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Abstract 

Research Questions: 1. How do students cope with stressful Covid-19 situations? 2. How do faculty cope with 

stressful Covid-19 situations?3. What are the differences or similarities between students and faculty coping 

strategies? 

Purpose: The purpose of the study is to investigate how faculty and students coped with stressful situations at 

three time points during the Covid-19 pandemic and what other stressors were having an effect in faculty and 

students’ coping mechanisms.  

Methods: An online survey was disseminated to all participants. The survey was modified and adapted from the 

COPE Inventory, Brief COPE inventory, and the Brief Resilient Coping Scale. Participants included students 

(783) and faculty (216), and the statistical analyses used were a mixed methods design.  

Results: Multiple analysis of variance and repeated measures analysis were used. Coping strategies for faculty 

and students were statistically significant in response to the overall impact of the Covid-19 pandemic, (p= 

<.001), emergency online teaching and learning, (p= <.001), and the continued online teaching and learning (p= 

<.001). Overall, in all three time points, faculty used adaptive coping strategies to a greater extent than students. 

Both groups reported that they were experiencing several perceived stressors.  

Conclusions: The results highlight the faculty and students’ coping strategies in response to the pandemic. The 

study also highlights other stressors reported by the respondents, such as being afraid to lose their jobs, lack of 

childcare options, lack of good instruction, and stressors compounding mental health problems. 
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 In planning for future crises like the pandemic, community colleges and universities can plan to mitigate the 

risks associated with stressful situations, institute trainings, and establish support systems for faculty and 

students that will help address mental health in the face of the pandemic.  

Keywords: Pandemic; COVID-19; Teaching and Learning; Coping; Education; Teachers; Students.  

1. Introduction 

The Covid-19 pandemic’s rampage, happening in the modern era of technology, brought its own challenges to 

human’s ability to cope and adapt. In early 2020, the Covid-19 pandemic was declared a global health threat that 

presented challenges in which society had limited or no preparation to deal with those challenges, leaving 

individuals to face new and uncharted ways of living [1]. The risk of infection created chaos in the day-to-day 

functions (i.e., store trips, no daycare, unable to go to work or school) that compounded into disruptions at the 

macro level such as economies, industries, health systems, and educational institutions which, almost 

simultaneously, slowed-down, shut-down, or fully transitioned to remote platforms.  

Educational institutions faced the challenge of becoming a public health burden if they became outbreak 

epicenters due to convening individuals into close quarters. Young adults are often affected more easily in 

public health outbreaks because of the limited understanding of sound safety practices [2,3]. Therefore, the 

transition to online learning required an impromptu response to avoid disrupting the in-progress semester. 

Shared challenges for faculty and students were the rapid changes that were taking place when the pandemic 

was declared in 2020 and the months that ensued, such as the isolation, interruption of face-to-face classes, 

lockdown, and, for some, the loss of a loved one [3,4]. Due to the educator’s role as faculty and the learner’s 

role as student, each group experienced the Covid-19 pandemic from two distinct positions. 

2. Literature Review 

A number of research endeavors emerged that published on how students were affected in the advent of the 

Covid-19 pandemic from academic institutions in the United States [5-10] to international academic 

institutions[3,11-17]. A consensus in the published literature was that increased levels of anxiety and depression 

were evident in students as a direct result of the impact of the Covid-19 pandemic. The impact of the pandemic 

rippled to students’ nuclear family with the mid-semester impromptu return to their homes that intensified the 

stress in both the students and their families [7]. Other impacts of the Covid-19 pandemic were the heightened 

inequities towards females, single individuals, and those of low-socio economic status [10]. Students that were 

not able to transition to remote learning faced an interruption in their academic training or hands-on skill 

building such as career technical education training that, consequently, delayed students’ degree-seeking goals 

[18].  

From a faculty stance, the onus rested on faculty to have their lesson plans available online in a matter of days. 

