliefs. While over 50% ranked this as the least severe warning sign of 

disengagement, nearly a third ranked this as the most evident. Turning in incomplete 

work was most often ranked first (37.8%) or second (36.7%) in severity as a warning 

sign to instructors. Late work and lack of participation were viewed similarly and 
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hovering in the third (25.6%) or fourth place (37.8%) was lack of communication with 

the professor. 

 

Faculty Course Adjustments to Student Disengagement  

Adjustments in Response to COVID-19 

Respondents reported including a variety of course adjustments in response to 

the COVID-19 educational challenges including implementing a flipped classroom, 

giving more frequent reminders, and assigning smaller but more frequent 

assignments, or assigning assignments to provoke interaction. Additional pedagogical 

technology tools that respondents adopted in a remote learning environment included 

integrating Google Slides, Padlet, digitized lectures, shared drives, online creation 

tools, motivational videos, polls, breakout activities, Kaggle and online brainstorming 

tools.  

Adjustments That Have Been Retained, Post-COVID-19 

When asked which pedagogical tools they used pre-pandemic that they reinstated 

post-pandemic, instructors responded that they have reinstated tools such as Google 

Slides, Jamboard, TED talks, polls, Padlet, Flipgrid, Zoom and breakout activities. 

Other respondents who adopted certain technology tools during the COVID-19 

pandemic lock down indicated several that have remained as part of their current 

teaching tools, including Google Slides, Jamboard, TED Talks, polls, breakout 

activities, Padlet, Flipgrid and obviously Zoom.  

DISCUSSION 

The survey results show observed changes in disengagement behaviors during and 

after the COVID pandemic, with all of these behaviors identified at higher levels than 

prior to the pandemic. In face-to-face courses, more participants identified late work 

as consistently prevalent during and after the pandemic (30.0%) than any other 

characteristic. Incomplete work was more frequently observed post-COVID than at 

any other time, and lack of communication and dropping the class were identified 

more frequently post-COVID than during the pandemic, while no participation was 

identified somewhat more frequently during the pandemic. In addition, respondents 

describe student disengagement as behaviors that include limited interaction, higher 

level of absenteeism, higher absence in class, lower socialization, poor quality work, 

distraction, and seeming exhausted and overwhelmed. All these characteristics are 

consistent with COVID-related cognitive and traumatic disorder symptoms including 

fatigue, attention deficit, and even depression and anxiety (Ceban et al., 2022; 

Vanderlind et al., 2021).  

In online courses, lack of participation, incomplete work, and late work were 

observed more frequently post pandemic while dropping the class was observed more 

during COVID, and lack of communication was observed equally as often during and 
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post-COVID. These disengagement behaviors post-pandemic may be influenced by 

an increase in employment working hours, which could have led to missing class 

assignments and poor-quality work. This is consistent with the economic impact of 

COVID-19, which has forced students to change priorities and engage in paid work 

for longer hours or to take double shifts to compensate for inflation and higher living 

costs post-pandemic (Ahmad, et al., 2020; Buheji, et al, 2020; Miyah, et al., 

2022). Respondents also added a number of general characteristics and behaviors 

observed in the students post pandemic. These observations included: increased 

anxiety, increased mental health issues, long-term COVID-19 symptoms, difficulty 

in life-work balance, and an increased demand for teaching certification due to 

increased K-12 demand for teachers, which has added to the instructors’ workloads.  

In summary, according to the survey findings, respondents reported changes in 

the attitudes and mindsets of their face-to-face and online students that are consistent 

with post-traumatic stress symptoms (American Psychiatric Association, 2013; 

Berntsen & Rubin, 2006; Janoff-Bulman & Lang-Gunn, 1988), and the behaviors 

participants interpreted as “student disengagement” are consistent with previously 

proposed definitions of post-traumatic stress (Kahu, 2013; Teets & Wu, 2020). If this 

is the case, student disengagement can be defined as a negative change in 

psychosocial behaviors, attitude, and efforts related to learning, studying, and course 

activities. 

In response to the restrictions imposed by the COVID-19 pandemic, the 

instructors at higher education institutions reported adjusting their teaching styles, 

modalities, and teaching tools. Many adjustments directly targeted student 

engagement. For example, some used flipped classrooms, where the teacher records 

lectures and students are encouraged to listen to the lecture at home and come to class 

prepared to do class activities. Others provided assignments that provoked interaction 

or gave smaller, but more frequent assignments. Other adjustments were in attempts 

to compensate for the attention deficit and distractions or memory problems such as 

providing more frequent reminders to students for due dates of assignments and tests.  

