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Since the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic several studies on students’ access to remote
education and their perceptions of remote education have been conducted, but mixed-met-
hod studies on student engagement in an online setting are lacking. The aim of this study was to deter-
mine and compare the levels of school engagement in synchronous online classes and in face-to-face
classes. Secondary school students (N = 132, 81.8% female, M,.=163) filled out an online questionnaire
comprising the School Engagement Measure Questionnaire (addressing online and face-to-face settings)
and one open-ended question on the perception of differences between online and face-to-face classes.
Statistical analyses showed that students were more engaged in face-to-face classes than in online clas-
ses (F(1,131)=106.316, p =.000, n’=.448), with the best achievers having the highest decrease of enga-
gement in online classes. A thematic analysis of answers yielded four themes, named: active learning (f =
42), learning strategies and resources (15), time organization (15) and assessment (6). Evaluative analysis
showed that different students described the same themes in different ways — while in some cases active
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learning in online classes was higher, for the majority — it decreased; while some students organized
their time for studying more effectively in an online setting, others were more efficient in a face-to-face
setting. It can be concluded that negative effects of online classes on students’ learning strategies and
engagement prevail and that teachers need additional support in organizing individualized and differen-
tiated teaching to encourage higher levels of engagement and self-regulation in emergency remote
education.

Keywords: online, classes, education, engagement, student.

Introduction

After the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic in 2020 the majority of educational
systems worldwide shifted to distance education, which resulted in significant changes in
the way teachers organize their teaching and students engage around school. The abrupt
cancellation of face-to-face classes resulted in academic institutions carrying out so-called
emergency remote teaching (ERT) (Hodges et al., 2020). In contrast to the detailed instruction
design of online learning in regular circumstances, ERT was characterized by an unprece-
dented lack of preparation time (Bond, 2020a). Simultaneously, the requirement to imme-
diately adjust to this new academic reality was often complicated by the underdeveloped
digital competencies of teachers, as well as scarce resources in terms of equipment, Internet
access or lack of space for students’ studying at home (Ferri et al., 2020).

Research shows that students faced multiple educational challenges in ERT, such as:
lower motivation (Yates et al., 2021), impaired attention, heavier workload (Hermanto &
Srimulyani, 2021), inability to learn practical skills (Adedoyin & Soykan, 2020), difficulties in
self-organization and limited socialization among peers (Vuleti¢ et al., 2021). These issues
were significantly related to students’ heightened stress, anxiety and depression levels
(AlAzzam et al., 2021; Giannopoulou et al., 2021). Some authors pointed also to the wider
consequences of ERT, like increasing digital inequality in learning communities (Khlaif et
al, 2021). On the other hand, some studies showed that online learning during COVID-19
had some positive aspects, offering students flexibility and a more independent role in the
learning process (Butnaru et al., 2021). When it comes to learning and school achievement,
results are still inconsistent (Ulum, 2022).

Background

As in many other countries, in Serbia schools were closed from mid-March 2020 and
the entire education system was switched overnight to remote teaching and learning (TV
lessons, use of online platforms and direct provision of educational materials to students
without access to TV or the internet) due to the pandemic. In the school year 2020-21 in
most cases education was hybrid, meaning that one half of the students were attending
classes in school, while the other half was attending classes from home. Classes were shor-
tened from 45 to 30 minutes and the number of classes in higher grades was cut to up to
five. In the school year 2021-22, however, a complex model (so called “traffic lights” model)
was introduced. Schools had to carefully monitor the epidemiological situation among
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their students and staff, inform superiors and make data-based decisions about the mo-
del of schooling for every upcoming week. The hybrid model was required in the case of
moderate numbers of infected people in the municipality and/or among students/school
staff, meaning that one half of the class attended 45-minute in-school classes on Monday,
Wednesday and Friday, and another group attended classes on Tuesday and Thursday, while
in the week after the schedule was the opposite. While at home, students were invited
to follow the lessons if teachers recorded them, to watch the TV lessons or use any other
educational materials available online. When the epidemiological situation happened to
be very negative, schools were closed, and all students shifted to online education.

