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The effects of the COVID-19 pandemic have required substantial adjustments in terms of university teaching–learning processes. The aim of this study was to verify whether there were significant differences between the academic year of 2020 and the two preceding years in factors and symptoms and stress. A total of 642 university students (ages 18–25 years) participated by filling out validated self-reports during the months from March to August 2020. Using an ex post facto design, SEM analyses and simple and multiple ANOVAs were performed. Structural results showed that stress factors from the teaching process had a predictive value for the learning process, emotions, and academic burnout, and being a man was a factor predicting negative emotion. In a similar way, inferential results revealed no significant effect of academic year but did show an effect of gender on stress experiences during the pandemic. Aside from certain specific aspects, there was no significant global effect of the year 2020 on factors and symptoms of stress. The results showed that studying in the year of the COVID-19 outbreak did not have a significant effect on stress triggered by the teaching process. From these results, we draw implications for specific guidance interventions with university teachers and students.
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INTRODUCTION

Numerous health-related studies (Cancello et al., 2020; Kaushal et al., 2020; Kannampallil et al., 2020) and research topics have been set in motion due to the recent COVID-19 pandemic. In the same way, factors of well-being and achievement emotions are making a strong appearance in psychoeducational research, particularly the consequences of stressful events, because of their potential psychological impact on university teaching and learning processes (Salanova et al., 2005; Durand-Bush et al., 2015; Berry, 2020).


Potential Factors of Academic Stress During the Teaching–Learning Process at University

The rapid expansion of the coronavirus pandemic has disrupted life for persons, states, and institutions worldwide. Feelings of great uncertainty and anxiety have been triggered (Kowal et al., 2020; Ramos-Lira et al., 2020). This situation has posed a real challenge and a dramatic change for the university in general, and for professors and students (Kecojevic et al., 2020). Academic life was abruptly confined to the home, and the ordinary activity of the university, with its face-to-face teaching and learning, has had to be substituted by online teaching and remote learning (Sahu, 2020). With this scenario, it is reasonable to expect that university life has become even more stressful than usual for many students (Ahern and Norris, 2011; Denovan and Macaskill, 2017; Szulevicz et al., 2019; American College Health Association (ACHA), 2020; Hasan et al., 2020; Song et al., 2020). This perceived stress would then have an ongoing influence on their emotions, on how they engage in the learning process, and their psychological well-being (Capone et al., 2020; Kecojevic et al., 2020; Rodríguez-Hidalgo et al., 2020).

Prior research has identified several factors of academic stress pertaining to the teaching–learning process (de la Fuente et al., 2020c; Karaman et al., 2017), that is, factors that may provoke stress in students (de la Fuente et al., 2011). Stress factors pertaining to the teaching process include maladjusted teaching methodology, poor classroom climate, and irrelevant content; factors related to the learning process include an excess of learning activities (perceived as a heavy workload), student presentations in class, and an assessment system that induces lack of control over one’s achievement (González-Cabanach et al., 2008, 2016, 2017). The specific causes of these effects, yet to be evaluated, fall within the scope of educational psychology and its study of academic stress (de la Fuente et al., 2017).



The Teaching Process as a Factor of Academic Stress

Direct and indirect changes in the academic life of universities, brought about by the COVID-19 pandemic, have attracted research interest. We are all aware of the numerous adjustments that have been made in a short period of time, transitioning from face-to-face teaching systems to distance learning or combination formats, as well as adjustments made to university syllabi, learning activities, online exams, and adaptations in class attendance. Ultimately, the COVID-19 experience has become a stress test—to borrow a concept from banking—for our university system (Hasan et al., 2020; Song et al., 2020). Regulatory teaching refers to a good teaching style, in that it favors a good learning process. There is ample evidence for teaching style being a predictor of student engagement, motivation, and well-being, and it is a buffering factor against academic stress (Codina et al., 2020; Dash et al., 2020). Teacher profile, referring to their emotions and their own motivations, has also been found to positively or negatively affect the learning process (Moè and Katz, 2020a,b; Vermote et al., 2020).