For most faculty, the switch to remote learning was new without training in remote learning, 

telecommunication, and learning management systems [19]. Faculty, like other professionals, had to manage the 

balance between work and personal life while working at home [20,21]. Limited information is available about 
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the factors that concerned faculty and how they were coping. In some facets of academia, specifically in the 

medical field, faculty showed a desire to leave the profession due to the pandemic; a sentiment more so 

expressed by women, especially those with children [22].  

The differences in age between the faculty and students can raise distinct concerns in socioeconomic status, job 

security, and full-time work. According to the College and University Professional Faculty Association for 

Human Resources report, the median age for faculty is 55 years old [23]. In contrast, the average age of students 

is 18-24 years old, making up 63% across educational institutions and 55% in two-year colleges [24]. 

Nationally, students’ job earnings are minimum wages and primarily part-time employment compared to faculty 

where national earnings are on average $60,000 [23,25]. Socioeconomic status and level of education along with 

age may influence how stressors are dealt with, especially during a global crisis; therefore, it is not clear if 

faculty and students perceived similar challenges as stressors and if they were coping differently to those 

challenges.  

Coping is the method of responding to a situation that an organism experiences and perceiving it as a stressful 

event [26] ensuing the organism to adapt to its environment whether the stressor is brief or chronic [27]. The 

multitude of variables factoring into the effectiveness of any coping strategy reflect how coping can be 

dimensional; therefore, consideration should be taken in making direct associations of the effectiveness of one 

coping strategy to multiple stressors [28]. The efficacy of coping strategies is relative to circumstances that are 

happening before, during, or after the challenge. Coping can be categorical, for instance, problem- or emotional-

solving, appraisal or reappraisal, as well as adaptive or maladaptive [6,26,29-32]. A coping strategy can be 

adaptive or maladaptive depending on the duration (acute or chronic) of the stressor. Caution should be taken in 

assigning a coping strategy as adaptive or maladaptive because the outcome also factors the situation and the 

individual’s perspective of the stressful event [33].  

The aim of this study is to determine how faculty and students perceived stressors and the coping strategies used 

at three phases during the first year of the Covid-19 pandemic. The three phases were the response to the Covid-

19 pandemic early February 2020, emergency switch to online instruction in late March 2020, and the continued 

remote learning in November 2020. In identifying potential underlying challenges faced by faculty and students 

and the coping strategies used by them, educational institutions can develop plans with resources for faculty and 

students to help alleviate the stressful events in future crises. 

3. Research Design and Methodology 

The study was conducted through a survey using a mixed methods design. 

3.1 Operational Definitions  

Emergency Online Teaching and Learning took place at the beginning of the Covid-19 pandemic, March 

2020, when colleges and universities shut down because of public health orders.  

Continued Online Teaching and Learning took place during summer and fall 2020.  
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3.2 Setting and Participants 

The participants included faculty and students from a multi-campus community college in New Mexico.  

Students: Four hundred and forty-eight faculty and six thousand two hundred and eight students were emailed 

the survey using SurveyMonkey. Reminders to participate were emailed once a week from October 12 to 

November 13, 2020. Out of the 6,208 emails to students, 1,877 bounced back, thus, the sample size of surveys 

delivered to students consisted of 4,331. The students’ response rate was calculated by the number that 

successfully received the survey (4,331), divided by the number that submitted the survey (614), a response rate 

of 14.17%. The completion rate for the students’ survey was calculated by dividing the number of students who 

opened the survey (783) and those who completed it (614) for a completion rate of 78.41%. 

Faculty: Out of the 448 emails sent to faculty, one bounced back, thus the sample size for faculty was 447. The 

response rate for faculty was calculated by dividing the number that received the email (447) by the number that 

submitted the survey (202) with a response rate of 45.19%. The completion rate for the faculty survey was 

calculated by dividing the number of faculty who opened the survey (216) and those who completed it (202) for 

a completion rate of 93.51%.Exclusion criteria included faculty and students who were not teaching or enrolled, 

respectively, in the fall semester 2020. Also, students under the age of 18 were excluded from the study. This 

study was approved by the New Mexico State University IRB (NMSU oversees research protocols for the Doña 

Ana Community College; IRB approval #19998). 