Given that many courses changed modality from face-to-face to synchronous 

remote or online, instructors also adopted additional tools to improve teaching quality 

and increase students’ engagement. The additional tools that were adopted used 

strategies to increase collaboration and interaction remotely, leading to better student 

engagement. However, some of these tools proved to be useful even in post-pandemic 

classes, both face-to-face and online, and instructors have kept using them as a part 

of their ongoing pedagogical tools. This benefit should receive more recognition as a 

positive response to the continued transformation in the blending of instructional 

modalities. The survey findings suggest that the most frequently cited pedagogical 

changes during the pandemic that carried over to the post-pandemic era included: (1) 

adaptations in teaching styles, (2) shifts in modality, (3) adjustments in expectations, 

flexibility levels, and quality of work, (4) supports for socialization and interactions, 

and (5) increased attention to mental health issues.  

It is possible that changes instructors made to their own courses and delivery may 

prove helpful in improving pedagogy in the future. For instance, the adoption of new 

technology, tools, and collaborative learning platforms that took place out of 

necessity, now offer flexibility for future students and teachers. Learning about, 
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testing, and adopting new tools takes time and effort which can make it challenging 

for instructors to invest in this, when they have competing priorities for their time. 

However, the COVID-19 pandemic lockdown periods and the social and 

environmental restrictions it imposed created both an urgency and a demand to 

rapidly adapt and adopt unfamiliar technology, which in turn, became useful to 

teaching after the pandemic, and were, therefore retained. Almost all of the tools 

instructors retained help facilitate active and interactive learning/teaching and 

increase students’ engagement. It is also important to note that the more flexible 

approaches instructors utilized included strategies such as giving broader options for 

due dates, accepting late work without penalties, providing accommodation for 

absentees, and providing opportunities for missed assignments were strategies 

instructors were able to implement universally which did not appear to impact the 

quality of the actual content being taught in their courses. 

While the pandemic may have made instructors more sensitive to changing 

priorities, it also provided an opportunity for students to revisit their priorities and 

make new choices, such as selecting online education over face-to-face or taking 

more online courses to allow time and flexibility to work and study or work for longer 

hours. Similarly, some individuals realized that they needed to spend more time with 

family (Cornell, et al., 2022; Crandall, et al., 2022). This change in priorities may 

explain some of the post-pandemic changes in students’ behavior such as late 

assignments, poor quality of work, or demanding more flexibility from instructors. 

Additionally, students who spent two to three years of isolation during the pandemic 

were not only deprived from learning some skills due to adapted, simplified, or less 

rigorous curriculum, but also may have developed social anxiety or depression 

(Crandall et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2021), the latter of which can contribute to the 

lack of socialization and increased mental health issues that were reflected in the 

behaviors that the survey respondents described as disengagement.  

It is also important to recognize that while the students’ disengagement behaviors 

identified in the study shifted during the pandemic, some of these changes may have 

been developing to some extent prior to the pandemic and that the pandemic simply 

may have accelerated this shift. Current students, who are largely Gen Z, may identify 

with a set of norms, standards, and expectations that interpret 

disengagement/engagement behaviors differently than that of their instructors, who 

are more likely to behave according to norms, standards, and expectations of their 

generations, at least to some degree. Gen Z is often described as a technology-driven 

generation raised by “helicopter parents”, and as a result they are more individualistic 

than other generations, fast-paced, accustomed to readily accessible information with 

fast results, skill-focused, finance conscious, entrepreneurial, and engaged in hands-

on experiential learning (Adobe, 2016; Pichler et al., 2021; Schwieger & Ladwig, 

2018; Sladek & Grabinger, 2014). Gen Z students tend to have high expectations 

(Beal, 2016; EY, 2016; Merriman & Valerio, 2016), like to multitask (Beal, 2016; 

Merriman & Valerio, 2016) and prefer personal micro experiences (Beal, 2016; CGK 

Study, 2016; Merriman & Valerio, 2016; Monster, 2016; Stillman & Stillman, 2017). 

