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Abstract

Student participation has been an important goal for many faculties in the classroom environment. Pre and post
COVID, participation has been a challenge to measure and effectively gauge as a successful tool for student learning.
Based on a Faculty Learning Community Workshop that examined increasing participation in the classroom, this paper
proposes that faculty rethink how they measure participation, allowing students to actively assess their participation

with faculty input.

1. Introduction

Many faculty use participation as a means of grading. The
methods used to measure participation can range from simple
attendance/taking roll to marking or noting student questions
and answers/taking note of student responses. Dancer and
Kamvounias broke down participation into five categories:
1) preparation, 2) contribution to discussion, 3) group skills,
4) communication skills, and 5) attendance [1]. Measuring
participation as a form of attendance just requires the student
to show up [2]. The problem is whether or not the student is
actively engaged with the material presented [3]. Measuring
participation as a form of student answers is also problematic.
The time that it takes to measure this can vary depending on
the method [4]. Some students may be introverts and lack the
self-esteem to talk in front of others whereas others might be
competitive, requiring more interjection by the instructor [5-7].
Larger classes may suffer from too many hands and not enough
time; students competing to be heard for the sake of meeting the
participation grade (see Grasha and Riechmann on competitive
model of learning), often making class size one of the more cited
reasons for why students do or do not participate [8-12].

The aforementioned issues were present pre-COVID and
continue to be an unaddressed issue post-COVID. Whether
students were online, on-screen, or socially distanced in a
classroom, attendance as a means of participation was often the
first measure of participation, followed by discussion posts or
breakout sessions. As a means of assessing grades, participation
was, and continued to be, a failure in truly addressing how well
a student engaged with the materials presented by the faculty
member. COVID also brought out the problem of further
isolating students from peers and faculty. A recent Inside Higher
Ed piece, however, pointed out that many professors were
removing points and participation as a measurement [13].

At the University of Mary, the participation problem was seen as

pronounced amongst the student body. The campus is a small
community, highly interactive, and focuses on learning “for
life” (https://www.umary.edu/). Faculty Learning Communities
(FLCs) have been used on campus to focus on specific
problems faculty felt needed to be addressed either in teaching,
scholarship, or service on campus or in the larger community.
FLCs were developed by and for faculty for faculty to equally
input into a problem, share research, and develop an action plan
for implementation. One such FLC focused on “increasing
student participation” in the Fall 2019 semester. Initial
research found that “students in active learning environments...
interact meaningfully with content and think creatively about
information, resulting in deeper learning” [3, 14]. COVID and
the campus shutdown in Spring 2020 effectively dissolved the
FLC but the problem of participation was still there.

The purpose of active engagement should be learning but student
engagement is often limited and focused on measurements over
end results. Using both research and implementing a reflective
piece to participation, starting in Spring 2020 as a transition under
COVID guidelines, both active learning through participation
(students engaging in discussion) along with passive learning
through participation (students being able to understand and
grow from applying the learning) were used more effectively
in the classroom. This paper will first examine the literature
on effective classroom participation, examine the results from
several courses that used this reflective piece, and discuss the
implications for participation and future research.

2. Literature Review

As mentioned, faculty use a variety of methods to check for
classroom participation. One of the concerns that came out
of the literature review was active participation measurement
v. passive participation measurement. Active participation
measurement is basically the amount of time spent actively
engaging with the student, i.e., having the student respond
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to questions or develop a deeper understanding of the course
materials. Passive participation measurement may just require
taking attendance or making sure the student is present in some
manner. It is important to note that this is different from active
learning and passive learning. “Active learning is ‘the process
of making students the center of their learning” [15]. Active
learning involves some form of discussion or collaboration
between the faculty and student(s); this forces the student to
actively engage the materials. Passive learning is basic lecturing,
reading, and addressing the main issues without interaction; this
has been the dominant approach in higher education for decades.

The shift from passive learning to active learning has been based
on research that shows the effectiveness of active learning for
“improving knowledge retention, communication skills, and
self-directed learning and lead to deeper understanding of the
material” [16]. Research indicates that student engagement
in classes covers many areas of concern. Students’ emotional
engagement includes “feelings of belonging or value to their
teacher, their classroom or their school” [17]. “Students who
participate also show improvement in their communication
skills, group interactions, and functioning in a democratic
society” [1, 18-21].

