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Abstract
Introduction: Ensuring strong student engagement in both traditional and virtual learning settings was essential for achieving

positive educational results during the COVID-19 pandemic. However, fostering student engagement in both the traditional

(face-to-face) and virtual learning environments has been accompanied by distinct challenges. There has been a lack of

research specifically addressing the issue of nursing students’ engagement within a blended learning setting in Namibia.

Aim: To explore and describe nursing students’ learning engagement experiences at a university campus in Namibia during

the COVID-19 pandemic.

Methods: A qualitative, descriptive, phenomenological study was employed to collect data from 10 purposively selected

nursing students at a university campus in Namibia. Data from in-depth, face-to-face, individual interviews were collected

using a semistructured interview guide. Data were analyzed using Colaizzi’s seven-step method.

Results: The findings of the study describe students’ learning engagement experiences under four distinct themes: (a) con-

ditions and contexts of engagement; (b) student acts of engagement: positionality of teacher- and student-facilitated engage-

ment; (c) consequences of engagement in a blended learning environment; and (d) student engagement dispositions: students’
initiatives.

Conclusion: The research findings revealed that despite mental health challenges, both teacher-facilitated and student-

facilitated engagement were necessary for positive learning engagement in the blended learning environment. Student-

facilitated engagement was significantly responsible for enabling students to maintain focus, adhere to guidelines, and adapt

to the blended learning environment. These findings are useful in understanding the challenges faced by students during

the COVID-19 pandemic. The findings thus provide valuable data for future studies seeking to address challenges associated

with the blended learning environment.
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Introduction
Learning engagement is an important part of quality nursing
education that contributes to student advancement (Hudson
et al., 2019). The concept of engagement can be characterized
as active participation and the dedication exhibited by indi-
vidual students through their participation in both formal
and informal activities (El-Sayad et al., 2021; Redmond
et al., 2018). Through learning engagement, nursing students
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can develop cognitive, technical, and intrapersonal skills,
which are essential components of nursing graduates’ com-
petencies (Clynes et al., 2020). However, students’ learning
engagement was severely affected during the COVID-19 out-
break, which brought education to a standstill for a few
months and resulted in a shift from traditional face-to-face
teaching to online and blended learning (Zayabalaradjane,
2020). The sudden and unanticipated transition from tradi-
tional in-person education to online learning, as a result of
the COVID-19 pandemic, led to heightened levels of stress,
anxiety, and depression among students (Khlaif et al.,
2021; Mali & Lim 2021; Zhang et al., 2021). Previous
research suggests that investigating the experiences of stu-
dents’ engagement in the blended learning environment can
be highly beneficial for identifying the learning strategies
that students employ (Boulton et al., 2019; Xu et al.,
2020). To the best of our knowledge, however, no study
has yet been conducted on this important area within
nursing education in Namibia.

Review of Literature
According to research in the area of engagement, student
engagement is crucial in promoting ethical and participative
caring for others, particularly student nurses, who are faced
with several challenging problems that they must navigate
in order to maintain their well-being (Hudson et al., 2019).
Engagement in the learning process is widely recognized as
crucial for achieving academic success (El-Sayad et al.,
2021; Pöysä et al., 2019). Thus, it is vital to explore the
topic of learning engagement from the viewpoint of multiple
contexts, including the Namibia context, since educational
contexts differ from each other (Khlaif et al., 2021).

Learning engagement is an essential component of class-
room learning and plays a critical role in the success of a class
(Congmin, 2016). To encourage learning engagement in
higher-order thinking, nursing educators may employ teach-
ing methods, such as group work and projects (Ghalley &
Rai, 2019), which have been shown to enhance student learn-
ing engagement (Hudson & Carrasco, 2015). Creating crea-
tive learning opportunities for engagement requires nursing
educators to use diverse settings and activities (Hudson &
Carrasco, 2015). Ghalley and Rai (2019) found that the
more students participate in activities, the less they rely on
memorization and the more they engage in higher-order
thinking involving interpretation, analysis, and synthesis.
Noohi et al. (2013) argued that a lack of student learning
engagement and an inactive university environment can
lead to a decline in learning quality and educational
experience.

Student engagement is influenced by several factors as has
been identified in recent studies (Dube & Mlotshwa, 2018;
Ghalley & Rai 2019; Munangatire & Indjamba, 2023).
According to Ghalley and Rai (2019), these factors include
age, gender, willingness to communicate, course level,

student preparation, and emotions such as confidence or
fear. Additional factors such as socioeconomic background,
the ability to adapt to a new online learning environment,
and low self-efficacy can also affect nursing students’ aca-
demic participation and performance (Dube & Mlotshwa,
2018; Munangatire & Indjamba, 2023). Prior studies have
also suggested that successful learning engagement is influ-
enced by course design, peer pressure, confidence, and
online teachers (Koob et al., 2021). Due to the COVID-19
pandemic, higher education, including nursing education
across the globe, shifted from the traditional face-to-face
mode to a blended mode of learning. The shift provided
the higher education sector with opportunities to continue
learning since the blended mode limited physical interactions
during practical teaching (Manwaring et al., 2017). Blended
learning environments, which combine synchronous and
asynchronous activities and are situated on a continuum
between face-to-face and online teaching and learning, are
of particular interest to the field of nursing education since
the literature suggests they have the potential to optimize
student engagement (Heilporn et al., 2021). Thus, even in
the post-COVID-19 era, establishing robust student engage-
ment in face-to-face and technologically enhanced learning
environments remains an important step in delivering an
effective blended learning and teaching strategy to achieve
successful educational outcomes (Chiu, 2021; Khlaif et al.,
2021; Mali & Lim, 2021). Nevertheless, there exist some
notable difficulties in rolling out an effective blended curric-
ulum due to the disparity between the face-to-face and online
methodologies employed to cultivate student engagement
(Chiu, 2021). Additionally, evidence suggests that exploring
students’ learning engagement experiences can greatly assist
in identifying effective learning and teaching strategies
within a blended learning environment (Boulton et al.,
2019; Xu et al., 2020). Yet, this area remains understudied
in Namibia. Thus, the aim of this study is to explore and
describe nursing students’ learning engagement experiences
at a university campus in Namibia during the COVID-19
pandemic.