3.3 The Survey  

The faculty and students’ surveys had the same number of questions, but some of the questions differed to 

capture the faculty and the students’ experience. Eleven questions were about demographics, including, gender, 

race/ethnicity, age, and income per year. Three vignettes were adopted and modified from validated instruments, 

the COPE Inventory [34]; Brief COPE inventory [35] and the Brief Resilient Coping Scale [36]. Two other 

questions were included to learn what other stressors faculty and students were facing at the time when the 

survey was deployed:  

1. What other situations are causing undue stress in your life? (Picked all those that applied from the list) 

2. What other situations not described in the questions above are causing stress in your life that you would like 

to share? (Open-ended question) 

3.4 Time Points and Survey Vignettes 

The survey included questions that asked participants to reflect on three time points: first time point - response 

to the pandemic in early February; time point two-response to the emergency switch to online learning and 

teaching in late March; and time point three - response to the continual of online teaching and learning in 

November 2020 when the survey was deployed. For each time point, a set of case scenarios or vignettes were 

asked about the coping strategies that were used by faculty and students. 
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The three vignette questions were stated as follows: 

Vignette Question #1. Covid-19 created a lot of changes worldwide and in communities close to home. 

Thinking about the effects Covid-19 has had in your life, please answer the following questions, on what are 

you doing to cope with challenges during Covid-19 in general. Vignette Question #2. Institutions of higher 

education (colleges and universities) around the country have also faced challenges/opportunities in dealing with 

the unprecedented arrival of Covid-19. To continue operations and the evolving process of teaching/learning, 

instructors and students faced a mandated emergency online teaching/learning process in March 2020. Thinking 

about your own emergency online learning challenges and/or opportunities during the spring semester, please 

answer the following questions on what you did to cope with emergency online learning at the beginning of the 

Covid-19 pandemic. Vignette Question #3. As we progressed into the pandemic, colleges and universities had to 

move completely online or deliver instruction via hybrid models for summer and fall semesters. Considering 

your situation and the strategies you are currently using to deal with non-voluntary online instruction, answer 

what you currently do to cope with the stressors of the mandated online learning environment.  

The responses from faculty and students to the vignette questions would address the following:  

2. How do students cope with stressful Covid-19 situations?  

3. How do faculty cope with stressful Covid-19 situations?  

4. What are the differences or similarities between students and faculty coping strategies? 

The questions that were asked on the survey for each time point were rated according to Likert scale using the 

following criteria: 1, “I don’t do this at all”, 2, “I do this a little bit”, 3, “I do this moderately” and 4, “I do this a 

lot.  Twenty-nine questions comprised the set of questions for each vignette, which were grouped in pairs to 

form 15 variables following a similar technique used on the original Brief COPE scale [34]. Except for one 

variable, there were two questions for each of the 15 variables that included self-distraction, active coping, 

denial, substance use, use of emotional support, use of instrumental support, behavioral disengagement, venting, 

positive reframing, planning, acceptance, religion, self-blame, resiliency, and humor (only one question). 

3.5 Statistical Analyses 

Statistical analyses were performed using SPSS Statistics for Windows, version 21 (SPSS). A multivariate 

analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to assess coping strategy for faculty and students. A repeated 

measures ANOVA was conducted to assess within subjects’ relationships and where applicable, post hoc test 

were assessed. A repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to determine between subjects’ effects across all 

three timepoints based on demographics. The significance level was set at 0.05. 

4. Results 

4.1 Demographics 

Faculty and students’ sociodemographic variables included gender, race/ethnicity, age, and income (Table 1). 

Most faculty respondents identified themselves as female (55.0%), Non- Hispanic White (51.7%), and were 50 
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years old or over (52.5%). Faculty reported earnings of $50,000-$74,999 (40.2%) followed by $75,000 or more 

(25.1%). Most students identified as female (69.2%), Hispanic (71.4%), and were between the ages of 18-21 

(52.5%). Students reported income of less than $20,000 (67.5%) followed by $20,000-$34,999 (16.5%) (see 

Table 1).  