The Self- vs Externally-Regulated Learning (SRL vs ERL) Theory (2017) is a complementary perspective and a valid heuristic for analyzing this reality. Reports of previous evidence have already revealed effects in this direction, in different motivational variables (de la Fuente et al., 2017), positive and negative emotionality (de la Fuente et al., 2020b), coping strategies (de la Fuente et al., 2020a), and factors and responses to academic stress (de la Fuente et al., 2020c). Based on the theory’s assumptions of regulation, nonregulation, and dysregulation (internal and external), the following types of teaching–learning contexts may be described:


1)Regulatory teaching–learning. This is the case where teachers have properly planned and designed the teaching–learning process, including a range of technical support that allows the process to proceed adequately and be fitted to the new situation with minimal planning changes. In this scenario, students are less likely to show stress symptoms, negative emotionality, and burnout, and motivational behaviors of engagement can be maintained.

2)Nonregulatory teaching–learning. In this case, where teachers have prepared only face-to-face learning without the use of online technologies, their planning is not compatible with the new situation of online teaching. Clear teaching-learning guidelines for the new situation do not exist. Students feel uncertain about the way forward, and external regulation is lacking, thus increasing the likelihood of stress symptoms, negative emotionality, and a certain degree of burnout.

3)Dysregulatory teaching–learning. In such cases, teachers follow an irregular pattern; previous planning is lacking, and they make arbitrary decisions about teaching and learning in the new situation. Assessment criteria undergo changes and unexpected new activities are incorporated. Consequently, students feel overwhelmed by the demands, are plagued with uncertainty and negative emotionality, and show greater levels of burnout.





Student Characteristics as a Factor of Academic Stress: Gender Differences

The potential psychological and academic impact of confinement during the COVID-19 pandemic, students’ management of stress, and a possible gender modulation, among other factors, are subjects of growing interest in the most recent psychoeducational research (Ahuja et al., 2020; Cao et al., 2020; Harutyunyan et al., 2020; Rogowska et al., 2020; Rodríguez et al., 2020; Ribeiro et al., 2021). There are certain disparities in the research regarding increased academic stress during the COVID-19 outbreak (Capone et al., 2020; Rogowska et al., 2020), its repercussions on the well-being of students from different cultures (Rogowska et al., 2020) and the role of gender differences (Pomerantz et al., 2002; Harutyunyan et al., 2020; Rogowska et al., 2020). Many research studies indicate that, both in the general population and the university population, women present higher levels of stress (Loureiro et al., 2008; Cabanach et al., 2009). In prior research reports, however, there is a lack of agreement in this regard (Matheny et al., 2008; Ahern and Norris, 2011; Rodríguez et al., 2020), so the contribution of this demographic variable requires further exploration. Among the main academic stressors that students refer to are deficiencies in teaching methodology, excessive workload, public speaking (presentations), exams, and poor social relations within the academic context.

All the foregoing aspects seem to be modulated by the gender variable, with ample supporting evidence already (Richardson and King, 1991; Davis, 1995; Sadler-Smith, 1996; Andreou et al., 2006; Else-Quest et al., 2006; Brougham et al., 2009). Recent research has shown that being a woman is associated with and is a determinant of higher anxiety levels in university students (Gao et al., 2020), but it is also associated with higher self-regulation (Duckworth and Seligman, 2006), academic behavioral confidence (de la Fuente et al., 2013a, b; Sander and de la Fuente, 2020), engagement, resilience, and academic achievement (Durand-Bush et al., 2015). Moreover, men are associated with and are a determinant of procrastination and poorer achievement (Garzón-Umerenkova et al., 2018). For these reasons, the present investigation analyzes whether this usual tendency has been intensified as a consequence of the new context we are facing.



Achievement Emotions as a Correlate of Academic Well-Being or Discomfort

Academic obstacles related to learning and teaching (or academic stress) affect one’s emotionality toward academic tasks. There is plenty of recent evidence that achievement emotions are a significant correlate of academic well-being and of the degree of satisfaction with the academic experience at university (Garett et al., 2017; Frenzel et al., 2018). When this emotionality is positive, it is reasonable to infer that positive emotions exist during the process, such as enjoyment, pride, satisfaction. Negative emotions, such as boredom, anger, anxiety, or hopelessness, suggest the opposite: that there are maladjustment issues while learning (Pekrun et al., 2005; Vermunt, 2007).

Certain studies highlight differences in the associations between academic stress and academic well-being, burnout, and engagement (Extremera et al., 2007). Pekrun et al. (2002) consider that the study of affect in educational psychology should address the full range of students’ affective experiences, negative as well as positive. In recent years, the control-value theory of achievement emotions (CVTAE) is being used to examine how emotions shape student engagement and learning (Linnenbrink-García and Pekrun, 2011; Kahu et al., 2015; Gelabert-Carulla and Muntaner-Mas, 2017; Burr and Dallaghan, 2019; de la Fuente et al., 2020b).