Conceptual Framework

Student Engagement in Blended Learning
The notion of student engagement in this study is described
using the transactional model of students engagement
adapted from Lawson and Lawson (2013). This model
describes four essential elements of the engagement
process, namely the conditions and context of engagement,
acts of engagement, benefits/competencies, and dispositions
and drivers of engagement (see Figure 1). The conditions
and contexts of engagement relate to students’ goals and
their expectations of involvement in academic activities, aca-
demic pressure, and classroom cultures that foster students’
increased engagement and learning outcomes (Lawson &
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Lawson, 2013). Students’ acts of engagement encompass
their positionality, which denotes their thoughts, opinions,
and interests during activities and actions in relation to a spe-
cific engagement activity. Additionally, student engagement
involves the delineation of both teachers’ and students’ roles
in the engagement process (Lawson & Lawson, 2013).
Understanding these roles from students’ perspectives pro-
vides insight into students’ experiences of learning engage-
ment within teacher-led or student-led activities in a
blended environment. The benefits or consequences of
engagement pertain to the social, interpersonal, or place-
based factors that contribute to a student’s sense of belonging
and connection with their teachers (Lawson & Lawson,
2013). The existence of these factors has the potential to
amplify or weaken student’s interest in and motivation to
engage in specific activities or subjects (Lawson &
Lawson, 2013). Disposition includes students’ long-term
goals and commitment based on their expectations of
success. Thus, a student’s disposition plays a crucial role in
driving future engagement. As students’ dispositions
evolve over time, it is important to obtain students’ sugges-
tions on how to improve their learning engagement in a
blended learning environment.

Methods

Study Design and Setting
This study used a qualitative descriptive phenomenological
design to describe nursing students’ learning engagement
experiences at a satellite university campus in Namibia.
This design was chosen as it enables exploration and

description of nursing students’ learning engagement experi-
ences (Husserl & Moran, 2012) at the selected university
campus in Northeastern Namibia. The chosen campus is
one of the 12 campuses of the University of Namibia, and
the second largest campus, with a population of approxi-
mately 5,000 undergraduate students pursuing full-time
studies in Nursing Science, Education, and Economic
Management Sciences. To ensure that the students were
engaged in their learning during COVID-19, the campus
offered a blended learning mode in 2019, which it continues
to offer to date. Given the unique educational context sur-
rounding the nursing program, it was necessary to conduct
a study that would provide a better understanding of students’
experiences of learning engagement in a blended learning
environment.

Population and Sampling
The study purposively selected 10 nursing students from the
population of 200 undergraduate nursing students; the
sampled students were in their second, third, or fourth year
of study pursuing their studies at the satellite university
campus in Namibia. As described by Brink et al. (2018),
the participants were viewed as being knowledgeable about
the phenomenon under study. The inclusion criteria were par-
ticipants who were: (a) pursuing an undergraduate nursing
program; (b) busy with their second, third, or fourth year
of study; and (c) exposed to the blended learning environ-
ment at the selected university campus in Namibia. We
excluded participants who were in isolation facilities during
the data collection process as well as those unwilling to par-
ticipate. Although thematic saturation was attained after the

Figure 1. Transactional model of student engagement (Lawson & Lawson, 2013).
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eighth participant, we continued to gather information until
the 10th participant, but no new information emerged.

Data Collection
Data for in-depth face-to-face individual interviews were col-
lected using a semistructured interview guide (Bdair, 2021)
between July and August 2021. The interview guide con-
sisted of four central questions: (a) In your experience,
what are the preclass engagement conditions in a blended
learning environment? (b) Please share your experience
with learning engagement in a blended learning environ-
ment? (c) What are your thoughts on the consequences of
engaging in a blended learning environment? (d) What are
your suggestions on how to improve student learning engage-
ment experiences in a blended learning environment? Probes
such as “please explain what you mean by that,” and “what
were your negative and positive consequences” were also
posed to illicit more information regarding participants’
learning engagement experiences in a blended learning envi-
ronment. English was used as it is the official medium of
communication at the university campus. The clarity and
alignment of the questions were confirmed by three content
experts in line with the objectives of the study.
Additionally, the interview guide was piloted with three stu-
dents and the findings from the pilot study confirmed the rel-
evancy and appropriateness of the questions.

During the data collection phase, the third author (SLH)
approached the potential participants while on the campus
grounds where she explained the aim of the study, inclusion
criteria, and voluntary nature of the study to potential partic-
ipants. The third author (SLH) observed social distancing as
per COVID-19 protocol and wore a face mask to ensure the
safety of all parties involved. Informed consent was obtained
from all participants, and the interview times were confirmed.
All interviews were conducted in quiet lecture halls, audio-
recorded, and field notes were taken to capture participants’
body language. Data saturation was achieved after conduct-
ing eight interviews, and the two additional interviews did
not lead to the discovery of new information (Guest et al.,
2020). The interviews were conducted in secure rooms and
took between 45 and 50 min each.

Ethical Consideration
Ethical approval for this study was granted by the School of
Nursing and Public Health Ethical Committee (ref no:
SoNEC 68/2020). Participants’ rights to privacy, anonymity,
and confidentiality were maintained throughout the process
(Burns et al., 2015) by collecting data in secure private
venues and assigning codes to each participant. The data
were stored in an encrypted folder that was only accessible
to the researchers. All participants signed an informed
consent form and were assured that their participation in

the study was voluntary, that is, they had the right to with-
draw from the study with no punitive consequences.

Data Analysis
Researchers 1 and 2 (NT and TM) listened to the interview
recordings on multiple occasions, before the third researcher
(SLH) transcribed them verbatim. The transcripts underwent
thorough readings and rereadings by the researchers so that
they could fully immerse themselves in the data. Data analysis
was performed manually using Microsoft Office. This analysis
process is in line with Colaizzi’s seven-step methodology
(Sundler et al., 2019; Tomas & Mandume, 2024). The
authors then coded the relevant data units into themes, which
related to the student nurses’ experiences of learning engage-
ment in a blended learning environment. These themes were
then validated by reaching a consensus within the research
team before exhaustive descriptions were created. The second
author then returned to the study participants to confirm the
themes and to discuss any unclear findings. This process was
a collaborative effort between the researchers; the final themes
emerged from their interpretation of the data, as expressed by
the participants (see Table 1). These themes were then validated
by an independent coder before exhaustive descriptions of stu-
dents’ experiences of learning engagement were developed. The
participants’ facial expressions were added to the quotations by
comparing the field notes with the audio recordings.

Trustworthiness
Data quality was ensured by credibility, dependability, trans-
ferability, and confirmability (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).
Credibility and dependability were ensured by using an
audio recorder during data collection, and by involving two
senior researchers who are experts in qualitative research.
The third author (SLH), who was a novice researcher, con-
ducted in-depth face-to-face interviews under the supervision
of NT and TM. The transcripts were then reviewed multiple
times by the researchers. This rigorous approach guaranteed
numerous interpretations of the data during the coding
process. The researchers’ reflexivity was guaranteed by care-
fully examining individual judgments. This was accom-
plished by organizing the data, coding them, and labeling
the themes and subthemes that emerged to prevent personal
biases and assumptions from influencing the study’s findings
(see Table 2). The authors’ inclusion of detailed descriptions
of the research methods ensured the dependability of the
study. Furthermore, member checking was completed by
returning the data to the participants to confirm its accuracy.