Table 1: Faculty and Students’ Sociodemographic Data 

  Faculty 

n=204 

Students 

n=608 

Demographic Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 

Gender         

Female 111 55.0 420 69.2 

Male 84 41.6 177 29.2 

Other  7 3.5  10 1.7 

Race/Ethnicity         

Non-Hispanic White 104 51.7 104 17.2 

African American 4 2.0 10 1.7 

American Indian 3 1.5 14 2.3 

Asian 5 2.5 11 1.8 

Other/Prefer Not to Say 18 9.0 34 5.6 

Hispanic 67 33.3 432 71.4 

Age         

18-21 years     319 52.5 

22-24 years     59 9.7 

25-43 years 17 8.4     

35-49 years 79 39.1 138 22.7 

50 and over 106 52.5 92 15.1 

Income per Year         

Less than $20,000 18 9.0 397 67.5 

$20,000-$34,999 25 12.6 97 16.5 

$35,000-$49,999 26 13.1 42 7.1 

$50,000-$74,999 80 40.2 28 4.8 

$75,000 or more 50 25.1 24 4.1 

Race and Ethnicity: Faculty and students’ race and ethnicity were statistically significant for the variables 
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active coping, F (5,375) = 3.318, p=0.006 and positive reframing, F (5,375) = 2.974, p=0.012.  

Age: Faculty and students’ age was statistically significant for the variables active coping, F (4,377) = 2.629, 

p=0.034; denial, F (4,377) = 3.346, p=0.010; behavioral disengagement, F (4,377) = 7.751, p=<0.001; self-

blame, F (4,377) = 7.017, p=<0.001; acceptance, F (4,377) = 2.838, p=0.024; religion, F (4,377) = 4.026, 

p=0.003 and humor F (4,377) = 2.411, p=0.049.  

Income: A repeated-measures ANOVA for coping strategies and income across the three time points revealed 

significant differences for active coping (F (1.79,664.56) = 3.308, p = .042), denial (F (1.405,521.075) = 

528.206, p = < 0.001), self-blame (F (1.92,713.23) = 8.41, p = < 0.001), and acceptance (F (1.99,740.24) = 5.65, 

p = 0.004).  Post-hoc test revealed significant differences for active coping with earnings of less than $20,000 

(𝑥= 2.66) and $50,000 - $74,0000 (𝑥= 3.07) (p = 0.003). Post hoc test for self-blame revealed significant 

differences for earnings of less than $20,000 (𝑥= 2.16) with $20,000-$34,999 (𝑥=1.73) (p = 0.020), $35,000-

$49,999 (𝑥= 1.66) (p = 0.027), $50,000-$74,999 (𝑥= 1.66) (p = 0.002), $50,000-$74,999 (𝑥= 1.66) (p= 0.002), 

and $75,000 or more (𝑥= 1.71) (p= 0.026).  The Post hoc test revealed significant differences in acceptance for 

earnings of less than $20,000 (𝑥= 2.95) and $50,000 - $74,0000 range (𝑥= 3.07) (p = 0.003), $50,000-$74,999 

(𝑥=3.30) (p= 0.012), and $75,000 or more (𝑥= 3.32) (p= 0.027). 

4.2 Vignettes’ Results 

Faculty and students’ differences in coping strategies at the three time point vignettes: 1) due to the 

Covid-19 pandemic, 2) emergency online teaching and learning in March 2020, 3) the continuation of 

online teaching and learning in fall 2020.  

For each of the three time points, there were statistical differences in faculty and students’ responses: time point 

one, the Covid-19 pandemic, Wilk’s Λ= .885, F (15,675) = 5.847, p= <.001, time point two, emergency online 

teaching and learning at the beginning of the Covid-19 pandemic, March 2020, Wilk’s Λ= .851, F (15,463) = 

5.410, p= <.001, and time point three, the continuation of online teaching and learning, November 2020, at the 

time when the survey was deployed, Wilk’s Λ= .851, F (15,394) = 4.581, p= <.001. An ANOVA revealed 

significant differences for each of the 15 coping variables in faculty and students’ responses within each time 

point (See Table 2).  A repeated measures ANOVA revealed significant differences in the rating of each coping 

strategy between faculty and students as depicted in Table 3. 
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Table 2: Faculty and Students’ Coping Mean Differences 