The Motivational State of Engagement Burnout in University Students

The phenomena of burnout and engagement have been analyzed profusely in the organizational context (Maslach et al., 1996), but in the past two decades they are also the object of study in the academic context (Christenson et al., 2012) and at the university level (Martínez et al., 2002; Schaufeli et al., 2002; Yang, 2004; Salanova et al., 2005; Mostert et al., 2007; Zhang et al., 2007; Casuso-Holgado, 2011; Friedman, 2014).

The stress experienced by the student is seen as an important predictor of their motivational state of burnout/engagement (Salanova et al., 2010). Differences in motivational state may depend on the subject’s dispositional variables, such as self-efficacy (Salanova et al., 2011) and emotional intelligence (Durán et al., 2006), on sociodemographic variables (sex and age), and on educational variables (teaching methods and guidance) (Lekwa et al., 2018).

The motivational state of academic engagement-burnout has also been analyzed, where engagement was observed to be directly proportionate to the degree of students’ self-regulation and a regulatory teaching process. Higher levels of self-regulation mean a stronger motivational state of engagement and less burnout; lower levels show the opposite (de la Fuente et al., 2017).



Aims and Hypotheses

Based on the above, the aims of this study were as follows: (1) to analyze whether the students’ perception of teaching and learning stress factors predicted significant changes in achievement emotions and motivational state of engagement-burnout and whether the academic year and gender could also predict these emotional changes; (2) to inferentially analyze the specific causal effects that the academic year and gender had on stress factors originating in the teaching–learning process, on negative emotions, and on the state of engagement-burnout of undergraduate students.

We established the following hypotheses. (1) The perception of stressors in teaching will positively and significantly predict learning stressors; and these will, in turn, predict negative emotions, as well as students’ state of engagement-burnout. Additionally, this relationship will be predicted by the COVID-19 academic year and by gender. (2) The year and gender factors will have a significant main effect on the level of the teaching-learning factors of stress, negative emotions, and the state of engagement-burnout. These results would be differentiated according to gender, based on prior evidence, with men showing more emotional decline toward burnout and women showing greater engagement and greater test anxiety.




MATERIALS AND METHODS


Participants

A total of 642 university students (between the ages of 18 and 25) participated in this study. Of these, 201 students participated in 2018, 168 students in 2019, and 305 in 2020. The mean age was 20.42 years (SD = 5.8), and the age range was 19–25 years. Participation was anonymous and voluntary. Lecturers from various departments were invited to participate, and those who agreed then extended the invitation to their students. Participating lecturers and students were awarded a Certificate of Participation. Online questionnaires were applied to assess each specific teaching–learning process. The groups of participating students were different and from different academic subjects. All of them were studying for Degrees in Psychology and Education. Group equivalence was checked using the relevant statistical analyses (see section “Data Analyses”).



Instruments


Factors of Stress

The Academic Stress Questionnaire, CEA/ASQ (González-Cabanach et al., 2008). First, the internal structure of the scale was analyzed. For this purpose, we used confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) with the entire data set from our sample. The default model showed good fit [chi-square or CMIN = 66.457, df = 13, p < 0.001; relative chi-square or CMIN/df = 5.11; SRMR = 0.075, CFI = 0.935, TLI = 0.961, IFI = 0.947, RFI = 0.965, NFI = 0.947, RMSEA = 0.057, HOELTER = 0.430 (p < 0.05) and 0.532 (p < 01)]. The proposed model contained 53 items with a seven-factor structure having two dimensions, where one factor differs from the original version. The resulting dimensions and factors were: (1) Dimension of Stress in Learning: Heavy Workload (Factor 2), Lack of Control over Achievement (F3), Social climate (Factor 5), and Test Anxiety (Factor 7); (2) Dimension of Stress in Teaching: Methodology difficulties (Factor 1), Public speaking (Factor 4); Content lacking value (Factor 6). Overall reliability, Alpha = 0.961; part 1, Alpha = 0.932, part 2, Alpha = 0.946, in this study. Some examples of items are as follows: “I get nervous or tense… when they ask me questions in class” and “It worries me…that the subjects we are studying are of little interest.”