This complex model enabled students to have experience of both in-school and on-
line education with the same teachers within the same school year. This encouraged us to
initiate a study that would compare face-to-face (in the context of the “traffic light” model)
and online classes from the perspective of students themselves and to investigate in more
detail the way students engage and learn in both settings. Although there were studies in
Serbia that addressed access to education (UNICEF & MoESTD, 2020), students’adjustment
and perceptions of online education, teacher practices and support in learning (IEQE, 2021;
Forum of Belgrade High Schools, 2021; UNICEF & MoESTD, 2020), there were no studies
that investigated students’engagement combining both quantitative and qualitative data.

Theoretical framework
School engagement

School engagement is usually defined as a multidimensional construct that encom-
passes behavioral, emotional, and cognitive engagement (Appleton et al., 2008; Fredricks
et al., 2004). Behavioral engagement, as an explicit and observable form of engagement,
involves exerting effort, persevering and maintaining attention, asking questions and parti-
cipating in decision-making in classes, as well as absence of disruptive behavior. Emotional
engagement includes positive and negative reactions to teachers, peers and values that
the school promotes, as well as feelings of boredom, interest or anxiety in class. Cognitive
engagement is based on the idea of investing cognitive effort in comprehending complex
material and mastering a variety of skills (Fredricks et al., 2004; Fredricks & McColskey, 2012).
Emotional engagement is the leading impetus of student engagement, which has a direct
or indirect impact on behavioral engagement and cognitive engagement in the learning
process (Hu & Li, 2017).

Research has determined positive relations between student engagement and stu-
dent academic outcomes, such as higher achievement and lower dropout rates (Eccles,
2007; Epstein & Sheldon, 2002; Finn & Zimmer, 2012; Fredricks et al., 2004; National Rese-
arch Council & Institute of Medicine, 2004; Perry, 2008). Higher engagement is positively
related to developed social competencies, as well as lower levels of substance use, physical
and mental health issues, conduct problems and violence (Carter et al., 2007; Loukas et al.,
2010). This makes school engagement a relevant concept that has to be studied in regular
circumstances, but in emergency circumstances as well.
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School engagement in an online setting - before
and after the pandemic

The concept of engagement is derived from the traditional view of teaching in a cla-
ssroom, but scholars agree that we can use it in an online context as well because in both
in-person and online settings a quality education needs students’ participation. Before the
pandemic, studies that investigated students’engagement in online classes were sporadic,
showing that online education can have a positive impact on critical thinking and academic
outcomes (Bullen, 1998; Northey et al., 2015; Perkins & Murphy, 2006), but is characterized
by poor communication and interaction, as well as issues with attention and motivation
as drawbacks (Allen & Seaman, 2010; Ng, 2019). Pre-pandemic studies show that the most
important factor for learning motivation and outcomes in an online setting was the quality
of teaching, irrespective of the method (asynchronous vs. synchronous learning) (Bond,
2020a). Providing clear explanations and assessment with feedback, promoting strategies
for independent work at home and opportunities for peer interaction/collaboration proved
to be particularly beneficial in terms of academic performance and engagement (Northey
etal., 2015; Van der Kleij et al., 2015). Using collaborative technologies and platforms, like
Google Docs, Google Classroom or Edmodo, were linked to higher levels of student en-
gagement, while the use of non-school related technology (e.g., social media) were more
likely to lead to disengagement (Bergdahl et al., 2020; Bond, 2020b).