The importance of the type of assessment used for the students’
purpose should also be something considered by the instructor.
A majority of the literature on measuring participation focused
on the actual self-assessment by students as having a stronger
impact on the student participation throughout the course.
Using self-assessment has been show to increase learning for
life, build critical thinking skills, and overall increases the
student participation over the course of a semester if the student
is actively involved in the assessment of participation [22-24].
Student involvement in their own assessment also leads to
student accountability over their own learning.

3. Design and Results

When classes were moved to online during the Spring 2020
semester for the University of Mary, many faculty either dropped
the participation requirement or used the Zoom or Teams lists to
take attendance. Based on the research done for the FLC, this
presented an opportunity to address participation as both active
engagement and reflective experience by the students.

Three 100 level classes and one upper division class were used
for the initial purpose of the study. Students were required
to watch online lectures, interact with each other in online
discussions, and use weekly assessments of their participation.
Participation, for this purpose, included, but was not limited to,
1) emailing the professor, 2) having substantial discussion and
feedback by addressing others in the online discussion format, 3)
reflecting and discussing what was learned from both the lecture
and readings for the week, and 4) if applicable, group work for
various projects. At the end of the week, students would have
a “weekly participation” text box in the Learning Management
System (LMS) which is Canvas for the University of Mary.
Students would address all of these forms of participation
by discussing what was done or how this was met and ask
any questions they still had from the readings. The weekly

participation was set at roughly 10 percent of the grade for the
course in points and a rubric was used to show the students how
to improve their participation.

The initial reflective experience saw an increase in the number
of notes, information shared, and questions asked by students
for the remaining four weeks of the semester. Students that
would normally not discuss in class had a number of important
observations online, demonstrating a deeper understanding of the
material than was once thought in class of these students. The
100 level classes benefited the most from this, seeing increased
grades for many students that would have otherwise been lost
on the materials entering into the online exam, not willing to
ask question or participate in class. The most significant change
was seeing students reflections on their notes creating a deeper
understanding of the materials. Several of them commented on
this in their course evaluations, one going so far as to state “this
class actually got better once we shut down for COVID due to
how much I learned the professor cared about what I thought
about in and out of class.”

The University of Mary decided to reopen for Fall 2020 with
significant changes to course delivery. Instructors would require
students to be masked and socially distanced in the classroom.
Classrooms where normal discussion took place were now
spread out, creating a disadvantage for students 1) to hear each
other and 2) to fully understand what was said by others (due to
masks and distance). This is where the online weekly assessment
was very helpful because the learning environment was often
restricted in how well they could hear each other. Further, we
had mixed classrooms with students interacting via Zoom so
that they could still get the materials if they were isolated for
testing or exposure to COVID. I used the same guidelines as
before for measuring participation, not wanting to change up the
experience too much to make sure it was effective for learning.
There were a few changes, however, that needed to take place
from the previous term.

Due to many students being first semester freshmen, the first
few weeks were used as feedback to help improve the students’
understanding of how to give both critical feedback for
improvement of the class along with reflective responses that
demonstrated their involvement with the assigned materials.
Initially, students were short in their responses and looked at it as
a quick, easy assignment. Eventually, students were very honest
in their own self-assessment, especially if they did not read or did
not understand the materials. Further, their questions now drove
the content of the course toward a better overall understanding
of the course materials. For example, in a 35 student section of
a 100 level course, I occasionally had 5 — 10 students with the
same question. This indicated to me that either they were not
picking up the information from the reading or lecture or their
notetaking needed improvement. As the semester progressed,
it was easier to see if it was something missed in the lecture or
something they missed taking notes.