Years before the pandemic, it was predicted that Gen Z would change the higher 

education system (Rickes, 2016). This might suggest that what instructors are seeing 

is a student disengagement response due to an instructional mismatch that became 
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highlighted during the pandemic. This could help partially explain why student 

engagement in traditionally defined ways have not returned to pre-pandemic levels. 

 

Limitations 

One limitation of this study is the small sample size and limited geographic 

representation; consequently, it would be difficult to generalize to all institutions of 

higher education. More research with a larger sample size is warranted. The survey 

also used instructor-report data and no direct measurement of student disengagement. 

Consequently, it is difficult to distinguish actual disengagement behaviors from 

instructors’ perceptions of these behaviors. Another limitation is that the instructors 

themselves were part of the pandemic experience and may also be facing their own 

challenges to stay engaged at work. For example, the response rate could be reflective 

of a larger apathy and disengagement that is happening across academia. Just like the 

responses from this sample of instructors who reflected on the disengagement of their 

students, there is perhaps a simultaneous disconnect occurring with instructors and 

this should be studied more closely. 

It is worth noting that this study did not account for any additional global or local 

stresses that occurred during the pandemic and preceding years. It is reasonable to 

expect that events such as racially-motivated violence and threats of violence, the 

murder of George Floyd, the subsequent spread of such images through social media 

outlets, and unsettling political landscapes across the country have also made an 

impact on students and faculty. As the current study focused on faculty perceptions, 

additional research investigating students’ experiences and perceptions is needed. 

Surveying students about their perceptions of instructors’ engagement in their courses 

could be a logical next step. Similarly, collecting data to identify differences in 

students based on their prior experience with online learning is recommended. 

Interviews or focus groups of instructors’ reflections on their own responses may also 

reveal influences of trauma, mental health, competing priorities, and generational 

differences, and identify resources to enable instructors to increase their own 

engagement so they can more effectively engage their students. By addressing the 

needs of both instructors and students, academia can be responsive to changing 

dynamics and definitions of disengagement and support the student learning 

experience. 

CONCLUSION 

Student engagement plays a role in academic achievement and may be categorized in 

four main areas: (a) behaviors of students and teachers, (b) psycho-social aspects, (c) 

social contexts, and (d) a holistic or dynamic viewpoint, that takes into account the 

complexities of the interactions of the other three categories (Kahu, 2013). Student 

disengagement appears to have shifted during the pandemic and may be influenced 

by trauma, mental health challenges, competing priorities, and generational factors. 

Consequently, instructors are now facing new challenges in communicating with their 
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students and engaging them in their courses. The strategies instructors used during 

the pandemic to adapt and adopt new instructional approaches resulted in technology 

and pedagogical changes designed to improve student engagement and respond to 

student needs. However, student engagement has not returned to pre-pandemic levels; 

therefore, educators will need to continue to acknowledge these students, understand 

them, and adapt themselves and their instruction to meet their educational and 

engagement needs. This will require new definitions of student disengagement and 

engagement, that will reflect these changing dynamics. Future studies should focus 

on creating and testing expanded definitions, understanding student engagement 

responses, and impact of various pedagogical techniques and technologies to 

positively impact engagement and related learning outcomes. 

REFERENCES 

Adobe (2016). Gen Z in the classroom: Creating the future. Adobe Education 

Creativity Study. http://www.adobeeducate.com/genz  

Ahmad, T., Baig, M., & Hui, J. (2020). Coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) 

pandemic and economic impact. Pakistan Journal of Medical Sciences, 

36(COVID19-S4), S73. https://doi.org/10.12669/pjms.36.COVID19-S4.2638  

American Psychiatric Association (2013). Diagnostic and statistical manual of 

mental disorders DSM-5 (5th ed.). American Psychiatric Association. 

Beal, G. (2016). 8 key differences between Gen Z and millennials. HuffPost. 

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/georgebeall/8-key-

differencesbetween_b_12814200.html .  

Berntsen, D., & Rubin, D. C. (2006). The centrality of event scale: A measure of 

integrating a trauma into one's identity and its relation to post-traumatic stress 

disorder symptoms. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 44(2), 219-231. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2005.01.009  

Bo, H. X., Li, W., Yang, Y., Wang, Y., Zhang, Q., Cheung, T., Wu, X., & Xiang, Y. 