Achievement Emotions in the Study Situation

We measured achievement emotions with a validated Spanish version (Paoloni et al., 2014; de la Fuente, 2015a, b; Paoloni, 2015) of the Achievement Emotions Questionnaire (Pekrun et al., 2005), which had adequate reliability and construct validity values. The questionnaire was one of the outcomes of a qualitative and quantitative research program that analyzed student emotions within academic achievement situations. Several discrete emotions are measured, as they appear in the three primary situations of academic achievement: class time, study time, and doing tests and exams. Each of the three sections of the questionnaire corresponds to one of these situations, respectively. In total, 80 items in the class-related emotions scale (CRE) measure the following eight emotions as they occur during class: enjoyment, hope, pride, anger, anxiety, shame, hopelessness, and boredom. The learning-related emotions scale (LRE) contains 75 items that measure the same eight emotions in study situations. The test emotions scale (TE) measures these emotions in testing situations, using 77 items. Each of the scales contains three subscales that measure emotions appearing before, during, or after the corresponding situation under assessment. Trait achievement emotions are assessed, that is, the student’s typical emotional reactions to each type of achievement situation. Instructions for the AEQ can be modified, as needed, to measure emotions experienced in a particular class subject (course-specific emotions) or in specific situations at specific moments (state achievement emotions). Example items include the following: emotions at the start of study (“I have an optimistic view toward studying”); emotions during study time (“Because I’m bored, I get tired sitting at my desk”), and emotions when finishing study (“I am so happy about the progress I made that I am motivated to continue studying”). Internal consistency of the class situation scale is good (Alpha = 0.904; Part 1, Alpha = 0.803; Part 2, Alpha = 0.853). Internal consistency of the study situation scale is adequate (Alpha = 0.939; Part 1, Alpha = 0.880, Part 2, Alpha = 0.864). Internal consistency of the testing situation scale is sufficient (Alpha = 0.913; Part 1, Alpha = 0.870, Part 2, Alpha = 0.864). Students report their own emotions according to type (positive vs. negative) and intensity (from 1 = none to 5 = very strong). Examples of items are as follows: “BEFORE STUDYING … I get so nervous that I don’t even want to begin to study”; “DURING STUDY… I worry whether I’m able to cope with all my work”; and “AFTER STUDYING… I’m proud of myself.”



Engagement Burnout

A validated Spanish version of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale for Students (Schaufeli et al., 2002) was used to assess engagement in our study sample. The model obtained good fit indices in this sample. We confirmed multidimensionality of the scale and metric invariance in our samples (Chi-square = 792.526, df = 74, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.954, TLI = 0.976, IFI = 0.954, TLI = 0.979, and CFI = 0.973; RMSEA = 0.083; HOELTER = 153, p < 0.05; 170 p < 0.01). Cronbach alpha in this sample was.900 (14 items), with 0.856 (7 items) and 0.786 (7 items) for the two parts, respectively. A validated Spanish version of the Burnout Scale for Students (Schaufeli et al., 2002) was used to assess burnout. Psychometric properties for this version were satisfactory in students from Spain. The model obtained good fit indices in this sample. We confirmed multidimensionality of the scale and metric invariance in our samples (Chi Square = 767.885, df = 87, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.956, TLI = 0.964, IFI = 0.951, TLI = 0.951, and CFI = 0.953; RMSEA = 0.071; HOELTER = 224, p < 0.05; 246 p < 0.01). Cronbach’s alpha for this sample was Alpha = 0.874 (15 items), with Part 1, Alpha = 0.853 (8 items) and Part 2, Alpha = 0.793 (7 items) for the two parts, respectively. Examples of items are as follows: “I feel happy when I am studying intensively” and “I doubt the significance of my studies.”




Procedure

Researchers from the present project were asked to invite students from their university to complete the questionnaires mentioned above during the months from March to August 2020. Samples of these questionnaires had previously been collected during the same months of 2018 and 2019. We followed the same protocol that was established and approved by the ethics committee of the University of Navarra (ref. 2018.170). Questionnaires were completed online, on a voluntary basis, outside of class time. An automated tool (www.inetas.org) had been designed for this purpose (de la Fuente et al., 2015). Both the students and the teachers involved were offered certification of their participation in the Research Project.



Data Analyses

The research design was ex post facto, non-linear, and inferential using a non-probabilistic convenience sample. To test the hypotheses posed, we carried out previous analyses using Levene’s test, in order to ensure equality of variances of errors.


1)For the structural predictive hypotheses, confirmatory factor analysis was tested with a Structural Equation Model (SEM) in this sample. Data were aggregated using the determination of factors obtained in the corresponding previous exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses (not summationally) in order to avoid false positives. We assessed model fit by first examining the ratio of chi-square to degrees of freedom, SRMR, then the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Normed Fit Index (NFI), Incremental Fit Index (IFI), and Relative Fit Index (RFI). Ideally, these should all be greater than 0.90. Sample size adequacy was checked using the Hoelter Index (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2001). AMOS (v.22) was used for the latter analyses.