Starting the next academic year, Fall 2021, post COVID (at
least according to the University of Mary), this method was
continued and found to be successful in drawing out students
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and increasing their self confidence in and out of the classroom.
In a pre-test in Fall 2022, over half of the students self-identified
as “introverts” and “did not want to participate in class.” By the
end of the semester, students in the post test saw themselves as
“more likely to participate.” The small number of participants
at the beginning of the semester (roughly 10 percent of the
class) had grown to over half of the class actively engaging in
some manner in class. Nearly every student was active outside
of class due to the requirement of weekly participation as an
assignment. Unfortunately, the data was not granted release for
outside studies but is being requested for future studies through
the University of Mary Institutional Review Board (IRB).

Overall, the assignment has resulted in several important changes
in student behavior. First, students are more likely to take notes
and pay attention to how they use their notes. Second, students,
by reflecting on their learning, have a deeper understanding of
the materials. Third, students are more accountable for their
own learning, resulting in many feeling better about the course
overall (reflected in the course evaluations) and about their
own ability to comprehend politics. Finally, this has allowed
students that are normally labelled as “introverts” to interact and
ask questions. As noted, many of them become more open to
discussing issues in class once they realize that they are listened
to outside of class along with the shared experiences they find
with classmates regarding understanding or not understanding
course materials.

For the instructor, the most important benefit is having invested
students in and out of the classroom. Another benefit has been in
using this information for formative and summative assessment.
The need and use of formative and summative assessment, along
with their connections to each other, is evident from research [25,
26]. The formative assessment used by the weekly assignment,
to see how the students are learning, allows the instructor to
work on how the summative assessments are being used within
the course to measure student learning. This additional benefit
allows for easier access to artifacts that benefit departments,
schools, and universities in their overall assessment of programs.
In the case of POL 101 at the University of Mary, this course is
also a General Education requirement for all students so the need
for clear communication in the assessment techniques is helpful
for examining the data and information submitted [27].

4. Discussion and Limitations

Some could argue that simple in-class assessment tools would
serve the same benefit as the weekly participation assessment
proposed. For example, classroom response systems, commonly
called “clickers,” are often used for KWLs (What I know, What I
want to know, What I learned) [28]. Some instructors prefer using
Kahoot! for immediate assessment as well. A huge disadvantage
of using clickers is the cost associated with the technology.
There is also the added time of handing out and returning the
clickers. There are also problems, on some campuses with
technology working correctly in the classroom [29, 30]. The
research on long term learning also shows limitations to student
response systems like clickers or Kahoot! [31].

Some of the same issues may cause problems for faculty in

universities or colleges where the LMS is limited in responses.
Again, technology may or may not be present for students as
well. At the University of Mary, students have access to multiple
lab areas and are encouraged to find and schedule time for this
type of activity. No students have raised technology as a concern
for not getting their weekly participation assessment done.

There is also the time consideration that needs to be considered
for instructors willing to take on this assignment, along with
the time students need to get this done. With three sections of
35 students in POL 101 for Fall 2022, along with two upper
level courses with 10 students each, reading and short reply
(sometimes saved for time and convenience if the same issues
occur with multiple students) still took, on average, 2 — 3 hours
a week. Likewise, a few student athletes complained that it was
an additional chore on weekends. However, the data provided to
both the National Collegiate Athletic Association representative
and office of the Athletic Director demonstrated that grades
increased for students in the classes I used this compared to
their other General Education requirements. Further, students
could also document in the participation exercise why they were
gone from class, creating a further bond between the student and
instructor (should the instructor choose to utilize this as a means
of drawing in the student athlete).

Finally, this a methodology that lacks a large amount of data to
demonstrate that it is effective and worthwhile. Besides a basic
pre/post-test design to see how students reacted to engagement
where the data was restricted to internal use by the IRB, the
information is anecdotal and based mainly on the increased
scores and comments in course evaluations. Overall, students
feel better about learning and react better to the instructor,
something that would be beneficial to both groups in the long
run.

5. Conclusions

Although there is limited evidence, the added gains from using
the weekly assessment appears to fit with the literature review
of what benefits students most in and out of the classroom for
both information retention and increased participation over the
semester. First, students gain additional skills through self-
assessment. Second, the pre and post test results demonstrate an
increased willingness to participate, along with the observation
that students learn to communicate and take notes better. This
leads to better overall learning throughout the course. Finally,
the additional benefit of data for assessment of internal and
external factors allows the instructor and department to gather
data that helps validate course and department outcomes.