Since 2020, more studies have been conducted on academic engagement in remote
teaching. Overall, current research indicates that school closings during the pandemic led
to a decline in students’ academic engagement, reported by students and teachers alike.
In a study by Bray et al. (2021), teachers noted 40% lower class attendance for those who
previously attended regularly, while the so-called “reluctant attenders” were present online
70% less frequently compared to regular classes. Similarly, students showed increased class
dropout rates over time, especially if the course started during or after school closures
(Spitzer et al.,, 2021). Most teachers believed their students were doing less or much less
work than usual, believing one third of them did not engage with materials at all (Lucas
etal,, 2020). At the same time, students reported spending less time studying and having
less motivation than while going to school (Yates et al., 2021). Disengagement was most
prominent among students from deprived, less affluent schools, particularly those from
socio-economically disadvantaged backgrounds with little or no Internet access, limited
equipment and study space at home (Bray et al,, 2021; Lucas et al., 2020; Mac Domhnaill
et al,, 2021).

Levels of engagement in the online learning process during COVID-19 were signifi-
cantly related to teaching methods - live synchronous lessons, interactive and collaborative
classes, and videos made by teachers were related to higher levels of student engagement
(Bond et al,, 2021). Opportunities for meeting academic needs also proved to be relevant —
perceived relatedness was the primary predictor of behavioral and emotional engagement,
perceived competence was the most important predictor of cognitive engagement, while
perceived autonomy was a significant factor for all, but not the most influential factor for
any of the dimensions of student engagement (Chiu, 2022). It seems that, like in regular
face-to-face teaching, the teacher's approach and teaching methods in ERT make a diffe-
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rence between effective classes with high student engagement and less effective classes,
where students are disengaged.

Present study

In the present study our aim was to determine if the findings about lower engagement
in ERT found in many countries worldwide, apply to Serbia as well, and to understand the
way students learn and engage in online and face-to-face settings. Given that the study
was conducted in the period of hybrid, “traffic light” mode of schooling, when students had
direct experience with both synchronous online and in-school classes, students were able to
reliably report on and compare these two modes of classes. An additional aim was to com-
pare if there were differences in the levels of engagement in these two settings between
students who had different school achievements. Based on our findings, we seek to provide
recommendations for the improvement of students’ educational experience in ERT.

Methods
Participants and procedure

A convenience sample was selected in October 2021 from a vocational school in Bel-
grade which was an associated partner in the project“lllumine - A Community for Exploring
and Sharing Uses of Evidence-Based Teaching Strategies” that this study was part of. The IRB
approval for conducting this study had been obtained beforehand, as well as consent from
the school’s parents’ board. Teachers shared a link to the online questionnaire with their
students, and students provided their informed consent before filling out the questionnaire.

In total 132 students (81.8% female) submitted their answers. The students attended
second and third grade, and the mean age was 16.30 (SD =.651). The majority of students
(55.3%) had very good school achievement (with the GPA 3.50-4.49 out of a maximum
5), followed by good and satisfactory (GPA 1.51-3.49, merged, 27.3%) and excellent (GPA
over 4.50, 17.4%).

Instruments

The initial version of the School Engagement Measure Questionnaire (SEMQ, Fredricks
et al., 2004) contains three subscales and 19 items in total, but in this study we applied
two subscales — one measuring Behavioral Engagement (5 items, e.g., “l pay attention in
class”) and one measuring Emotional Engagement (5 items, e.g., “I feel bored in school”)
on a five-point Likert-type scale. First, we asked about behavioral and emotional engage-
ment in face-to-face classes and then we asked the same set of questions for online classes
(both referring to the period of the pandemic when the “traffic light” model was in place).
Afterwards we introduced an open-ended question about the differences in engagement
and learning between in-school and online classes (“Is there a difference between the way
you learn (how you organize your time, memorize, what learning strategies you apply) and
engage in classes when they are in school and online? If yes, please elaborate.).
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Data on students’ gender, age, grade and achievement in the previous school year
(with four categories: satisfactory, good, very good and excellent) were also recorded. For
the purpose of further analyses, we merged two categories of achievement (satisfactory
and good) so as to have enough participants in each category for the analyses.