2)For the inferential hypotheses, we carried out ANOVAs and MANOVAs, 3 (year = 2018, 2019, and 2020) × 2 (gender = Men and Women), using Pillai’s index. The software package SPSS v. 25 (New York) was used for these analyses.






RESULTS


Structural Prediction Model

Several models were tested in order to validate the hypothesis of the year × gender effect. Model 1 included the effect of both variables (teaching and learning factors of stress) on positive vs. negative emotions, as well as engagement vs. burnout, but it was not considered positive. Model 2 tested the effect of both variables (teaching and learning factors of stress) only on negative emotions and burnout, with more acceptable, but still insufficient, values. Model 3 tested the effect of the academic variables (teaching and learning factors of stress, year, and gender) on stress factors, negative emotions, and burnout, achieving acceptable values. The values of each model are presented in Table 1.


TABLE 1. Statistical values of the models tested.

[image: Table 1]
Direct effects were found, showing that gender (Men = 1 and Women = 2) negatively predicted negative emotions during the study (B = –0.90). Stress factors of teaching were also found to positively predict the stress factors of learning (B = 0.943). Stress in learning positively predicted negative emotions (B = 0.692) and to a lesser degree burnout (B = 0.215). However, negative emotions while studying strongly predicted Burnout (B = 0.512). See Table 2 and Figure 1.


TABLE 2. Standardized Direct Effects of prediction.
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FIGURE 1. Structural predictive model. Stress.Teaching = Stress Factors in Teaching process; Stress.Learning = Stress Factors in Learning process; Achievement.Emotions = achievement emotions during study; Burnout.Students = Burnout; METHOD = methodological difficulties; SPEAK = speaking in public; CONT = value of the content; TASK = heavy workload; CLIMAT = negative social climate; CONTROL = lack of control over achievement; HOPE = Hope.Study; ANXIETY = Anxiety.Study; ANGER = Anger.Study; SHAME = Shame.Study; BOREDOM = Boredom.Study; DEPLETION = Exhaustion; CYNICISM = cynicism; LEFFICACY = Lack of efficacy. Gender (1 = Men; 2 = Women).


Indirect prediction effects were of particular interest. Gender (M = 1 and F = 2) was a negative but less consistent predictor of burnout (–0.046), of negative emotions while learning, and of the factors of burnout. Stress factors in Teaching appeared as positive indirect predictors—with greater consistency—of negative emotions (B = 0.652) and burnout (B = 0.536). Finally, stress factors while learning appeared as indirect predictors of burnout (B = 0.354). See Table 3.


TABLE 3. Standardized Indirect Effects of prediction.
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Effect of Academic Year and Gender on Factors of Academic Stress


Effect of Year and Gender on Total Level of Factors of Academic Stress

The previous analyses showed an adequate level of homogeneity of variance [Levene Test (5,668) = 0.884, p < 0.519]. The ANOVA revealed a single main effect of gender on the level of total stress factors, tending toward women (that is, women showed higher levels of total academic stress factors) and no significant interaction effect. Note that the most important effect of gender was found in stressors in the learning process. See values in Table 4.


TABLE 4. Descriptive values of the different levels of Stress Factors: M(SD) (n = 674).

[image: Table 4]


Effect of Year and Gender on the Factors of Academic Stress Pertaining to the Teaching–Learning Process

The previous analyses showed an adequate level of homogeneity of variance, both for stress factors of teaching [Levene Test (5,637) = 1.537, p < 0.176] and stress factors of learning [Levene Test (5,637) = 0.592, p < 0.706]. Regarding the MANOVA, there was a single significant main effect, referring to gender, with a higher level of stress factors for women. The partial effects showed an effect of gender in stress factors of the teaching process, and of the learning process. Finally, there was a marginally significant interaction effect of year x gender for stress factors of the learning process. See raw descriptive values and effects in Table 4.