Future studies should consider more precise measures that would
allow for better quantitative data that would allow for better
comparisons between groups, taking into account factors such as
upper v. lower level course instruction strategies, gender, race/
ethnicity, along with specific course and department outcomes.
As noted, students reported feeling better and closer to the
instructor throughout the course due to the weekly assessments.
This helps with not only better attention to the course and
learning but overall retention for the university. Research needs
to also consider additional measures for how class environment
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contributes or detracts to retention since many campuses are
turning to faculty in recruiting and retaining students.

Post COVID, faculty need to consider a variety of ways to
help students remain engaged in and out of the classroom.
The increased amount of students with mental health issues
nationwide means that these issues will carry over into the
college environment where many campuses are not equipped to

deal with the issues [32, 33].

Research shows that introverts,

in particular, are less likely to seek help [34-36]. Faculty are at
the front-line of this issue. Implementing measures that can help
students cope Post COVID and increase participation would
be ideal in managing both of these situations in a productive
manner [37].

References

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Dancer, D., & Kamvounias, P. (2005). Student involvement
in assessment: A project designed to assess class
participation fairly and reliably. Assessment & Evaluation
in Higher Education, 30(4), 445-454.

Holdsworth, R. (2000). Schools that create real roles of
value for young people. Prospects, 30(3), 349-362.

Prince, M. (2004). Does active learning work? A review of
the research. Journal of engineering education, 93(3), 223-
231.

Cohen, M. (1991). Making class participation a reality. PS:
Political Science & Politics, 24(4), 699-703.

Philips, J., Bobbi Smith, B., & Modaf, L. (2004). Please
don’tcall on Me: Self—esteem, communication apprehension
and classroom participation. Journal of Undergraduate
Research. University of Wisconsin—LaCrosse, 4.

Schultz, K. (2009). Rethinking classroom participation:
Listening to silent voices. Teachers College Press.
Fassinger, P. A. (2000). How classes influence students'
participation in college classrooms. The Journal of
Classroom Interaction, 38-47.

Riechmann, S. W., & Grasha, A. F. (1974). A rational
approach to developing and assessing the construct validity
of a student learning style scales instrument. The Journal of
Psychology, 87(2), 213-223.

Karp, D. A., & Yoels, W. C. (1976). The college classroom:
Some observations on the meanings of student participation.
Sociology & Social Research, 60(4), 421-439.

Bowers, J. W. (1986). Classroom communication
apprehension: A survey. Communication Education, 35(4),
372-378.

Nunn, C. E. (1996). Discussion in the college classroom:
Triangulating observational and survey results. The journal
of higher education, 67(3), 243-266.

Weaver, R. R., & Q4i, J. (2005). Classroom organization and
participation: College students' perceptions. The Journal of
Higher Education, 76(5), 570-601.

D’Agostino, Susan. (2023). Should Class Participation Be
Graded?. Inside Higher Ed.

Johnson, H. A., & Barrett, L. (2017). Your teaching strategy
matters: how engagement impacts application in health
information literacy instruction. Journal of the Medical
Library Association: JMLA, 105(1), 44-48.

Peterson, R. M. (2001). Course participation: An active

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

learning approach employing student documentation.
Journal of Marketing Education, 23(3), 187-194.

Bavishi, P, Birnhak, A., Gaughan, J., Mitchell-Williams, J.,
& Phadtare, S. (2022). Active Learning: A Shift from Passive
Learning to Student Engagement Improves Understanding
and Contextualization of Nutrition and Community Health.
Education Sciences, 12(7), 430.

Nguyen, T. D., Cannata, M., & Miller, J. (2018).
Understanding student behavioral engagement: Importance
of student interaction with peers and teachers. The Journal
of Educational Research, 111(2), 163-174.

Berdine, R. (1986). Why some students fail to participate in
class. Marketing News, 20(15), 23-24.

Armstrong, M., & Boud, D. (1983). Assessing participation
in discussion: An exploration of the issues. Studies in
Higher Education, 8(1), 33-44.