Data analysis

Scores for emotional and behavioral, as well as overall engagement were calculated,
and descriptive statistics were performed. To compare the levels of engagement (emotional,
behavioral and overall) in online and face-to-face settings we applied one-way Repeated
Measures ANOVA, where the repeated factor was the type of classes (face-to-face or on-
line). To compare students with different school grades, we applied six one-way ANOVAs,
with the classification factor school achievement, and engagement in different settings
(behavioral/emotional/overall engagement in an online setting and behavioral/emotional/
overall engagement in a face-to-face setting) as a dependent variable. We chose to perform
more ANOVAs instead of one MANOVA because they are more suitable for the design of
our study and the interpretation of the results.

For qualitative data we applied a thematic and evaluative analysis, an inductive appro-
ach. In the first phase, two authors coded the answers searching for recurring patterns
or themes, as suggested by Clarke & Brown (2006). Given that students spontaneously
described some strategies and outcomes of online vs. face-to-face as positive or nega-
tive, in the second phase we applied evaluative analysis (Kuckartz, 2014). Again, two co-
ders assigned a positive, a negative or neutral valence to each of the themes previously
identified.

Results
Engagement in online and face-to-face classes — quantitative data

The results showed that students reported different levels of engagement in diffe-
rent types of classes. Emotional, behavioral and global engagement were higher in the
face-to-face setting (Table 1). Differences proved to be statistically significant for all three
dependent variables - for overall engagement (F (1, 131) = 106.316, p = .000, n?>= .448),
behavioral (F (1, 131) = 88.995, p = .000, n?= .405) and emotional engagement (F (1, 131)
=77.473, p=.000, n’= 372).

Table 1
Descriptive statistics for engagement in two settings
Face-to-face classes Online classes
Type of engagement
M SD M SD
Overall engagement 3998 608 3223 715
Behavioral engagement 4.509 528 3.980 701
Emotional engagement 3572 829 2602 945
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Engagement in online and face-to-face classes and school achievement

When we compared differences in engagement of excellent, very good and good
(merged with satisfactory) students in two settings (see Table 2), we found statistically
significant differences in the face-to-face setting for all three types of engagement - for
overall engagement (F (2, 129) = 6.396, p = .002, n?=.090), behavioral (F (2, 129) = 3.572,
p=.031, n?=.052) and emotional engagement (F (2, 129) = 6.137, p =.003, n*=.087). The
obtained effects are considered medium size (value of n?’between .05 and .12), and we see
that differences are greater in the case of emotional engagement compared to behavioral.
However, when we did the same analysis for the online setting, no differences between
these three groups of students appeared.

Table 2
Descriptive statistics for engagement in students with different achievements in two types of settings
School Qverall Overall Behavioral Behavioral Emotional Emotional
choo f2f online f2f online fof online

achievement M SO M SO M SO M SO M SO M SD

Good and 3863 645 3308 584 4361 651 3950 726 3449 832 2773 842
satisfactory

Very good 3041 608 3168 775 4512 491 3907 681 3466 849 2552 1017
Excellent 4380 361 3296 709 4730 328 4260 680 4101 524 2602 945

Note. f2f stands for face-to-face

To understand the pattern of differentiation we performed Sidak’s post-hoc tests when
comparing groups in face-to-face classes. We can see from the descriptive measures (Table 2)
that the excellent students were more engaged in every type of engagement, which was also
proven by post-hoc tests (Table 3). With the exception of behavioral engagement, where there
was no difference between excellent and very good students, excellent students proved to
be more engaged than very good and good (merged with satisfactory) students in different
types of engagement. There were no statistically significant differences between the groups
of very good and good (merged with satisfactory) students in all three types of engagement.