Effect of Year and Gender on Specific Stress Factors Pertaining to the Teaching–Learning Process

The previous analyses showed an adequate level of homogeneity of variance, both for stress factors of teaching [Levene Test (5,637) = 1,537, p < 0.176] and stress factors of learning [Levene Test(5,637) = 0.592, p < 0.706]. Regarding the MANOVA, there was a single significant main effect referring to gender, with a higher level of specific stress factors for women. The partial effects showed an effect of gender on the following stress factors: in the teaching process, these were methodological difficulties and heavy workload (this factor with higher power), and in the learning process, these were public speaking and lack of control over achievement. Finally, there were two, marginally significant, year x gender interaction effects, for stress factors of the teaching process: heavy workload and public speaking. See the descriptive values and effects in Table 4.




Effect of Academic Year and Gender on Achievement Emotions


Effect on Total Positive and Negative Emotions During Study

The Levene test, based on the mean, showed an absence of significant differences in errors of variance, for both positive emotions [Levene test (5,665) = 0.911; p < 0.437] and negative emotions [Levene Test (5,665) = 0.527; p < 0.756]. There was no significant main or partial effect of year, gender, or year × gender on total achievement emotions during study.



Effect on Specific Positive and Negative Emotions During Study

The Levene test, based on the mean, showed an absence of significant differences in errors of variance, for all dependent variables analyzed. There was a significant main effect of gender on total achievement emotions. The partial effects showed an effect of gender on the emotion of boredom, tending toward men, and academic year x gender interaction on the response to anxiety, tending toward women. See Table 4.




Effect of Academic Year and Gender on Engagement-Burnout

The analyses of the variance of error revealed no significant differences, whether for Engagement [Levene test (5.745) = 0.838, p < 0.523)] or burnout [Levene test (5.745) = 0.168, p < 0.974)]. The MANOVA revealed a significant main effect of gender on total engagement-burnout—an effect that was partially maintained for each total score of the motivational states, engagement (in favor of women), and burnout (in favor of men).

A significant main effect of gender also appeared in the set of all engagement-burnout factors. The partial effects showed a significant partial effect of gender on cynicism, tending toward men, as well as effects on dedication and absorption, tending toward women. Raw values are shown in Table 4.




DISCUSSION

The first aim of the present research specifically examines the predictive effect between university students’ perception of academic stress (induced from the teaching and learning process), achievement emotions, and motivational state of engagement-burnout during the period of the COVID-19 outbreak and in the two previous academic years, taking into account gender differences (Hypothesis 1).

In this case, the hypotheses were partially fulfilled. Firstly, consistent positive predictive relationships were found between stress factors during the teaching process (methodological difficulties, and the lack of content value, mainly) and stress factors in the learning process (excess of activities and lack of control over achievement, mainly). In turn, these variables predicted the absence of positive emotions and the presence of negative emotions, as well as academic burnout. These initial results are intrinsically interesting because they show the potential stressful effect that the teaching process had on the learning process. Research on teaching styles has shown that teaching style can be a stress inducer (Dash et al., 2020). This evidence also provides empirical support for the hypothetical relationship between the stress factors that arise from the teaching process, and their effect on learning. A higher perceived level of academic stress (greater negative emotionality and level of burnout) in the learning process is thereby shown to be predicted by greater factors of stress in the teaching process (Moè and Katz, 2020a,b). By contrast, concerning the predictive value of the academic year, it was found that despite the COVID-19 outbreak, no statistical effect was found supporting such relationships. Therefore, the academic year was not a predictor of changes in the factors investigated. This invariance of results could be explained by a continuity in the teaching style of lecturers, which seems to have operated as a protective factor buffering against the experience of stress during the COVID-19 pandemic (Codina et al., 2020). However, gender significantly predicted differences in positive and negative emotionality as well as in engagement burnout.

The second aim was fulfilled because the inferential results corroborated, in greater detail, the initial predictive analysis. Hypothesis 2 was partially fulfilled since the year examined (COVID-19 context) did not have a sufficiently significant impact on the variables, while the gender factor appeared to show significant statistical power to determine the value of the dependent variables analyzed. First, although there was no significant general effect of academic year (during the COVID-19 outbreak), a significant increase in certain stress factors of teaching appeared during the year 2020 (COVID-19 context), such as methodological difficulties and heavy workload. Although this effect has been less analyzed, it was to be expected, concurring with other prior evidence in mental health contexts (Chi et al., 2020). However, the greatest statistical effect was from gender, with such strength that it minimized the effect of the context year that we were analyzing.