Girgin*, K. Z., & Stevens, D. D. (2005). Bridging in-
class participation with innovative instruction: use and
implications in a Turkish university classroom. Innovations
in Education and Teaching International, 42(1), 93-106.
Rocca, K. A. (2010). Student participation in the college
classroom: An extended multidisciplinary literature review.
Communication education, 59(2), 185-213.

Davies, A. (2000). Making classroom assessment work.
Merville. British Columbia, Canada: Connections
Publishing.

Skillings, M. J., & Ferrell, R. (2000). Student-generated
rubrics: Bringing students into the assessment process. The
Reading Teacher, 53(6), 452-455.

Zaremba, S. B., & Dunn, D. S. (2004). Assessing class
participation through self-evaluation: Method and measure.
Teaching of Psychology, 31(3), 191-193.

Taras, M. (2008). Summative and formative assessment:
Perceptions and realities. Active learning in higher
education, 9(2), 172-192.

Lau, A. M. S. (2016). ‘Formative good, summative bad?’—A
review of the dichotomy in assessment literature. Journal of
Further and Higher Education, 40(4), 509-525.

Ussher, W. B. G., & Rinehart, E. (2010). ‘Summative’ and
‘formative’: Confused by the assessment terms?. New
Zealand Journal of Teachers’ Work, 7(1), 53-63.

Steele, J., & Dyer, T. (2014). Use of KWLs in the Online
Classroom as It Correlates to Increased Participation.
Journal of Instructional Research, 3, 8-14.

Caldwell, J. E. (2007). Clickers in the large classroom:
Current research and best-practice tips. CBE—Life Sciences
Education, 6(1), 9-20.

Filer, D. (2010). Everyone's answering: Using technology
to increase classroom participation. Nursing education
perspectives, 31(4), 247-250.

Liu, F. C., Gettig, J. P., & Fjortoft, N. (2010). Impact of
a student response system on short-and long-term learning
in a drug literature evaluation course. American Journal of
Pharmaceutical Education, 74(1).

Vestal, C. (2020). COVID Harmed Kids’ Mental Health—
And Schools Are Feeling It. The Pew Charitable Trusts.
Retrieved December, 17, 2021.

Abrams, Z. (2022). Student mental health in crisis. campuses
are rethinking their approach. Monitor on Psychology,