In order to enhance confirmability, the researcher’s differing
viewpoints on the themes were discussed and resolved with the
assistance of the two authors with qualitative expertise. The
study followed the Consolidated Criteria for Reporting
Qualitative Research Checklist to guarantee comprehensive
documentation of the methods used and outcomes attained
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(Ashipala et al., 2023). To ensure transferability, a clear and
precise depiction of the study population and research procedure
has been provided, which will enable others to follow the
research trajectory and key analytical determinations.

Results

Demographic Characteristics of Participants
The study recruited 10 participants aged between 18 and 69 years
who were willing to participate. It also involved an equal number
of females (five out of 10) and males (5 out of 10). Many of the
study participants (nine out of 15) were single, while six out of 15
were married. Four participants were in their fourth year of study,
and three were in their second and third year, respectively. All
participants were given a unique code (i.e., P1 to P10) tomaintain
their anonymity and confidentiality.

Research Question Findings
The analysis of the data resulted in the identification of four
major themes and seven subthemes (see Figure 2). The first

theme, the preengagement phase, included a single subtheme
that focused on students’ comprehension of engagement
standards. The second theme addressed the engagement
phase and comprised two subthemes: teacher- and student-
facilitated engagement strategies. The third theme explored
factors that influence engagement and comprised one subtheme
centered around long, exhausting lectures and emotional discon-
nectedness. Lastly, the fourth theme centered around the partic-
ipants’ suggestions of techniques that enhance engagement; it
comprised three subthemes namely, investing in various aca-
demic support services, creating an engaging learning environ-
ment, and fostering a welcoming institutional culture.

Theme 1: Conditions and Contexts of Engagement
This theme reflects the participants’ responses upon being
asked to describe the engagement conditions in a blended
learning environment. Participants highlighted that they
were actively engaged throughout, as they were required to
understand and meet a number of necessary conditions or cri-
teria for engagement to occur.

Subtheme 1: Students’ Understanding of Engagement Criteria.
The participants felt that for engagement to occur, several
conditions must be met; for example, students had to
prepare thoroughly before the sessions. Participants narrated
that they had to go through the content before it was pre-
sented, attend all classes, and actively participate. In addition,
some participants expressed the need for a suitable and quiet
environment to allow them to focus in class. Three sample
quotes follow below.

Lecturers normally assess students’ pre-knowledge on the
specific topic to determine the understanding of students of
the topic. [P7]

Student preparation before the lesson is important, for them
to have an idea on the topic being taught and enable them
to respond to the lecturer’s questions. [P1]

The most important thing is to create or choose a quiet envi-
ronment, especially during online teaching where students
and lecturers join the session from different places. [P4]

Table 1. Example of Participants’ Interviews Analysis Schedule for Learning Engagement at the University Campus in Namibia.

Theme Subtheme Codes Participants quotations

Conditions and

contexts of

engagement

Students’ understanding of

engagement criteria

Prior-knowledge

Organization

Suitable

Require quite

environment

Prior-preparation

Lecturers assess students’ preknowledge of the specific

topic to determine their understanding of students of the

topic.

Student preparation before the lesson is important.

The most important thing is to create or choose a quiet

environment

Table 2. Participants’ Demographic Characteristics.

Codes Gender

Age (in

years)

Level of

study

Marital

status

Level of

study

P1 Male 35 Second

year

Single Second

year

P2 Female 19 Second

year

Single Second

year

P3 Female 40 Fourth

year

Single Fourth

year

P4 Male 20 Second

year

Single Second

year

P5 Female 23 Fourth

year

Single Fourth

year

P6 Female 24 Fourth

year

Single Fourth

year

P7 Male 23 Third year Single Third year

P8 Female 24 Fourth

year

Single Fourth

year

P9 Male 25 Third year Single Third year

P10 Male 22 Third year Single Third year
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Theme 2: Student Acts of Engagement: Positionality on
Teacher- and Student-Facilitated Engagement
Participants narrated their experiences regarding how they
engaged in a blended learning environment. Participants’
responses were grouped under two main themes: teacher-
facilitated and student-facilitated engagement.

Subtheme 1: Experience with Teacher-Facilitated Engagement.
The participants highlighted how teacher-facilitated learn-
ing engagement was achieved through questioning. Some
participants revealed that their teacher also used class activ-
ities to stimulate discussion and interaction with peers.
Some participants recalled certain teachers dividing the
class into small of five to 10 students using the online
Learning Management System, Moodle, to allow for both
synchronized or nonsynchronized group discussions and
debates. However, some participants described that a lack
of feedback and enthusiasm from some teachers was
unacceptable.

During teacher-led engagement my lecturers normally ask
questions to see if we’re following the presentation, but
when some lecturers are asked questions they do not
provide elaborated responses…saying consult your books.
This was really bad particularly during online class where
we could not visit the library due to COVID-19. [P5]

I was astonished by how some lecturers made use of technol-
ogy to break us into groups during the session and use chat

discussions to engage with us. I learned a lot from others
as the lecturers were controlling the discussion. [P8]

Subtheme 2: Experience With Student-Facilitated Engagement.
In terms of student engagement experiences, several partici-
pants expressed that blended learning allowed them to be
independent self-regulated learners. Such learning strategies
motivated them to make their own notes as they engaged in
self-study by reading published articles on Google Scholar
and listening to YouTube videos in order to engage with
content they did not understand during a class.

I always carry my notebook to note down important informa-
tion that I find from the research articles or online articles or
videos, especially when studying for a test or exam. [P6]

Self-studies helped me a lot, I had to read several published
articles on the content I needed to understand. [P10]

Theme 3: Consequences of Engagement in a Blended
Learning Environment
This theme reflects on the consequence of emotions and teacher–
student relationships on learning engagement. Participants nar-
rated their experiences under one major theme, which related
to the impact of long lectures and mental exhaustion.

Subtheme 1: Long Lectures and Mental Exhaustion. The partic-
ipants stated that long online lectures with no breaks led to

Figure 2. Themes and subthemes.
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mental exhaustion and a loss of concentration. Two partici-
pants, in particular, were not happy that they had to be in
front of a laptop for longer than two hours.