Table 3
Multiple comparisons of school achievement groups for three types of engagement in a face-to-face setting

School Overall Behavioral Emotional
achievement Engagement engagement engagement
MD SE MD SE MD SE
Good and Very good -078 119 -151 105 -017 162
satisfactory Excellent -524* 156 -369* 138 -652% 213
Good 078 119 151 105 017 162
Very good
Excellent -446% 139 -218 124 -636% 191
Good 524% 156 369* 138 652% 213
Excellent
Very good A46* 139 218 124 636% 191

Note. MD stands for Mean Difference; SE stands for Standard Error; * The mean difference is significant at the .05 level
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Differences in engagement and learning in online
and face-to-face settings — qualitative data

Out of 132 students, 85 provided their answers to the open-ended question on their
engagement and learning in two settings; however, five students only wrote that there
were no differences or that it was the same in online and face-to-face classes, without furt-
her elaboration. Therefore, 80 elaborate answers were analyzed using both thematic and
evaluative analysis. This resulted in four themes, out of which two had positive, negative
and neutral valence, and two had positive and negative valence. Positive valence referred
to positive sentiments towards online classes, while negative valence referred to negative
sentiments towards online classes (Table 4).

Table 4
Themes, valences, frequencies and typical examples derived through thematic and evaluative analysis of students’
answers about engagement in online and face-to-face classes

Theme (referring to f f f f

online classes) (tot®) @) (+) n) Examples

"I remember and concentrate better when I am in
school and later it's easier for me to learn” (-)
"I am more efficient online because | learn during
Active learning 42 37 3 2 theclasses, while at school | learn after, when |
come back home! (+)
“There is no difference in the way | behave in
online and face-to-face classes! (n)
"When we are in school, | can more easily take
notes and understand what'’s less and what's
more important.’(-)
15 7 1 7 'I'have started searching online more when
something is not clear (+)
"I study in completely the same way in online and
face-to-face classes! (n)
“When at home | am more relaxed, and | organize
my time less well”(-)

Learning strategies
and resources

Time organization 15 5 10 / Y )
9 I'have more time to study, and | make a study
schedule more easily (+)
"| feel more tense when | am to be assessed! (-)
"When we are online, | don't see others, | don't
Assessment 6 2 4 / ' '

have to talk loudly, so | am more relaxed, and |
show my knowledge better” (+)

Note*. The total number of all categories exceeds the aforementioned number of answers because some participants
mentioned two themes in their answers.

The first theme, which we named active learning, refers to the effort students put
into carefully listening, focusing, comprehending and remembering while in classes. These
were answers that typically contained words and expressions such as: effort, concentrati-
on, paying attention, comprehension, interest, motivation, repeating and remembering.
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As presented in the Table, in the majority of cases engagement was perceived as lower in
online classes. Some students explicitly related behaviors as manifestations of engage-
ment to teachers’ dedication and competence for teaching in an online setting, as in these
examples:“l am more engaged when classes are face-to-face because teachers are then
more engaged., “Teachers are more dedicated when they teach face-to-face, so | can more
easily remember more!, “Many professors are not skillful online”

The second theme was learning strategies and resources, which referred to concrete
learning strategies (like asking teachers to better elaborate, taking notes, writing scripts
or concept maps) and resources that were used while studying (textbooks, presentations,
internet pages). Most answers referred to challenges in applying adequate learning stra-
tegies in an online setting, that is, the better use of strategies and resources in face-to-fa-
ce classes. The majority of cases that were coded as neutral refer to answers that clearly
demonstrated no difference in learning strategies, while in two cases students pointed to
different strategies, but without acknowledging whether some are more or less effective.

The third theme was time organization, and it encompasses accounts of time dis-
tribution and consumption, making a schedule, and efficiency of studying. In some cases
students pointed to a better organization of their time when studying from home, while
for others face-to-face classes were associated with better organization.

Finally, the fourth theme, named assessment, referred to the examination of students’
knowledge and grading, which is related to students’stress — either increased (in two cases)
or decreased (in four cases) levels of stress in an online setting.