 

  Means and Standard 

Deviation due to the 

effects of COVID 

Mean 

Group 

Differenc

es 

P value 

Means and Standard 

Deviation due to 

emergency online 

teaching & learning 

Mean 

Group 

Differenc

es 

P value 

Means and 

Standard Deviation 

due to non-

voluntary online 

teaching & learning 

Mean Group 

Differences 

P value 

VARIABLES Faculty 

N= 189 

Student N= 

502 

  Faculty 

N= 158 

Student N= 

321 

  Faculty 

N= 136 

Student 

N= 274 

  

Self-Distraction 2.74 

(SD 

.865) 

2.93 

(SD .748) 

.004* 2.73 

 (SD 

.870) 

2.87 

(SD .821) 

.080 2.70 

(SD 

.891) 

2.85 

(SD .866) 

.116 

Active Coping 2.94 

(SD 

.801) 

2.83 

(SD .777) 

.095 2.92 

(SD 

.906) 

2.63 

(SD .820) 

<.001** 3.02 

(SD 

.899) 

2.65 

(SD .895) 

<.001** 

Denial 1.22 

(SD 

.529) 

1.49 

(SD .731) 

<.001** 2.44 

(SD 

.031) 

2.80 

(SD 1.352) 

.003* 1.15 

(SD 

.507) 

1.37 

(SD .695) 

.001** 

Substance Use 1.37 

(SD 

.719) 

1.31 

(SD .684) 

.362 1.33 

(SD.66

5) 

1.33 

(SD .742) 

.934 1.28 

(SD 

.626) 

1.31 

(SD .698) 

.683 

Use of Emotional 

Support 

2.47 

(SD 

.892) 

2.40 

(SD .888) 

.367 2.43 

(SD 

.876) 

2.29 

(SD .919) 

.110 2.43 

(SD 

.933) 

2.22 

(SD .892) 

.024* 

Behavioral 

Disengagement 

1.36 

(SD 

.670) 

1.68 

(SD .821) 

<.001** 1.30 

(SD 

.668) 

1.66 

(SD .874) 

<.001** 1.26 

(SD 

.574) 

1.60 

(SD .805) 

<.001** 

Venting 2.24 

 (SD 

.743) 

2.19 

(SD .816) 

.485 2.16 

(SD 

.773) 

2.13 

(SD .867) 

.651 2.17 

(SD 

.805) 

2.08 

(SD .827) 

.333 

Use of Instrumental 

Support 

2.30 

(SD 

.841) 

2.27 

(SD .904) 

.702 2.32 

(SD 

.891) 

2.22 

(SD .882) 

.276 2.34 

(SD 

.941) 

2.19 

(SD .887) 

.123 

Positive Reframing 2.70 

(SD 

.893) 

2.67 

(SD .852) 

.670 2.73 

(SD 

.960) 

2.67 

(SD .883) 

.500 2.83 

(SD 

.955) 

2.64 

(SD .924) 

.051 

Self-Blame 1.70 

(SD 

.807) 

2.21 

(SD .971) 

<.001** 1.61 

(SD 

.823) 

2.09 

(SD 1.011) 

<.001** 1.60 

(SD 

.849) 

1.97 

(SD 

1.003) 

<.001** 

Planning 2.76 

(SD 

.876) 

2.70 

(SD .802) 

.422 2.85 

(SD 

.923) 

2.60 

(SD .838) 

.003* 2.93 

(SD 

.916) 

2.58 

(SD .871) 

<.001** 

Acceptance 3.29 

(SD 

.709) 

3.06 

(SD .768) 

<.001** 3.20 

(SD 

.825) 

2.96 

(SD .871) 

.004* 3.20 

(SD 

.859) 

2.92 

(SD .940) 

.003* 
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Religion 2.63 

(SD 

.163) 

2.42 

(SD 1.052) 

.021* 2.48 

(SD 

.157) 