Usually our lectures are very long; you find some lecturers
who do not give breaks in between and it is exhausting,
leading to loss of concentration in class. [P3]

My concentration span is short. Our lecture sessions some-
times take longer than two hours and this is exhausting. [P1]

Theme 4: Student Engagement Dispositions: Students’
Initiatives
This theme emerged when participants were asked about
what initiatives they took to improve their learning engage-
ment in a blended learning environment. The three sub-
themes that emerged were: investing in various academic
support services, creating an interesting learning environ-
ment, and fostering a positive workplace culture.

Subtheme 1: Investing in Academic Support Services. The par-
ticipants suggested that the university strengthen its support
of students who need to engage with online learning by con-
ducting online orientations and providing internet facilities to
students.

I strongly believe the university must put more emphasis
on orientation programs for both face-to-face and online
learning and the roles of both the teachers and students,
rather than having higher expectations of the students.
[P9]

I wish our university can provide students with high speed
broadband internet devices and make all the prescribed
books available online. [P8]

Subtheme 2: Creating an Interesting Learning Environment. The
participants suggested that challenging assessment tasks may
keep students engaged in both face-to-face and online
teaching.

I would suggest for challenging online quizzes/tests, that
would force us to study and understand the content…not
those straight forward and easy questions they often give
us. Equally, I would like to be given challenging tasks that
require reflections such as case studies or problem-based
studies for face-to-face tasks. [P5]

At times I needed not to study or engage with my lecturer or
colleagues because the assessment tasks are too easy…the
lecturers can do better by compiling assessment task that
require deep thinking. [P2]

Subtheme 3: Fostering a Positive Workplace Culture. Many par-
ticipants revealed that fostering a positive workplace culture
among academics would promote students’ engagement with
their learning since it may lead to lecturers being more enthu-
siastic and nonjudgmental toward students.

I so wish lecturers [were] more friendly with students. Some
lecturers discourage students from interacting with them by
displaying egoistic behaviours such refusing to help students
or even using bad words toward them. This needs to be
changed seriously. [P5]

Lecturers need to be nonjudgmental, the institution need to
create a welcoming culture where students are welcomed
and respected. I feel like students are sometimes seen as
less important with no voice. [P3]

Discussion
This study explored and described nursing students’ learning
engagement experiences at a selected university campus in
Namibia. Participants revealed that for engagement to
occur, some important conditions need to be met. These
include sufficient preclass learning preparation, class atten-
dance, and students’ active participation. These results
suggest that successful learning engagement in a blended
learning environment requires preclass preparation activities
that enable students to actively interact with their teachers
and content. The efficacy of utilizing blended learning
hinges on the extent to which preclass learning takes place.
Indeed, preclass engagement holds greater importance than
what is typically emphasized in the existing literature
(Yang, 2020). Nevertheless, this notion is contradicted by
the prevalent tendency of students to disregard preclass learn-
ing. This often results in their unpreparedness and inability to
actively participate in collaborative activities during in-class
sessions. Additionally, successful blended learning can result
in teachers producing more desirable learning results (Green
et al., 2018; Serrano et al., 2019). Our findings contradict
those of Hsia and Hwang (2020), who argue that students
in blended learning settings suffer from insufficient preclass
preparation, leading to decreased engagement during in-class
activities. These differences could be attributed to differing
students’ expectations regarding their involvement in aca-
demic activities and classroom cultures (Lawson &
Lawson, 2013). A recent study by Bowden et al. (2021)
has established that the expectations and active participation
of students play a crucial role in influencing the three core
aspects of engagement, namely cognitive, emotional, and
behavioral engagement. Our findings reveal that students
have demonstrated proficiency across these three tiers of
engagement to exhibit a strong ability to maintain focus,
adhere to guidelines, and readily adapt to blended learning
(Halverson & Graham, 2019; Redmond et al., 2018). We
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argue that these students have the requisite abilities to profi-
ciently employ digital technology within an educational
context and understand the importance of incorporating asyn-
chronous and synchronous modalities in blended learning
environments in line with the literature (Heilporn et al.,
2021).

The study highlights that student-facilitated engagement
was found to be highly valued by the participants as it
enhanced self-regulated learning among many students in
the nursing program. These findings are in line with the liter-
ature, which reports students’ preferences for social media
platforms such as YouTube and Google Scholar for engage-
ment with educational content (Leigh et al., 2020; Mahasneh
et al., 2021; Sutherland et al., 2018). The findings of this
research show that blended learning resulted in positive dis-
coveries about student engagement that included strategies
such as carrying out tasks, following rules, and readily adapt-
ing to blended learning. This is a significant finding given
that much literature suggests that most students possess
poor self-regulation and learning strategies (Cleary et al.,
2021; Viberg et al., 2020). Self-regulated learning is a skill
that is closely linked to academic achievement and has the
potential to shape learners’ trajectories in both their educa-
tional pursuits and professional endeavors (Carter et al.,
2020; Viberg et al., 2020). Interestingly, the findings
suggest that the participants possessed the three critical ele-
ments of self-regulated learning, namely strategy utilization,
motivation, and metacognition. These elements play a signif-
icant role in enhancing students’ learning experience, in
effectively regulating their thoughts, behaviors, emotions,
and learning environments, and in gaining awareness of
and control over their cognitive processes throughout the
learning journey (Cleary et al., 2021).

However, participants also narrated how teacher-
facilitated learning engagement strategies helped them to
engage with their learning. Aligning with Bryson and
Andres’ (2020) study, we found that participants reported
that teachers played a critical role in promoting class interac-
tions for students to learn in a blended learning environment.
Song et al. (2019) and Dost et al. (2020) acknowledge how
important teacher–student interactions are for an effective
learning experience. In contrast to the findings of
Coleman and Davis (2020), some participants in this
study expressed dissatisfaction with some of the teachers
who were deemed judgmental or who failed to provide con-
structive feedback. The absence of feedback and the pres-
ence of judgmental attitudes can have detrimental effects
on students’ engagement and retention, ultimately impact-
ing the overall educational outcomes (Bock et al., 2021;
Hassan et al., 2019).

This study also found some worrisome consequences of
learning in a blended learning environment. Participants
expressed their frustrations with lengthy lectures that
resulted in a decreased ability to concentrate and mental
exhaustion. This is supported by previous research which

reports that professors taught for longer periods in the
online environment than they would normally do in a
face-to-face environment (Galimova et al., 2020; Li et al.,
2021). Additionally, Kelly et al. (2021) suggest that stu-
dents get frustrated when in the blended learning environ-
ment due to adaptability issues with the online learning
component. It can thus be deduced that teachers have a
responsibility to consider incorporating breaks into their
lectures, ensuring that the content is interesting, and intro-
ducing energizers and icebreaker games during sessions
(Bustard, 2018).