Teaching Style as a Modulator of Students’ Emotions and Academic Stress at University

Derived from the general theoretical model of SRL vs ERL (de la Fuente, 2017), characteristics of teaching are of interest, given that the teacher’s regulatory capacity (external regulation) comes into play in making the necessary adjustments within the COVID-19 situation. Remember that regulatory teaching (as effective teaching) is designed in a way that clearly and precisely selects and establishes the times, learning activities, content, technology resources, demands, and assessment systems in order to help students learn in a regulated manner (Roehrig et al., 2012), similar to an effective teaching style, as highlighted within the framework of Self-Determination Theory (SDT; Ryan and Deci, 2000, 2016; Codina et al., 2020; Dash et al., 2020). In short, this is the kind of teaching that minimizes stress factors, while nonregulatory or dysregulatory teaching is teaching that contributes to an increase in such stress factors. Consequently, it can be inferred that an increase in stress factors in the teaching and learning process would be a correlate of nonregulatory or dysregulatory teaching (de la Fuente et al., 2020e). This effect can be produced in a generalized way or in specific factors. In our study, a small increase in specific stress factors characteristic of teaching methodology difficulties and heavy workload was demonstrated. Concerning stress factors that originated in the teaching process, our results indicate that:


(1)Certain specific decisions in the teaching process were probably hasty and inadequate, causing distress and concern in the students; they did not fit into the design of the original subject syllabus and led to a perceived loss of control, an aspect that tends toward student stress (Goe et al., 2008; González-Cabanach et al., 2016, 2018). Previous research has demonstrated students’ emotional dependence on the teaching process and on interaction with the teacher (Mainhard et al., 2018);

(2)However, these mismatches were not determined by the academic year, rather, determinants of negative academic emotions and the state of burnout were stable despite COVID-19. For this reason, we argue that the teachers’ teaching styles remain stable despite the pandemic and seem to operate as a protective factor against stress (Codina et al., 2020; Dash et al., 2020).



Stress factors that emerge from the learning process are indirectly triggered through the teaching process (a predictive aspect that has been shown in the results) but are also triggered directly by the student. Prior evidence has shown that the student’s level of regulation determines their stress factors while learning (de la Fuente et al., 2020). Therefore, student levels of nonregulation and dysregulation would be accompanied by higher levels of stress factors while learning, thereby explaining the increase in the negative emotions of boredom in men (Goetz et al., 2014). In this case, there could be an increase in the stress factor of perceived loss of control over achievement (Cole and Sapp, 1988). Although this study did not test the level of regulation—neither general regulation nor regulated learning—certain difficulties or stress factors can be attributed to a lack of student regulation when facing this new situation (Wolff et al., 2020).

In this research, these are factors that directly cause negative academic emotions or burnout. According to Maslach and collaborators (Maslach and Jackson, 1981; Maslach and Leiter, 1997), the concept of burnout (Schaufeli et al., 2002; Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004; Salanova et al., 2010) has a three-dimensional structure with the components of exhaustion, cynicism, and loss of self-efficacy or competence. In line with the results found here, students with burnout were unable to adapt to situations of contextual stress, producing in them a sense of lack of energy (exhaustion), loss of interest in and value given to study (cynicism), and increased doubts about their capacity as students (loss or lack of efficacy). The negative repercussions of this syndrome on students’ health, learning, and well-being have been corroborated (Schaufeli et al., 2002).

However, the effect on engagement was minimal and very inconsistent. Given the influence from positive psychology (Seligman and Csikszentmihalyi, 2000) and interest in studying positive aspects of individuals as opposed to dysfunctional states, the present topic has been approached from a focus on the conceptual opposite of burnout, namely, engagement (Salanova et al., 2000; Maslach et al., 2001; Salanova, 2003; Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004; Kim et al., 2009). Engagement is a persistent positive, affective, and motivational state characterized by three dimensions: vigor, dedication, and absorption. Vigor, in contrast to exhaustion, involves a high level of energy and effort in the face of difficulties and setbacks. Dedication, in contrast to cynicism, is characterized by a high level of involvement and enthusiasm about the task; and absorption, as opposed to feelings of inadequacy, is associated with feelings of happiness and a high level of concentration on the task. Studies on engagement in the university setting and in the Spanish geographical context are few; more extensive work has been done in the United States, Canada, and Australia (Casuso-Holgado, 2011; Kahu, 2013; Maroco et al., 2016). As opposed to burnout, engagement is considered an indicator of subjective well-being, greater satisfaction, and lesser tendency toward dropout (2007; Salanova et al., 2005; Zhang et al., 2007; Maroco et al., 2016; Zhang and McNamara, 2018).