2.36 

(SD 1.105) 

.299 2.60 

(SD 

.147) 

2.38 

(SD 

1.108) 

.060 

Humor 1.88 

(SD 

.966) 

1.97 

(SD 1.029) 

.340 1.85 

(SD 

.923) 

2.0 

(SD 1.025) 

.132 1.83 

(SD 

.947) 

1.99 

(SD .009) 

.120 

Resiliency 3.03 

(SD 

.802) 

2.80 

 (SD .817) 

.001** 3.04 

(SD 

.825) 

2.80 

(SD .849) 

.003* 3.08 

(SD 

.868) 

2.77 

(SD .910) 

.001** 

*P value = or < .05, **P value = or < .001 

 

Table 3: Mean scores of faculty and students’ coping mechanisms used during the pandemic 

 

 1. I don’t do this at 

all  

2. I do this a little bit 3. I do this 

moderately 

4.I do this a lot 

 Faculty 

n=127 

𝑥 (σ) 

Students 

n=256 

𝑥 (σ) 

Faculty 

m=127 

𝑥 (σ) 

Students 

n=256 

𝑥 (σ) 

Faculty 

n=127 

𝑥 (σ) 

Students 

n=256 

𝑥 (σ) 

Faculty 

n=127 

 𝑥 (σ) 

Students 

n=256 

𝑥 (σ) 

Resiliency*    2.78 

(0.05) 

3.06 

(0.07) 

   

Acceptance*    2.98 

(0.04) 

3.27 

(0.06) 

   

Self-Distraction*   2.71 

(0.06) 

2.88 

(0.04) 

    

Active Coping*   2.95 

(0.06) 

2.71 

(0.04) 

    

Planning   2.85 

(0.07) 

2.62 

(0.04) 

    

Positive 

Reframing 

  2.75 

(0.07) 

2.63 

(0.05) 

    

Religion   2.55 

(0.09) 

2.35 

(0.06) 

    

Use of Emotional 

Support* 

  2.49 

(0.07) 

2.29 

(0.05) 

    

Use of 

Instrumental 

Support 

  2.33 

(0.07) 

2.20 

(0.05) 

    

Venting   2.20 

(0.07) 

2.12 

(0.04) 

    

Self-Blame** 1.62 

(0.08) 

  2.06 

(0.05) 

    

Humor 1.86 

(0.08) 

1.97 

(0.06) 

      

Denial** 1.56 

(0.06) 

1.83 

(0.04) 

      

Substance Use 1.31 

(0.06) 

1.32 

(0.04) 

      

Behavioral 

Disengagement** 

1.27 

(0.06) 

1.63 

(0.04) 

      

P value = .05*, <.001** 

 

Table 4 shows the conditions (selected from a list) that were reported by faculty and students as perceived 
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stressors. Furthermore, table 5 depicts faculty and students’ responses to an open-ended question on what other 

stressors they were experiencing.   

Table 4: Additional Stressors Affecting Students and Faculty 

 

Stressful Situation Students’ 

Responses 

Students’ % Faculty 

Responses 

Faculty 

% 

Loss of job 96 16%   

Increase in tuition 98 16%   

Decrease in financial aid 97 16%   

Worry of getting infected with covid-19 at school 105 17%   

Worry of getting infected with covid-19 at work 127 21% 39 19% 

Worry of getting infected with covid-19 outside 

of work 

  81 40% 

Worry that students may get infected with covid-

19 while attending classes in person 

  46 23% 

Personal problems that have a negative effect in 

my job or school 

137 22% 22 11% 

Personal Problems that are not related or have a 

negative effect in my job or school 

123 20% 31 15% 

Budget cuts in the organization   80 40% 

Financial constraints in personal life 180 30% 56 28% 
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Table 5: Faculty and Students’ Additional Stressors’ Themes 