In general, there were many more answers that pointed to the negative effects
of online classes on the process of learning and its outcomes, time organization and
assessment (54 answers, 65.9%), than those that pointed to the positive effects (18 answers,
22%) of online classes. Online classes seemed to have a positive impact only on organization
of time while studying, that is, using time more flexibly and effectively, and on assessment,
because of their potential to decrease the level of tension students typically experience
while being orally examined.

Discussion

In this study we sought to compare the levels of secondary school student emotional
and behavioral engagement in online and face-to-face classes and to explore differences
in the ways they learn and engage in both settings, by using quantitative and qualitative
data. In addition, we compared the levels of engagement of students with different aca-
demic achievements.

Our results indicate that students perceive their engagement as significantly lower in
online settings, which is in line with findings from international studies (Bray et al., 2021;
Yates, 2021). This refers to both behavioral and emotional engagement. In the context of
learning and engagement, students single out more negative outcomes of online classes,
as compared to face-to-face classes, than positive or neutral ones. When classes are online
students face more challenges in motivating themselves to study, in paying attention and
focusing, as well as in applying typically effective learning strategies, such as taking notes,
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and using available resources, such as textbooks. Some of them directly relate these nega-
tive outcomes to teachers’ poor dedication and competencies, which was found in some
other studies as well (Tulaskar & Turunen, 2022). On the other hand, online classes have
positive effects on some students’ time organization, suggesting that students were able
to organize time for studying, extracurricular activities and leisure in a more effective way,
compared to when they had to spend over five hours in school and a lot of time commuting.
In addition, online classes have the potential to alleviate anxiety in assessment situations
because students are less exposed.

When we compared students with different school achievements, it was determined
that the highest achieving students tend to be more engaged in face-to-face classes then
their peers with lower grades, which is in line with many previous studies (Fredricks et al.,
2004); however, such a difference disappears in online classes. This means that the online
organization of classes in times of pandemic impacts the best achievers the most negati-
vely. Excellent students are at higher risk of drawing back from participating, feeling bored,
less excited and happy during online classes than students with lower achievement who
typically engage less in face-to-face classes. Although technology has proven to have the
potential to provide a self-paced high quality learning experience for gifted students when
it is carefully used (Swicord et al., 2013), in our case it was not used in a functional way.

Conclusions and implications

Although of limited scope, this study offers relevant evidence on the current state of
students’ engagement in online and face-to-face classes in Serbia. It shows that, despite
the overall tendency to negatively impact student engagement, online education has some
positive sides that should be further used and built upon, such as the potential to promote
self-regulation and offer a more relaxed environment for learning and testing.

Teachers should use various types of software and tools, as well as digital textbooks
and handbooks, as this has been proved to increase the effectiveness and quality of online
learning (Ulum, 2022). In this way they could provide students with more digital tools and
resources that could replace learning strategies and tools used in traditional classrooms,
such as taking notes or going through hard-copy textbooks. As already suggested in pre-
vious studies on ERT (Bond et al., 2021), teachers should try to organize their classes in an
interactive manner with many visual tools, to encourage individual or small group work and
project-based learning that requires engagement after class, even in local communities,
so students get more motivated and enthusiastic about the online classes. The literature
highlights the importance of guided self-reflective discussions about the process of lear-
ning (Russell et al., 2020), so the discussions on students’emotions related to learning and
how these can facilitate or hinder the learning process might be useful in ERT, especially
for best achieving students.

Although the small sizes of subsamples of students based on their school achievement
prevent us from generalizing, the finding that the engagement of the best achievers tends
to decrease in an online setting calls for further reflections about the ways online instru-
ction could be differentiated. Previous studies in Serbia focused on education of students
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with disabilities or from low SES families, suggesting that they were negatively affected by
ERT (UNICEF & MoESTD, 2020). However, one should not neglect gifted students, whose
access to education was typically not affected, but whose engagement turned out to be
negatively affected, leading potentially to long-term decrease in morale regarding school.