The theme on student engagement dispositions (students’
initiatives) highlighted participants suggested several strate-
gies to improve nursing students’ learning engagement
during the COVID-19 pandemic. They suggested that a wel-
coming university culture, the provision of proper orienta-
tions to online learning, and providing internet access to all
students would create a positive learning engagement experi-
ence for students. These findings concur with
Fatehiboroujeni et al. (2019) who argue that additional
investment in academic support services, is a priority in
higher education. Indeed, many researchers recommend
that universities support students in using e-libraries for
blended learning (Okyere-Kwakye & Nor, 2020). Some par-
ticipants suggested that teachers develop challenging assess-
ment tasks that would demand that students engage
cognitively, emotionally, and behaviorally with their learn-
ing. In line with the literature, the participants further sug-
gested the need to embrace positive workplace behavior
(Peters et al., 2019) by creating a student-friendly space,
and involving students in decision-making (Carey, 2018).
Similarly, Roberts (2018) established that positive work
behavior among university staff is fundamental not only to
students’ engagement and academic success, but also to
addressing student attrition issues. An institutional ethos of
friendliness, nonjudgmentality (Delly, 2021; Grant, 2021),
and nondiscrimination, when combined with enthusiastic lec-
turers (Miller & Mills, 2019) are linked to high levels of
learning engagement and student success.

The research findings indicate that engagement in the
learning process requires the involvement of both teachers
and students. We argue that a thorough understanding of
the necessary conditions for engagement, as well as a prefer-
ence for student-facilitated engagement, greatly influences
self-regulated learning. This, in turn, enables students to
effectively maintain focus, adhere to guidelines, and adapt
to blended learning. Our findings have important implica-
tions for understanding the mental hurdles that students
encountered during the COVID-19 pandemic at a university
campus in Namibia. Furthermore, these findings offer valu-
able insights for educators and students alike, helping them
comprehend the challenges that may arise in a blended learn-
ing environment. The study also serves as valuable data for
future studies aiming to address the difficulties associated
with blended learning.
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Strength and Limitations
The findings of this study offer a comprehensive set of initial
data on learning engagement in a blended learning environ-
ment. These results are vital for nurse educators in their plan-
ning and selection of appropriate teaching approaches in a
blended learning environment. However, despite this
study’s generation of valuable findings, there are some limi-
tations. Firstly, due to the strict safety measures during
COVID-19, it was difficult to clearly observe the facial
expressions of participants owing to the use of face masks.
Secondly, as the interviews were conducted in class during
lunch, it may be suggested that those who were present
were more engaged than those who were not present.
However, prolonged engagement and the creation of good
rapport between the researcher and the participants ensured
the credibility of the data. The issues raised by this study
are significant and warrant further research. Future studies
employing larger samples are recommended so that the
effects of blended learning on academic outcomes can be
better established.

Implications for Nursing Education
This study provide a valuable database on learning engage-
ment in a blended learning environment at a selected univer-
sity campus in Namibia. The study significantly contributes
to the body of literature on student engagement and will
greatly assist in the identification of additional learning strat-
egies in a blended learning environment (Boulton et al.,
2019). The findings from this study are significant for plan-
ning teaching and learning in a blended learning environ-
ment. The findings could provide useful guidance for
nursing institutions and educators on the importance of
student support services. It can also provide insight into
how institutions can address the emotional challenges faced
by students during blended learning. The study has also
revealed that blended learning may also have some negative
implications on students’ mental health. Hence, it is essential
for nursing schools and nurse educators to focus on students’
best interests (Koob et al., 2021).

Conclusion
The research findings show that both teacher-facilitated and
student-facilitated engagement were necessary for learning
engagement more broadly in a blended learning environ-
ment. We contend that understanding engagement conditions
is key to teaching and learning in a blended learning environ-
ment and that employing student-facilitated engagement is
necessary for enhancing students’ ability to maintain focus,
adhere to guidelines, and readily adapt to a blended learning
environment. The findings of the study also touched on
students’ mental health challenges resulting from having
to learn in a blended learning context. These findings are

significant to both students and lecturers in understanding
the challenges faced during the COVID-19 pandemic and
can provide valuable data for future studies seeking to
address such challenges. These findings call for teachers to
create an interesting learning environment and encourage stu-
dents to invest in their own learning to improve their chances
of academic success.

Author Contributions
NT and TM supervised HSL from the protocol conceptualization,
study design, and data collection. NT and TM were responsible
for validation, data curation, critical reviewing, formal analysis
and drafting of the manuscript, and reviewing and editing. Both
authors contributed to the manuscript revision, and read and
approved the submitted version.

Acknowledgments
The authors would like to thank the School of Nursing for permis-
sion to use the nursing students who participated in the study.

Data Availability
Data is available from the corresponding author upon reasonable
request.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests
The authors declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to
the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article.

Funding
The authors received no financial support for the research, author-
ship, and/or publication of this article.

ORCID iD
Nestor Tomas https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4769-2724

References
Ashipala, D. O., Tomas, N., & Costa Tenete, G. (2023). Barriers and

facilitators affecting the uptake of COVID-19 vaccines: A qual-
itative perspective of frontline nurses in Namibia. Sage Open
Nursing, 9, 23779608231158419.

Bdair, I. A. (2021). Nursing students’ and faculty members’ per-
spectives about online learning during COVID-19 pandemic:
A qualitative study. Teaching and Learning in Nursing, 16(3),
220–226. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.teln.2021.02.008

Bock, S. J., Michalak, N., & Brownlee, S. (2021). Collaboration and
consultation: The first steps. In C. G. Simpson, & J. Bakken
(Eds.), Collaboration: A multidisciplinary approach to educat-
ing students with disabilities (pp. 3–15). Routledge. https://doi.
org/10.4324/9781003233688

Boulton, C. A., Hughes, E., Kent, C., Smith, J. R., &Williams, H. T.
(2019). Student engagement and wellbeing over time at a higher
education institution. PloS one, 14(11), e0225770. https://doi.
org/10.1371/journal.pone.0225770

Bowden, J. L. H., Tickle, L., & Naumann, K. (2021). The four
pillars of tertiary student engagement and success: A holistic

Tomas et al. 9

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4769-2724
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4769-2724
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.teln.2021.02.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.teln.2021.02.008
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003233688
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003233688
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003233688
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0225770
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0225770
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0225770


measurement approach. Studies in Higher Education, 46(6),
1207–1224. https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2019.1672647

Brink, H., van der Walt, C., & Rensburg, G. V. (2018).
Fundamentals of research methodology for health care profes-
sionals. Juta and Company Ltd.