Theme  Students Faculty 

Family members with covid-19 x x 

Death of relative or friend x x 

Challenges home-schooling while juggling school work x x 

Isolation x x 

Coming into contact with covid-19 x x 

People no following covid-19 protocols x x 

Relationship Issues x x 

Lack of good instruction  x x 

Managing work and family while in Isolation x x 

Financial burdens x x 

Loss of job  x x 

Worry about students’ coping  x 

Uncertainty about jobs  x x 

Worry about  preparedness for clinicals x x 

Hypocrisy from higher administrators  x 

Frustration  x x 

Pandemic fatigue x x 

Need for a safe zone x x 

Lack of leadership  x 

Lack of support systems x x 

Cognitive dissonance x x 

Frustration about online instruction and workload x x 

Mental health issues x  

Failing classes/school x  

Poor teaching  x  

5. Discussion 

This study reports on the faculty and students’ coping strategies at the onset of the Covid-19 pandemic. The 

three time points that faculty and students were asked to reflect on during the pandemic were, coping to the 

impact of the Covid-19 pandemic from the onset in February 2020, coping to the effects of the emergency 

switch to online teaching (faculty) and learning (students) in late March to early April 2020, and coping to the 

effects of continued online teaching and learning in the fall of 2020, specifically, in November when the survey 

was deployed. The Covid-19 pandemic aggravated the mental health crisis that was already a rising concern for 

faculty and students [6]. Faculty and students navigated through the challenges presented by the Covid-19 

pandemic mitigating stressors such as schools transitioning to emergency online teaching and learning, isolation, 

and for some, the loss of a family member or friends. The results of this study also show the perceived stressors 

reported by both faculty and students that included, fear of losing their jobs, the inability to go to work/school, 

lack of childcare options, lack of adequate instruction, and stressors that added to mental health problems. 

5.1 Students 

Students rated higher in the use of maladaptive coping strategies, such as denial, behavioral disengagement, and 
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self-blame for all three time points. Students adopting maladaptive behaviors when faced with perceived 

stressful situations is consistent with other literature [29]. The use of maladaptive coping strategies when facing 

a stressor is believed to be rooted in the child behavioral responses to protect oneself during periods of 

uncontrollable stress resulting in undesirable psychosocial outcomes such as the ones brought on by the Covid-

19 pandemic [30]. The inability to cope with all the stressors as presented in the survey, lack of knowledge or 

use of alternative coping strategies by students, and the reoccurrence of the stressor(s) reinforced non-

advantageous behaviors resulting in maladaptive coping mechanisms to adapt to a challenge [30]. Also, the 

ability to modulate emotions is associated with coping strategy used by students. Students perceive challenges 

as less stressful when emotional intelligence is high and that is associated with adaptive coping strategies, in 

contrast, challenges that are perceived more stressful when emotional intelligence is low is associated with 

maladaptive coping strategies [31]. Wellbeing of students can be the determinant in students’ decisions towards 

academics. Students reported that Covid-19 put their academic training at high risk because they experienced a 

lack of good instruction and were more likely to not pursue or minimize their academic training if classes were 

mainly or completely offered online [6]. Furthermore, students reported increased levels of stress more so felt 

due to the rippling effect of the virus rather than the virus itself. In the present study, stressors that were 

weighing on students were economically inclined, such as losing a job, increased tuition, and reducing financial 

aid along with the fear of getting infected by Covid-19. Faced with economic strain and less education can lead 

students to resort to maladaptive behaviors, consequently, leading to detrimental effects on their health [37]. 

Other stressors experienced included mental health issues, poor teaching and failing classes/school. Most of the 

published literature is mostly focused on students’ experiences in response to the Covid-19 pandemic. The 

present study included how faculty coped to stressors similar to those experienced by students during the Covid-

19 pandemic.  

5.2 Faculty 

Faculty rated higher in the use of adaptive coping strategies such as acceptance, resiliency, and active coping for 

all three-time points. Though the literature is limited in how college faculty coped during the pandemic, what is 

published aligns with the findings of this study.  Macintyre and his colleagues 2020, reported that approach-

oriented coping strategies such as, active coping, emotional support, and acceptance, had small or no correlation 

with negative emotions (e.g., anger, sadness, loneliness); however, avoidant coping strategies (e.g., distraction, 

denial, self-blame) showed some level of correlation with negative emotions. In the present study, though 

faculty rated maladaptive coping strategies as used less often (I don’t do this a lot; I do this a little), faculty did 

not overall rate adaptive coping strategies on the high end (I do this moderately; I do this a lot) of the scale. 