We can conclude that teachers have not used the pandemic and ERT to transform
their teaching, which is in line with some previous studies in the Serbian context (Micic¢ et
al, 2021; Vracar et al., 2020). Consequently, their students have not transformed their views
of learning as a co-construction where teachers are only facilitators and where the internet
can provide many sources of information and tools which support learning. Moreover, they
have not even used online classes for further clarification and elaboration of learning mate-
rial with teachers, as they would typically do in face-to-face classes (especially the highest
achievers). Therefore, additional support to teachers on how to implement interactive,
individualized and differentiated teaching and then how to integrate technologies into
such teaching in a transformative way is needed. Further capacity building in promoting
self-regulated learning among students is also recommended, as also recognized in some
other studies in the Serbian context (e.g., Mutavdzin et al., 2021).

In future studies, ideally with bigger samples, it would be valuable to further investi-
gate the impact of online education on the highest achieving students. For future studies
it would be also useful to explore individual and school-related reasons for lower enga-
gement and provide guidelines for schools, teachers, as well as students and parents on
how to support higher engagement in ERT. In the case of the new wave of the pandemic
and ERT, the educational system should shift its focus from access to quality of education
for all groups of students.
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lako je od izbijanja pandemije kovid-19 sprovedeno vise studija o dostupnosti ucenja na
daljinu i nacina na koji ga ucenici dozivljavaju, miks-metodska istraZivanja koja se bave
angazovanjem ucenika u onlajn okruZenju su malobrojna. Cilj ove studije je bio da se utvrde i uporede
nivoi Skolskog angaZovanja na onlajn ¢asovima u odnosu na angazovanje pri neposrednoj nastavi.
Ucenici srednjih skola (N=132, 81,8% devojke, Mgo ,=16.3) popunjavali su onlajn upitnik o $kolskom an-
gazovanju (School Engagement Measure Questionnaire) uzimajuci u obzir onlajn i neposrednu nastavu,
i odgovarali na jedno otvoreno pitanje o svom videnju razlika izmedu ove dve vrste casova. Statistickom
analizom je utvrdeno da se ucenici vise angazuju u neposrednoj nastavi (F (1,131) = 106.316, p =.000,
n?=.448), pri cemu oni koji inace postizu najbolji skolski uspeh pokazuju najveci pad u angaZovanju na
onlajn ¢asovima. Tematskom analizom odgovora na otvoreno pitanje ustanovili smo Cetiri teme: aktivno
ucenje (f=42), strategije ucenja i resursi (15), organizacija vremena (15) i ocenjivanje (6). Evaluativna
analiza je pokazala da ucenici iste teme opisuju na razlicite nacine — dok je u nekoliko slucajeva aktivno
ucenje u onlajn nastavi bilo izraZenije, u vecini slucajeva ono se smanijilo; dok su neki ucenici efikasnije
organizovali svoje vreme za ucenje u onlajn kontekstu, drugi su bili efikasniji uzivo. Mozemo zakljuciti da
u slu¢aju strategija ucenja i angazovanja ucenika preovladavaju negativni ishodi onlajn nastave i da je
nastavnicima potrebna dodatna podrska u organizovanju individualizovane i diferencirane nastave kako
bi se podstakli visi nivoi angaZovanja i samoregulacije u nastavi na daljinu u vanrednim uslovima.