(2020). Posttraumatic stress symptoms and attitude toward crisis mental health 

services among clinically stable patients with COVID-19 in China. 

Psychological Medicine, 51, 1052-1053. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0033291720000999  

Boulton, C. A., Hughes, E., Kent, C., Smith, J. R., & Williams, H. T. P. (2019). 

Student engagement and wellbeing over time at a higher education institution. 

Public Library of Science, PLoS ONE, 14(11), e0225770-. 

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0225770  

Bonsaksen, T., Heir, T., Schou-Bredal, I., Ekeberg, Ø., Skogstad, L., & Grimholt, T. 

K. (2020). Post-traumatic stress disorder and associated factors during the early 

stage of the COVID-19 pandemic in Norway. International Journal of 

Environmental Research and Public Health, 17(24), 9210. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17249210  

Buheji, M., da Costa Cunha, K., Beka, G., Mavric, B., De Souza, Y. L., da Costa 

Silva, S. S., ... & Yein, T. C. (2020). The extent of COVID-19 pandemic socio-

economic impact on global poverty. A global integrative multidisciplinary 

http://www.adobeeducate.com/genz
https://doi.org/10.12669/pjms.36.COVID19-S4.2638
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/georgebeall/8-key-differencesbetween_b_12814200.html
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/georgebeall/8-key-differencesbetween_b_12814200.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2005.01.009
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0033291720000999
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0225770
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17249210


Journal of Trauma Studies in Education  

15 

review. American Journal of Economics, 10(4), 213-224. 

https://doi.org/10.5923/j.economics.20201004.02  

CGK - The Center for Generational Kinetics (2016). Top 10 Gen Z and iGen 

questions answered. http://genhq.com/igen-gen-z-generation-zcentennials-info/ 

Castelli, L., Di Tella, M., Benfante, A., & Romeo, A. (2020). The spread of COVID-

19 in the Italian population: anxiety, depression, and post-traumatic stress 

symptoms. Canadian Journal of Psychiatry. Revue Canadienne de Psychiatrie, 

65(10), 731. https://doi.org/10.1177/0706743720938598  

Ceban, F., Ling, S., Lui, L. M., Lee, Y., Gill, H., Teopiz, K. M., Rodrigues, N. B., 

Subramaniapillai, M., DiVincenzo, J. D., Cao, B., Lin, K., Mansur, R. B., Ho, R. 

C., Rosenblat, J. D., Miskowiak, K. W., Vinberg, M., Maletic, V., & McIntyre, 

R. S. (2022). Fatigue and cognitive impairment in Post-COVID-19 Syndrome: A 

systematic review and meta-analysis. Brain, Behavior, and Immunity, 101, 93-

135. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbi.2021.12.020 

Chamberlain, S. R., Grant, J. E., Trender, W., Hellyer, P., & Hampshire, A. (2021). 

Post-traumatic stress disorder symptoms in COVID-19 survivors: online 

population survey. British Journal of Psychiatry Open, 7(2). 

https://doi.org/10/1192/bjo.2021.3  

Cook, A., Spinazzola, J., Ford, J., Lanktree, C., Blaustein, M., Cloitre, M., & van der 

Kolk, B. (2005). Complex trauma in children and adolescents. Psychiatric 

Annals, 3.https://bpb-us-

e1.wpmucdn.com/sites.northwestern.edu/dist/f/1961/files/2022/08/Complex-

trauma-in-children.pdf  

Cornell, S., Nickel, B., Cvejic, E., Bonner, C., McCaffery, K. J., Ayre, J., Copp, T., 

Batcup, C., Isautier, J., Dakin, T., & Dodd, R. (2022). Positive outcomes 

associated with the COVID‐19 pandemic in Australia. Health Promotion Journal 

of Australia, 33(2), 311-319. https://doi.org/10.1002/hpja.494  

Crandall, A., Daines, C., Hanson, C. L., & Barnes, M. D. (2022). The effects of 

COVID‐19 stressors and family life on anxiety and depression one‐year into the 

COVID‐19 pandemic. Family Process, 62(1). 

https://doi.org/10.1111/famp.12771  

Craparo, G., La Rosa, V. L., Marino, G., Vezzoli, M., Cinà, G. S., Colombi, M., 

Arcoleo, G., Severino, M., Costanzo, G., & Mangiapane, E. (2022). Risk of post-

traumatic stress symptoms in hospitalized and non-hospitalized COVID-19 

recovered patients. A cross-sectional study. Psychiatry Research, 308, 114353. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2021.114353  