Although faculty may have exhibited well-adjusted behavior with the overall low rating for adaptive coping 

strategies signaled that there was some difficulty in adjusting to the impact of the Covid-19 pandemic effects 

[20].  Faculty reported experiencing stress towards concerns of job security, economic stability, and fear of 

infection, which, these stressors, could have contributed to faculty not feeling overly optimistic in their adaptive 

coping strategies. From the limited literature in educators’ coping response to the Covid-19 pandemic, there are 

parallel findings pointing to the use of adaptive strategies among educators to deal with the pandemic. A study 

conducted in Germany with public school teachers reported that teachers used functional (proactive problem 

solving) and dysfunctional (efforts handling the problem) coping strategies during Covid-19 depending on the 
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type of stressor they were experiencing [21]. Teachers leaned towards functional coping strategies when their 

perspective of the stressor rested on parents’ and institutional’ low level organization. However, in situations 

where teachers leaned towards dysfunctional coping strategies correlated positively with high workloads for 

students and the lack of students’ digital competency which suggested teachers were troubleshooting problems 

that were affecting students causing teachers to poorly mitigate stressors. Similarly, to the teachers’ experience, 

in this study, faculty expressed feelings of stress due to concerns of students’ ability to cope and the institutional 

response. A consensus emerges from the literature, and this study, that educators were managing their own 

challenges while showing high concerns for their students, particularly workloads [20, 21].    

5.3 Resources  

As community colleges and other institutions of higher education transition from the slowdown of the pandemic 

to recovery mode, sustainable resources that colleges could institutionalize include access to counseling services 

and support to student organizations for students to feel a sense of belonging. Furthermore, flex schedules can 

be incorporated to the modes of learning to provide faculty, students, and institutions flexibility to manage 

work/school schedules with more ease under any circumstances. Colleges can establish partnerships with 

community resources that can tap into underlying issues that may be negatively impacting faculty and students’ 

performance in higher education. 

5.4 Limitations 

The survey included three vignettes for the responder to reflect on for each of the three timepoints; however, 

some participants felt the survey was repetitive and opted out or did not complete the survey. Also, the decrease 

in response rate may have been attributed to a prompting heighten level of stress to the survey given the 

pandemic circumstances when the survey was issued. A comparison between faculty and students was limited in 

one question that was on the students’ survey and not in the faculty survey. This question asked to select from a 

list of items that could be perceived as stressors. However, there was an open-ended question that was asked of 

both groups to list those stressors that they were experiencing. Both groups indicated overall similar stressor 

experiences in the open-ended question. The data set reflects the sentiments of faculty and students from one, 

multi-campus community college which limits generalizing the results to other educational institutions. The 

study’s findings contribute to the collective data across colleges to provide a wider picture of the perceptions 

and challenges experienced by faculty and students. Consequently, educational institutions can be informed to 

establish policies and guidelines to offset those challenges. 

6. Conclusion 

This study reports findings on how faculty and students coped with the Covid-19 pandemic, emergency online 

teaching and learning, and the continuation of online teaching and learning in the fall 2020 semester when the 

survey was deployed. Despite prior recommendations during and after the H1N1 pandemic [38], the challenges 

that were brought on by the Covid-19 pandemic were not well mitigated initially due to lack of process for these 

types of crises. This study enhances the literature by adding the results of a community college faculty and 
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students’ coping strategies during the Covid-19 pandemic. Furthermore, the findings prompt a need for policies 

and procedures that will help faculty and students cope better with the ongoing Covid-19 pandemic and future 

crises. With the changes that have taken place over time, most significantly the Covid-19 vaccine, increased 

telecommunication platforms, and the extended period of teaching and learning remotely, follow-up studies can 

add to the findings to determine if changes ensued over time of how faculty and students coped.  
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