Bryson, J. R., & Andres, L. (2020). COVID-19 and rapid adoption
and improvisation of online teaching: Curating resources for
extensive versus intensive online learning experiences. Journal
of Geography in Higher Education, 44(4), 608–623. https://
doi.org/10.1080/03098265.2020.1807478

Burns, N., Grove, S. K., & Gray, J. (2015). Understanding nursing
research: Building an evidence-based practice. Elsevier.

Bustard, J. D. (2018). Improving student engagement in the study of
professional ethics: Concepts and an example in cyber security.
Science and Engineering Ethics, 24(2), 683–698. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s11948-017-9904-4

Carey, P. (2018). The impact of institutional culture, policy and
process on student engagement in university decision-making.
Perspectives: Policy and Practice in Higher Education, 22(1),
11–18. https://doi.org/10.1080/13603108.2016.1168754

Carter, R. A. Jr, Rice, M., Yang, S., & Jackson, H. A. (2020).
Self-regulated learning in online learning environments:
Strategies for remote learning. Information and Learning
Sciences, 121(5/6), 321–329. https://doi.org/10.1108/ILS-04-
2020-0114

Chiu, T. K. (2021). Digital support for student engagement in
blended learning based on self-determination theory.
Computers in Human Behavior, 124, 106909. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.chb.2021.106909

Cleary, T. J., Slemp, J., & Pawlo, E. R. (2021). Linking student self-
regulated learning profiles to achievement and engagement in
mathematics. Psychology in the Schools, 58(3), 443–457.
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.22456

Clynes, M., Sheridan, A., & Frazer, K. (2020). Student engagement
in higher education: A crosssectional study of nursing students’
participation in college-based education in the republic of
Ireland. Nurse Education Today, 93(2020), 1–7. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.nedt.2020.104529

Coleman, S. T., & Davis, J. (2020). Using asset-based pedagogy to
facilitate STEM learning, engagement, and motivation for black
middle school boys. Journal of African American Males in
Education (JAAME), 11(2), 76–94.

Congmin, Z. H. A. O. (2016). Factors influencing student participa-
tion in classroom interaction. Higher Education of Social
Science, 11(3), 20–23. https://doi.org/10.3968/8804

Delly, P. (2021). I feel a deep sense of belonging to the team.
Journal of Academic Language and Learning, 15(1), 13–26.
https://journal.aall.org.au/index.php/jall/article/view/657

Dost, S., Hossain, A., Shehab, M., Abdelwahed, A., & Al-Nusair, L.
(2020). Perceptions of medical students towards online teaching
during the COVID-19 pandemic: A national cross-sectional
survey of 2721 UK medical students. BMJ Open, 10(11),
e042378. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2020-042378

Dube, M. B., & Mlotshwa, P. R. (2018). Factors influencing
enrolled nursing students’ academic performance at a selected
private nursing education institution in KwaZulu-Natal.
Curationis, 41(1), 1–7. https://journals.co.za/doi/abs/10.4102/
curationis.v41i1.1850

El-Sayad, G., Md Saad, N. H., & Thurasamy, R. (2021). How higher
education students in Egypt perceived online learning

engagement and satisfaction during the COVID-19 pandemic.
Journal of Computers in Education, 8(4), 527–550. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s40692-021-00191-y

Fatehiboroujeni, S., Qattawi, A., & Goyal, S. (2019, June).
Assessing and improving student engagement and motivation
in mechanical engineering online courses. 2019 ASEE Annual
Conference & Exposition, Tampa, Florida. https://doi.org/10.
18260/1-2–32111

Galimova, K., Kireeva, Z., Khasanova, R., & Ivanov, V. (2020).
Blended learning: Problems and prospects. In I. Murzina (Ed.),
Humanistic practice in education in a postmodern age,
European proceedings of social and behavioural sciences, 93
(pp. 314–322). https://doi.org/10.15405/epsbs.2020.11.33

Ghalley, L. R., & Rai, B. M. (2019). Factors influencing classroom
participation: A case study of Bhutanese higher secondary
student. Asian Journal of Education and Social Studies, 4(3),
1–14. https://doi.org/10.9734/AJESS/2019/v4i330118

Grant, A. (2021). Building community in higher education settings.
In A. Grant (Ed.), The role of student services in higher educa-
tion (pp. 127–172). Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1007/
978-3-030-81439-7_4

Green, R. A., Whitburn, L. Y., Zacharias, A., Byrne, G., & Hughes,
D. L. (2018). The relationship between student engagement with
online content and achievement in a blended learning anatomy
course. Anatomical Sciences Education, 11(5), 471–477.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ase.1761

Guest, G., Namey, E., & Chen, M. (2020). A simple method to
assess and report thematic saturation in qualitative research.
PLoS One, 15(5), e0232076. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.
pone.0232076

Halverson, L. R., & Graham, C. R. (2019). Learner engagement in
blended learning environments: A conceptual framework.
Online Learning, 23(2), 145–178. https://doi.org/10.24059/olj.
v23i2.1481

Hassan, M. A., Habiba, U., Khalid, H., Shoaib, M., & Arshad, S.
(2019). An adaptive feedback system to improve student perfor-
mance based on collaborative behavior. IEEE Access, 7,
107171–107178. https://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2019.2931565

Heilporn, G., Lakhal, S., & Bélisle, M. (2021). An examination of
teachers’ strategies to foster student engagement in blended
learning in higher education. International Journal of
Educational Technology in Higher Education, 18, 1–25.
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-021-00260-3

Hsia, L. H., & Hwang, G. J. (2020). From reflective thinking to
learning engagement awareness: A reflective thinking promoting
approach to improve students’ dance performance, self-efficacy
and task load in flipped learning. British Journal of Educational
Technology, 51(6), 2461–2477. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.
12911

Hudson, K., & Carrasco, R. (2015). Researching nursing students’
engagement: Successful findings for nursing. International
Journal of Nursing and Clinical Practice, 2(1), 1–5. https://
doi.org/10.15344/2394-4978/2015/150

Hudson, K., He, Z., & Carrasco, R. (2019). Nursing student engage-
ment: Researching the journey and its potential impact on tran-
sition to practice. Preventive Medicine and Community Health,
2, 1–6. https://doi.org/10.15761/PMCH.1000121

Husserl, E., & Moran, D. (2012). Ideas: General introduction to
pure phenomenology. Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/
9780203120330