Dhaliwal, M., Small, R., Webb, D., Cluver, L., Ibrahim, M., Bok, L., Nascimento, C., 

Wand, C., Garagic, A., & Jensen, L. (2022). Covid-19 as a long multiwave event: 

Implications for responses to safeguard younger generations. BMJ, 376, 

e068123–e068123. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj-2021-068123  

Fawaz, M., & Samaha, A. (2020). COVID-19 quarantine: Post-traumatic stress 

symptomatology among Lebanese citizens. International Journal of Social 

Psychiatry, 66(7), 666-674. https://doi.org/10.1177/0020764020932207  

Forte, G., Favieri, F., Tambelli, R., & Casagrande, M. (2020). COVID-19 pandemic 

in the Italian population: validation of a post-traumatic stress disorder 

questionnaire and prevalence of PTSD symptomatology. International Journal 

https://doi.org/10.5923/j.economics.20201004.02
http://genhq.com/igen-gen-z-generation-zcentennials-info/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0706743720938598
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbi.2021.12.020
https://doi.org/10/1192/bjo.2021.3
https://bpb-us-e1.wpmucdn.com/sites.northwestern.edu/dist/f/1961/files/2022/08/Complex-trauma-in-children.pdf
https://bpb-us-e1.wpmucdn.com/sites.northwestern.edu/dist/f/1961/files/2022/08/Complex-trauma-in-children.pdf
https://bpb-us-e1.wpmucdn.com/sites.northwestern.edu/dist/f/1961/files/2022/08/Complex-trauma-in-children.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1002/hpja.494
https://doi.org/10.1111/famp.12771
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2021.114353
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj-2021-068123
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020764020932207


Journal of Trauma Studies in Education 

16 

of Environmental Research and Public Health, 17(11), 4151. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17114151   

Fitzgerald, H. E., Karen, B., Sonka, S. T., Furco, A., & Swanson, L. (2020). The 

centrality of engagement in higher education. In L. R. Sandmann & D. O. Jones 

(Eds). Building the field of higher education engagement (pp. 201-219). 

Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003443353  

Ghazi-Saidi, L., Criffield, A., Kracl, C. L., McKelvey, M., Obasi, S. N., & Vu, P. 

(2020). Moving from face-to-face to remote instruction in a higher education 

institution during a pandemic: Multiple case studies. International Journal of 

Technology in Education and Science, 4(4), 370-383. 

https://doi.org/10.46328/ijtes.v4i4.169  

Green, N. (2022). How to solve the student-disengagement crisis: Six experts 

diagnose the problem and suggest ways to fix it. The Chronicle of Higher 

Education, 68(19), 28-.  

Islam, M. A., Barna, S. D., Raihan, H., Khan, M. N. A., & Hossain, M. T. 

(2020). Depression and anxiety among university students during the COVID-

19 pandemic in Bangladesh: A web-based cross-sectional survey. PloS One, 

15(8), e0238162-. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0238162   

Janoff-Bulman, R., & Lang-Gunn, L. (1988). Coping with disease, crime, and 

accidents: The role of self-blame attributions. In L. Y. Abramson (Ed.), Social 

cognition and clinical psychology: A synthesis (pp. 116-147). Guilford. 

Jiang, H. J., Nan, J., Lv, Z. Y., & Yang, J. (2020). Psychological impacts of the 

COVID-19 epidemic on Chinese people: Exposure, post-traumatic stress 

symptom, and emotion regulation. Asian Pacific Journal of Tropical Medicine, 

13(6), 252. https://doi.org/10.4103/1995-7645.281614  

Kahu, E. R. (2013). Framing student engagement in higher education. Studies in 

Higher Education, 38(5), 758-773. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2011.598505  

Malesic, J. (2022, May 13). My college students are not okay. New York Times. 

https://www.nytimes.com/2022/05/13/opinion/college-university-remote-

pandemic.html 

McMurtrie, B. (2022a). A ‘stunning’ level of student disconnection: Professors are 

reporting record numbers of students checked out, stressed out, and unsure of 

their future. The Chronicle of Higher Education, 68(17), 12  

McMurtrie, B. (2022b). How college campuses plan to tackle disengagement this 

Fall. The Chronicle of Higher Education. 

https://www.chronicle.com/newsletter/teaching/2022-08-04.  