J Edu Psyc Res, 2023

Volume 5 | Issue 2 | 649


https://doi.org/10.1080/02602930500099235
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602930500099235
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602930500099235
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602930500099235
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02754058
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02754058
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2168-9830.2004.tb00809.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2168-9830.2004.tb00809.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2168-9830.2004.tb00809.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/419408
https://doi.org/10.2307/419408
https://www.uwlax.edu/globalassets/offices-services/urc/jur-online/pdf/2001/phillips_smith_and_modaff.pdf
https://www.uwlax.edu/globalassets/offices-services/urc/jur-online/pdf/2001/phillips_smith_and_modaff.pdf
https://www.uwlax.edu/globalassets/offices-services/urc/jur-online/pdf/2001/phillips_smith_and_modaff.pdf
https://www.uwlax.edu/globalassets/offices-services/urc/jur-online/pdf/2001/phillips_smith_and_modaff.pdf
https://searchworks.stanford.edu/view/8447018
https://searchworks.stanford.edu/view/8447018
https://www.jstor.org/stable/23870446
https://www.jstor.org/stable/23870446
https://www.jstor.org/stable/23870446
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1974.9915693
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1974.9915693
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1974.9915693
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1974.9915693
https://psycnet.apa.org/record/1977-30474-001
https://psycnet.apa.org/record/1977-30474-001
https://psycnet.apa.org/record/1977-30474-001
https://doi.org/10.1080/03634528609388361
https://doi.org/10.1080/03634528609388361
https://doi.org/10.1080/03634528609388361
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.1996.11780260
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.1996.11780260
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.1996.11780260
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.2005.11772299
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.2005.11772299
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.2005.11772299
https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2023/01/04/should-class-participation-be-graded-college
https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2023/01/04/should-class-participation-be-graded-college
https://doi.org/10.5195/jmla.2017.8
https://doi.org/10.5195/jmla.2017.8
https://doi.org/10.5195/jmla.2017.8
https://doi.org/10.5195/jmla.2017.8
https://doi.org/10.1177/0273475301233004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0273475301233004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0273475301233004
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci12070430
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci12070430
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci12070430
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci12070430
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci12070430
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.2016.1220359
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.2016.1220359
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.2016.1220359
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.2016.1220359
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075078312331379101
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075078312331379101
https://doi.org/10.1080/14703290500049059
https://doi.org/10.1080/14703290500049059
https://doi.org/10.1080/14703290500049059
https://doi.org/10.1080/14703290500049059
https://doi.org/10.1080/03634520903505936
https://doi.org/10.1080/03634520903505936
https://doi.org/10.1080/03634520903505936
https://www.jstor.org/stable/20204821
https://www.jstor.org/stable/20204821
https://www.jstor.org/stable/20204821
https://doi.org/10.1177/1469787408091655
https://doi.org/10.1177/1469787408091655
https://doi.org/10.1177/1469787408091655
https://doi.org/10.1080/0309877X.2014.984600
https://doi.org/10.1080/0309877X.2014.984600
https://doi.org/10.1080/0309877X.2014.984600
https://hdl.handle.net/10289/4845
https://hdl.handle.net/10289/4845
https://hdl.handle.net/10289/4845
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1127637.pdf
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1127637.pdf
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1127637.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1187/cbe.06-12-0205
https://doi.org/10.1187/cbe.06-12-0205
https://doi.org/10.1187/cbe.06-12-0205
https://journals.lww.com/neponline/Abstract/2010/07000/Everyone_s_Answering__Using_Technology_to_Increase.12.aspx
https://journals.lww.com/neponline/Abstract/2010/07000/Everyone_s_Answering__Using_Technology_to_Increase.12.aspx
https://journals.lww.com/neponline/Abstract/2010/07000/Everyone_s_Answering__Using_Technology_to_Increase.12.aspx
https://doi.org/10.5688/aj740106
https://doi.org/10.5688/aj740106
https://doi.org/10.5688/aj740106
https://doi.org/10.5688/aj740106
https://stateline.org/2021/11/08/covid-harmed-kids-mental-health-and-schools-are-feeling-it/
https://stateline.org/2021/11/08/covid-harmed-kids-mental-health-and-schools-are-feeling-it/
https://stateline.org/2021/11/08/covid-harmed-kids-mental-health-and-schools-are-feeling-it/
https://www.apa.org/monitor/2022/10/mental-health-campus-care
https://www.apa.org/monitor/2022/10/mental-health-campus-care

34.

35.

53(7), 60.

Swickert, R. J., Rosentreter, C. J., Hittner, J. B., & Mushrush,
J. E. (2002). Extraversion, social support processes, and
stress. Personality and Individual Differences, 32(5), 877-
891.

Atik, G., & Yalgin, Y. (2011). Help-seeking attitudes of
university students: The role of personality traits and
demographic factors. South African Journal of Psychology,

36.

37.

41(3), 328-338.

Kakhnovets, R. (2011). Relationships among personality,
expectations about counseling, and help-seeking attitudes.
Journal of Counseling & Development, 89(1), 11-19.

Lew, M. D., & Schmidt, H. G. (2011). Self-reflection and
academic performance: is there a relationship?. Advances
in Health Sciences Education, 16, 529-545.

Copyright: ©2023 Mark M Springer. This is an open-access article
distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License,
which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any
medium, provided the original author and source are credited.

J Edu Psyc Res, 2023

https://opastpublishers.com/

Volume 5 | Issue 2 | 650


https://www.apa.org/monitor/2022/10/mental-health-campus-care
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(01)00093-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(01)00093-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(01)00093-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(01)00093-9
https://doi.org/10.1177/008124631104100307
https://doi.org/10.1177/008124631104100307
https://doi.org/10.1177/008124631104100307
https://doi.org/10.1177/008124631104100307
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1556-6678.2011.tb00056.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1556-6678.2011.tb00056.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1556-6678.2011.tb00056.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10459-011-9298-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10459-011-9298-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10459-011-9298-z