10 SAGE Open Nursing

https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2019.1672647
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2019.1672647
https://doi.org/10.1080/03098265.2020.1807478
https://doi.org/10.1080/03098265.2020.1807478
https://doi.org/10.1080/03098265.2020.1807478
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11948-017-9904-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11948-017-9904-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11948-017-9904-4
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603108.2016.1168754
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603108.2016.1168754
https://doi.org/10.1108/ILS-04-2020-0114
https://doi.org/10.1108/ILS-04-2020-0114
https://doi.org/10.1108/ILS-04-2020-0114
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2021.106909
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2021.106909
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2021.106909
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.22456
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.22456
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nedt.2020.104529
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nedt.2020.104529
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nedt.2020.104529
https://doi.org/10.3968/8804
https://doi.org/10.3968/8804
https://journal.aall.org.au/index.php/jall/article/view/657
https://journal.aall.org.au/index.php/jall/article/view/657
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2020-042378
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2020-042378
https://journals.co.za/doi/abs/10.4102/curationis.v41i1.1850
https://journals.co.za/doi/abs/10.4102/curationis.v41i1.1850
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40692-021-00191-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40692-021-00191-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40692-021-00191-y
https://doi.org/10.18260/1-2&ndash;32111
https://doi.org/10.18260/1-2&ndash;32111
https://doi.org/10.18260/1-2&ndash;32111
https://doi.org/10.15405/epsbs.2020.11.33
https://doi.org/10.15405/epsbs.2020.11.33
https://doi.org/10.9734/AJESS/2019/v4i330118
https://doi.org/10.9734/AJESS/2019/v4i330118
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-81439-7_4
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-81439-7_4
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-81439-7_4
https://doi.org/10.1002/ase.1761
https://doi.org/10.1002/ase.1761
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0232076
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0232076
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0232076
https://doi.org/10.24059/olj.v23i2.1481
https://doi.org/10.24059/olj.v23i2.1481
https://doi.org/10.24059/olj.v23i2.1481
https://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2019.2931565
https://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2019.2931565
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-021-00260-3
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-021-00260-3
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12911
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12911
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12911
https://doi.org/10.15344/2394-4978/2015/150
https://doi.org/10.15344/2394-4978/2015/150
https://doi.org/10.15344/2394-4978/2015/150
https://doi.org/10.15761/PMCH.1000121
https://doi.org/10.15761/PMCH.1000121
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203120330
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203120330
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203120330


Kelly, R. F., Mihm-Carmichael, M., & Hammond, J. A. (2021).
Students’ engagement in and perceptions of blended learning
in a clinical module in a veterinary degree program. Journal of
Veterinary Medical Education, 48(2), 181–195. https://doi.org/
10.3138/jvme.2019-0018

Khlaif, Z. N., Salha, S., & Kouraichi, B. (2021). Emergency remote
learning during COVID-19 crisis: Students’ engagement.
Education and Information Technologies, 26(6), 7033–7055.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-021-10566-4

Koob, C., Schröpfer, K., Coenen, M., Kus, S., & Schmidt, N.
(2021). Factors influencing study engagement during the
COVID-19 pandemic: A cross-sectional study among health
and social professions students. Plos one, 16(7), e0255191.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0255191

Lawson, M. A., & Lawson, H. A. (2013). New conceptual frame-
works for student engagement research, policy, and practice.
Review of Educational Research, 83(3), 432–479. https://doi.
org/10.3102/0034654313480891

Leigh, J., Vasilica, C., Dron, R., Gawthorpe, D., Burns, E.,
Kennedy, S., Kennedy, R., Warburton, T., & Croughan, C.
(2020). Redefining undergraduate nurse teaching during the
coronavirus pandemic: Use of digital technologies. British
Journal of Nursing, 29(10), 566–569. https://doi.org/10.12968/
bjon.2020.29.10.566

Li, Q., Li, Z., & Han, J. (2021). A hybrid learning pedagogy for sur-
mounting the challenges of the COVID-19 pandemic in the per-
forming arts education. Education and Information Technologies,
26(6), 7635–7655. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-021-10612-1

Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. G. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. Sage.
Mahasneh, D., Shoqirat, N., Singh, C., & Hawks, M. (2021). From the

classroom to Dr. YouTube”: Nursing students’ experiences of learn-
ing and teaching styles in Jordan. Teaching and Learning in
Nursing, 16(1), 5–9. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.teln.2020.09.008

Mali, D., & Lim, H. (2021). How do students perceive face-to-face/
blended learning as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic? The
International Journal of Management Education, 19(3),
100552. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijme.2021.100552

Manwaring, K. C., Larsen, R., Graham, C. R., Henrie, C. R., &
Halverson, L. R. (2017). Investigating student engagement
in blended learning settings using experience sampling and
structural equation modeling. The Internet and Higher
Education, 35(2017), 21–33. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.
2017.06.002

Miller, A. C., & Mills, B. (2019). ‘If they don’t care, I don’t care’:
Millennial and generation Z students and the impact of faculty
caring. Journal of the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning,
19(4), 78–89. https://doi.org/10.14434/josotl.v19i4.24167

Munangatire, T., & Indjamba, L. (2023). Learning engagement:
Nursing students’ experiences in an online environment at a uni-
versity. Nursing Open, 10(5), 3145–3152. https://doi.org/10.
1002/nop2.1564

Noohi, E., Abaszadeh, A., & Maddah, S. S. B. (2013). University
engagement and collaborative learning in nursing students of
Kerman University of Medical Sciences. Iranian Journal of
Nursing and Midwifery Research, 18(6), 505.

Okyere-Kwakye, E., & Nor, K. M. (2020). Examining the intentions
of a Ghanaian technical university students to use e-library.
Digital Library Perspectives, 38(1), 69–87. https://doi.org/10.
1108/DLP-05-2020-0034

Peters, H., Zdravkovic, M., João Costa, M., Celenza, A., Ghias, K.,
Klamen, D., & Weggemans, M. (2019). Twelve tips for enhanc-
ing student engagement. Medical Teacher, 41(6), 632–637.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0142159X.2018.1459530

Pöysä, S., Vasalampi, K., Muotka, J., Lerkkanen, M. K., Poikkeus,
A. M., & Nurmi, J. E. (2019). Teacher–student interaction and
lower secondary school students’ situational engagement.
British Journal of Educational Psychology, 89(2), 374–392.
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjep.12244

Redmond, P., Abawi, L., Brown, A., Henderson, R., & Heffernan,
A. (2018). An online engagement framework for higher educa-
tion. Online Learning Journal, 22(1), 183–204. https://doi.org/
10.24059/olj.v22i1.1175