Apstrakt

Kljucnereci:  onlajn, nastava, obrazovanje, angazovanje, ucenici
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Hatanua Urnatosuu
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Benrpag, Pecnybnuka Cepbusa

Hecmomps Ha mo, mo nocne ecnsiwku naHoemuu COVID-19 6bi10 nposedeHo 6obLioe
Kosiu4ecmao uccie0o8aHuli Ha memy 00CmMynHOCMU OHIAliH-06y4eHus U mo2o, KaKum 06-
paszom yyaujuecs 80CNpUHUMAOM e20, Mak HasblBaemble «<MUKC-Memoodudeckue» Uccie008aHuUs 3a-
HUMarowuecs 808/1€4eHHOCMBbIO y4auUXCA 8 OHAlH-Cpede 8eCbMd HEMHO204UC/IeHHbI. Ljens Hacmo-
AWe2o ucc1e008aHUSA COCMOSAA 8 onpedesieHUU U Cpd8HEeHUU YpoBHel 808/1e4eHHOCMU WKOTbHUKOB
Ha OHAalH-ypOKax N0 OMHOWEHUIO K 808/1e4€HHOCMU HA OYHbIX 3aHAMUAX. YdeHuUKu cpedHux wikos (N
=132, 81.8% Oesouku, M, .= 16.3) 3ano/IHAIU OH/IAUH-ONPOCHUK O 808/1e4eHHOCMU 6 WwiKos1e (SchoolE
ngagementMeasureQuestionnaire) - yaumel8as oHAAlH- U 04YHOe 0by4eHue - U omeeyasau Ha OOUH
OMKpbIMbIl 80NPOC HA MeMy UX 80CNPUAMUA omauYul Mexoy sSmumu 08yma sudamu ypokos. Cma-
mucmuyeckuli aHanu3 Nokasasn 60/1bWyio 808/1€4eHHOCMb YH4AUUXCA HA 04YHbIX 3aHamusx (F (1, 131)
=106.316, p=.000, n?=.448), 8 Mo 8peMs KAk y mex, Kmo 0b6bI4HO 006UBAeMCA HAUTYHWUX pe3y/bma-
moe 8 y4ebe, Habndaemca Haubosibliee nadeHue 808/1€4eHHOCMU HA OHAAUH-3aHAMuUAX. [Tymem
memMamuy4ecko20 aHaau3d NoJlydeHHbIX 0Mmeemoe Ha OMKPbIMbIl 80NPOC, Mbl 0603HAYU/IU Hemblpe
membl: akmugHoe obydeHue (f=42), cmpameauu oby4eHus u pecypcel (15), matim-meHedxmeHm (15) u
ouyeHka (6). OyeHoYHbIl aHAIU3 NOKA3aJ1, 4Mo y4auwjuecs No-pa3HOMY ONUCLIBAIOM OOHU U Me Xe membi:
ec/1u 8 €OUHUYHbIX C/TyHaax akmueHoe obydeHue Ha OHAAliH-3aHAMUAX 66110 60s1ee 8bIpAXeHHbIM, MO
8 60/1bLUUHCMBE C/Ty4ae8 OHO CHUXXAJIOCk, eC/IU omoesibHble y4eHUKU 6osee 3¢hpekmusHO pacnpede-
J1unu cgoe y4ebHoe 8pems 8 OHIalH-KOHMeKcme, opyaue bbiu 6osiee 3¢hheKMUBHBIMU HA OYHbIX 3AHA-
musx. Mel Moxem cOesiame 861800, YUMo 8 C/lydae cmpameauu 06yyeHUsA U 808/1e4eHHOCMU yYeHUKOS,
npeobnadarom HezamusHble pe3ysibmamel 8 OHAlH-06y4YeHUU U Ymo npenodasamesnam Heobxoouma
00NnosIHUMesTbHAsA NO00EPXKA 8 OP2AHU3AYUU UHOUBUOYAIU3UPOBAHHO20 U QU hepeHyupO8aHHO20
00yy4eHuUsA 0719 noowpeHuUs 6osiee 8bICOKO20 YPOBHA B0BIEYEHHOCMU U CaMope2ynayuu 8 OUCMAHYUOH-
HOM 00yyeHUU 8 Ype38bI4aliHbIX YCII08USIX.

Pe3rome

Kntoyesbie cnoea: ounatiH, npenodasdaHue, 06pazosarue, 83aumodeticmaue, yyaujuecs.
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