McMurtrie, B. (2022c). Last year was miserable. Can colleges make this one better? 

The Chronicle of Higher Education. https://www.chronicle.com/article/last-

year-was-miserable-can-colleges-make-this-one-better  

Merriman, M. & D. Valerio (2016). One tough customer: How Gen Z is challenging 

the competitive landscape and redefining omnichannel. Ernst & Young Report.  

Monster Worldwide, Inc. (2016). Move over Millennials: Gen Z is about to hit the 

workforce. PR Newswire. http://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/move-

over-millennials-gen-zis-about-to-hit-the-workforce300319567.html   

https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17114151
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003443353
https://doi.org/10.46328/ijtes.v4i4.169
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0238162
https://doi.org/10.4103/1995-7645.281614
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2011.598505
https://www.nytimes.com/2022/05/13/opinion/college-university-remote-pandemic.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2022/05/13/opinion/college-university-remote-pandemic.html
https://www.chronicle.com/newsletter/teaching/2022-08-04
https://www.chronicle.com/article/last-year-was-miserable-can-colleges-make-this-one-better
https://www.chronicle.com/article/last-year-was-miserable-can-colleges-make-this-one-better
http://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/move-over-millennials-gen-zis-about-to-hit-the-workforce300319567.html
http://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/move-over-millennials-gen-zis-about-to-hit-the-workforce300319567.html


Journal of Trauma Studies in Education  

17 

Moore, M. (1997). Theory of transactional distance. In D. Keegan (Ed.), Theoretical 

principles of distance education (pp. 22-38). Routledge. 

http://www.aged.tamu.edu/research/readings/Distance/1997MooreTransDistanc

e.pdf  

Miyah, Y., Benjelloun, M., Lairini, S., & Lahrichi, A. (2022). COVID-19 Impact on 

Public Health, Environment, Human Psychology, Global Socioeconomy, and 

Education. The Scientific World, 5578284-5578288. 

https://doi.org/10.1155/2022/5578284  

Nagarajan, R., Krishnamoorthy, Y., Basavarachar, V., & Dakshinamoorthy, R. 

(2022). Prevalence of post-traumatic stress disorder among survivors of severe 

COVID-19 infections: A systematic review and meta-analysis. Journal of 

Affective Disorders, 299(1), 52-59. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2021.11.040  

Nelson, R. M., Mollenkopf, D., & Gaskill, M. (2021). The four pillars of digitally 

infused education: Transcending modalities in a post-COVID learning 

environment. In R. E. Ferdig & K. E. Pytash (Eds.), What teacher educators 

should have learned from 2020 (pp.79-89). Association for the Advancement of 

Computing in Education (AACE). 

Pekrun, R., Goetz, T., Titz, W., & Perry, R. P. (2002). Academic emotions in 

students’ self- regulated learning and achievement: A program of quantitative 

and qualitative research.  Educational Psychologist, 37, 91-105. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/S15326985EP3702_4  

Pichler, S., Kohli, C., & Granitz, N. (2021). DITTO for Gen Z: A framework for 

leveraging the uniqueness of the new generation. Business Horizons, 64(5), 599-

610. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2021.02.021  

Rickes, P. C. (2016). Generations in flux: How Gen Z will continue to transform 

higher education space. Planning for Higher Education, 44(4), 21-. 

https://rickesassociates.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/Generations-in-Flux-

FINAL.pdf  

Schwieger, D., & Ladwig, C. (2018). Reaching and retaining the next generation: 

Adapting to the expectations of Gen Z in the classroom. Information Systems 

Education Journal, 16(3), 45-.  

Sladek, S., & Grabinger, A. (2014). Gen Z. Introducing the first generation of the 

21st century. https://www.xyzuniversity.com/wp-

content/uploads/2018/08/GenZ_Final-dl1.pdf  

Stillman, D. & Stillman, J. (2017). Gen Z @ work. HarperCollins Publishers. 

Terrasi, S., & Crain de Galarce, P. (2017). Trauma and learning in America’s 

classrooms. The Phi Delta Kappan, 98(6), 35-41. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0031721717696476  

Tight, M. (2020). Student retention and engagement in higher education. Journal of 

Further and Higher Education, 44(5), 689-704. 