Roberts, J. (2018). Professional staff contributions to student reten-
tion and success in higher education. Journal of Higher
Education Policy and Management, 40(2), 140–153. https://
doi.org/10.1080/1360080X.2018.1428409

Serrano, D. R., Dea-Ayuela, M. A., Gonzalez-Burgos, E.,
Serrano-Gil, A., & Lalatsa, A. (2019). Technology-enhanced
learning in higher education: How to enhance student engage-
ment through blended learning. European Journal of
Education, 54(2), 273–286. https://doi.org/10.1111/ejed.12330

Song, H., Kim, J., & Park, N. (2019). I know my professor:
Teacher self-disclosure in online education and a mediating
role of social presence. International Journal of Human–
Computer Interaction, 35(6), 448–455. https://doi.org/10.
1080/10447318.2018.1455126

Sundler, A. J., Lindberg, E., Nilsson, C., & Palmér, L. (2019).
Qualitative thematic analysis based on descriptive phenomenol-
ogy. Nursing Open, 6(3), 733-739. https://doi.org/10.1002/nop2.
275

Sutherland, K., Davis, C., Terton, U., & Visser, I. (2018). University
student social media use and its influence on offline engagement in
higher educational communities. Student Success, 9(2), 13–24.
https://doi.org/10.5204/ssj.v9i2.400

Viberg, O., Khalil, M., & Baars, M. (2020). Self-regulated learning
and learning analytics in online learning environments: A review
of empirical research. In: Proceedings of the tenth international
conference on learning analytics & knowledge (pp. 524–533).
ACM. https://doi.org/10.1145/3375462.3375483

Tomas, N., & Mandume, A. M. (2024). Nurses’ barriers to the pres-
sure ulcer risk assessment scales implementation: A phenomeno-
logical study. Nursing Open, 11(1), e2079. https://doi.org/10.
1002/nop2.2079

Xu, B., Chen, N. S., & Chen, G. (2020). Effects of teacher role on
student engagement in WeChat-based online discussion learn-
ing. Computers & Education, 157, 1–11. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.compedu.2020.103956

Yang, J. S. M. (2020). Promoting student engagement and prepara-
tion in flipped learning’s pre-class activities: A systematic
review. ASCILITE Publications, 125–133. https://doi.org/10.
33423/jhetp.v21i5.4282

Zayabalaradjane, Z. (2020). COVID-19: Strategies for online engage-
ment of remote learners. Online Submission, 9(246), 1–11.

Zhang, K., Wu, S., Xu, Y., Cao, W., Goetz, T., & Parks-Stamm,
E. J. (2021). Adaptability promotes student engagement under
COVID-19: The multiple mediating effects of academic
emotion. Frontiers in Psychology, 11, 633265. https://doi.org/
10.3389/fpsyg.2020.633265

Tomas et al. 11

https://doi.org/10.3138/jvme.2019-0018
https://doi.org/10.3138/jvme.2019-0018
https://doi.org/10.3138/jvme.2019-0018
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-021-10566-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-021-10566-4
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0255191
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0255191
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654313480891
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654313480891
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654313480891
https://doi.org/10.12968/bjon.2020.29.10.566
https://doi.org/10.12968/bjon.2020.29.10.566
https://doi.org/10.12968/bjon.2020.29.10.566
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-021-10612-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-021-10612-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.teln.2020.09.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.teln.2020.09.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijme.2021.100552
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijme.2021.100552
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2017.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2017.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2017.06.002
https://doi.org/10.14434/josotl.v19i4.24167
https://doi.org/10.14434/josotl.v19i4.24167
https://doi.org/10.1002/nop2.1564
https://doi.org/10.1002/nop2.1564
https://doi.org/10.1002/nop2.1564
https://doi.org/10.1108/DLP-05-2020-0034
https://doi.org/10.1108/DLP-05-2020-0034
https://doi.org/10.1108/DLP-05-2020-0034
https://doi.org/10.1080/0142159X.2018.1459530
https://doi.org/10.1080/0142159X.2018.1459530
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjep.12244
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjep.12244
https://doi.org/10.24059/olj.v22i1.1175
https://doi.org/10.24059/olj.v22i1.1175
https://doi.org/10.24059/olj.v22i1.1175
https://doi.org/10.1080/1360080X.2018.1428409
https://doi.org/10.1080/1360080X.2018.1428409
https://doi.org/10.1080/1360080X.2018.1428409
https://doi.org/10.1111/ejed.12330
https://doi.org/10.1111/ejed.12330
https://doi.org/10.1080/10447318.2018.1455126
https://doi.org/10.1080/10447318.2018.1455126
https://doi.org/10.1080/10447318.2018.1455126
https://doi.org/10.1002/nop2.275
https://doi.org/10.1002/nop2.275
https://doi.org/10.5204/ssj.v9i2.400
https://doi.org/10.5204/ssj.v9i2.400
https://doi.org/10.1145/3375462.3375483
https://doi.org/10.1145/3375462.3375483
https://doi.org/10.1002/nop2.2079
https://doi.org/10.1002/nop2.2079
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2020.103956
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2020.103956
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2020.103956
https://doi.org/10.33423/jhetp.v21i5.4282
https://doi.org/10.33423/jhetp.v21i5.4282
https://doi.org/10.33423/jhetp.v21i5.4282
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.633265
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.633265
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.633265

	 Introduction
	 Review of Literature
	 Conceptual Framework
	 Student Engagement in Blended Learning

	 Methods
	 Study Design and Setting
	 Population and Sampling
	 Data Collection
	 Ethical Consideration
	 Data Analysis
	 Trustworthiness

	 Results
	 Demographic Characteristics of Participants
	 Research Question Findings
	 Theme 1: Conditions and Contexts of Engagement
	 Subtheme 1: Students’ Understanding of Engagement Criteria

	 Theme 2: Student Acts of Engagement: Positionality on Teacher- and Student-Facilitated Engagement
	 Subtheme 1: Experience with Teacher-Facilitated Engagement
	 Subtheme 2: Experience With Student-Facilitated Engagement

	 Theme 3: Consequences of Engagement in a Blended Learning Environment
	 Subtheme 1: Long Lectures and Mental Exhaustion

	 Theme 4: Student Engagement Dispositions: Students’ Initiatives
	 Subtheme 1: Investing in Academic Support Services
	 Subtheme 2: Creating an Interesting Learning Environment
	 Subtheme 3: Fostering a Positive Workplace Culture


	 Discussion
	 Strength and Limitations
	 Implications for Nursing Education
	 Conclusion
	 Acknowledgments
	 References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