Vanderlind, W. M., Rabinovitz, B. B., Miao, I. Y., Oberlin, L. E., Bueno-Castellano, 

C., Fridman, C., Jaywant, A., & Kanellopoulos, D. (2021). A systematic review 

of neuropsychological and psychiatric sequalae of COVID-19: Implications for 

treatment. Current Opinion in Psychiatry, 34(4), 420. 

https://doi.org/10.1097/YCO.0000000000000713  

http://www.aged.tamu.edu/research/readings/Distance/1997MooreTransDistance.pdf
http://www.aged.tamu.edu/research/readings/Distance/1997MooreTransDistance.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1155/2022/5578284
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2021.11.040
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/S15326985EP3702_4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2021.02.021
https://rickesassociates.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/Generations-in-Flux-FINAL.pdf
https://rickesassociates.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/Generations-in-Flux-FINAL.pdf
https://www.xyzuniversity.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/08/GenZ_Final-dl1.pdf
https://www.xyzuniversity.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/08/GenZ_Final-dl1.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/0031721717696476
https://doi.org/10.1097/yco.0000000000000713


Journal of Trauma Studies in Education 

18 

Wang, C., Wen, W., Zhang, H., Ni, J., Jiang, J., Cheng, Y., Zhu, M., Ye, L., Feng, Z., 

Lou, H., Wang, M., Zhang, X. & Liu, W. (2021). Anxiety, depression, and stress 

prevalence among college students during the COVID-19 pandemic: A 

systematic review and meta-analysis. Journal Of American College Health, 

71(7), 1-8. https://doi.org/10.1080/07448481.2021.1960849  

World Health Organization [WHO] (2022). Weekly epidemiological update on 

COVID-19: 7 December, 2022. 

https://www.who.int/publications/m/item/weekly-epidemiological-update-on-

covid-19---7-december-2022   

 

SHANNON C. MULHEARN, PhD, is an Assistant Professor in the Health & 

Physical Education program at the University of Nebraska at Kearney. Her research 

interests include integrating mindful practices into educational environments, whole-

school physical activity programming, and andragogy practices in higher education. 

Email: mulhearns@unk.edu 
 

 

LADAN GHAZI SAIDI, PhD, is an Associate Professor in the department of 

Communication Disorders, at University of Nebraska Kearney. She is an expert in 

neurocognitive processes of language, cognition and aging in bilingual and 

monolingual populations. Email: ghazisaidil2@unk.edu 
 

 

MARTONIA GASKILL, PhD, is an Associate Professor of Education at the 

University of Nebraska Kearney where she teaches graduate level online courses and 

face to face undergraduate classes in the department of Teacher Education. Her 

research interests include collaboration in online learning environments, teacher 

education preparation, technology integration, faculty development and learning 

design. Email: gaskillmc@unk.edu 
 

 

DAWN MOLLENKOPF, PhD, is a Professor in the Department of Teacher 

Education at the University of Nebraska Kearney. She directs the Early Childhood 

Inclusive Endorsement program, which is offered both face-to-face and online. Her 

research is primarily in teacher preparation models and modes of delivery, and factors 

impacting college student success. Email: mollenkopfdl@unk.edu   

 

 

 

 

 
 

https://doi.org/10.1080/07448481.2021.1960849
https://www.who.int/publications/m/item/weekly-epidemiological-update-on-covid-19---7-december-2022
https://www.who.int/publications/m/item/weekly-epidemiological-update-on-covid-19---7-december-2022
mailto:mulhearns@unk.edu
mailto:ghazisaidil2@unk.edu
mailto:gaskillmc@unk.edu
mailto:mollenkopfdl@unk.edu

	Trauma and Stress
	Student Engagement – Following COVID-19
	METHODS
	Participants
	Questionnaire Instrument

	RESULTS
	Prevalence of Disengagement Behaviors
	Face-to-face
	Online

	Severity of Student Behaviors as a Warning Sign of Disengagement
	Faculty Course Adjustments to Student Disengagement
	Adjustments in Response to COVID-19
	Adjustments That Have Been Retained, Post-COVID-19


	DISCUSSION
	Limitations

	CONCLUSION
	REFERENCES