Student Gender as a Modulator of Emotions and Academic Stress at University

As repeatedly presented in the results, students who identified as women scored higher on certain stress factors that were typical of inconsistencies in the teaching process but not due to dysregulatory changes in the academic year of the COVID-19 outbreak. This occurs both in partial factors of the teaching process (methodological difficulties, heavy workload) and in the learning process (loss of control over achievement). Women had higher scores in anxiety, which is consistent with prior evidence reporting gender differences in response to academic stress (Wilson et al., 1996; Giota and Gustafsson, 2020). Nonetheless, this explanation must be qualified because it is possible to make a case for the resilience of women (Yu and Chae, 2020) and greater self-regulation (Weis et al., 2013). Previous research has shown that women made greater use of problem-focused coping strategies, and men used more emotion-focused strategies (de la Fuente et al., 2013). In other words, their greater engagement with the teaching–learning process made them follow its demands more closely and be more sensitive to changes therein, especially if there were real incongruencies. Levels of students’ personal self-regulation have also been shown to be predicted by contexts lacking regulation (nonregulation or dysregulation) (de la Fuente et al., 2009). This is consistent with the women’s higher scores in dedication to task (a correlate of engagement) in the present pandemic situation, which could be interpreted as a higher level of self-regulation and desire to manage the incongruencies that the pandemic has brought about (Pomerantz et al., 2002). In conclusion, the response pattern of women is that of greater perception of specific stress factors in teaching and learning and a higher negative emotion of anxiety, but the pattern also revealed a greater persistence in terms of tasks, which is a behavior typical of engagement. The results of this study shed light on how the gender variable affects the relationship patterns between stress, burnout, and engagement, as the effects found previously have not been clear and results were contradictory. In some studies, men obtained higher scores than women in cynicism (Grau et al., 2000). Regarding engagement, certain studies reported that women showed higher levels in its three dimensions (Martínez and Salanova, 2003). Others underscore differences in dedication but not absorption (Durán et al., 2006), and there are studies where differences do not appear at all (Casuso-Holgado, 2011).

In the case of men, it is notable that all scores decreased. This drop is consistent with the increase in men’s negative emotions of boredom (deactivating emotion) and in the motivational state of cynicism, a typical burnout behavior (Wolff and Martarelli, 2020). Prior research has consistently shown that the emotions of enjoyment and boredom are inversely proportionate and inversely predict achievement, with boredom predicting poorer performance (Pekrun et al., 2010; Putwain et al., 2017; Obergriesser and Stoeger, 2020; Sharp et al., 2020). Consequently, boredom and cynicism seem to jointly reflect a manner of facing the situation with a lack of engagement, with passive avoidance or disconnection, thus leading to poorer performance and eventually to drop out from the teaching–learning process. We may therefore conclude that the incongruencies that characterize the COVID-19 context affect men in a different pattern, through loss of connection to the teaching–learning processes, manifest as a negative emotional state and avoidance motivation (Leonard et al., 2020; Pouratashi and Zamani, 2020). On the other hand, self-regulation and boredom have been shown to be inversely related, since a high level of self-regulation is associated with a low propensity to boredom (Isacescu et al., 2017; van Tilburg and Igou, 2017; Bieleke et al., 2020; Wolff et al., 2020). Moreover, boredom seems to be related to cognitive problems, and to physical and emotional self-regulation (Isacescu et al., 2017; Wolff et al., 2020). While high self-regulation is linked quite consistently with positive outcomes, a propensity to boredom is related mainly to negative outcomes (Eastwood et al., 2012).

From a complementary perspective, prior studies have found that the negative deactivating emotion of boredom has greater weight in class and study situations, while the positive deactivating emotion of relief is more relevant in exam situations. However, the relationship persists across class, study, and exam situations, revealing stability in the students’ emotional responses, according to their learning approaches: negative emotions are typical of surface approaches to learning, while positive emotions are typical of deep approaches (de la Fuente et al., 2020d, e). This would confer a personalistic component to learning approaches, that is, a stable motivational-affective, personal style (Zhang, 2003).



Limitations and Future Lines of Research

One limitation of this study refers to the research methodology used, given that an ex post facto design itself limits the inferences that can be drawn. In addition, since we could not ensure that the academic subjects were the same ones each year, we cannot infer that methodological changes were owing exclusively to the COVID-19 crisis. Academic subjects were not grouped a priori according to regulatory, nonregulatory, or dysregulatory teaching systems, something which would have made it possible to attribute a cause to this factor, nor were students categorized as practicing self-regulated, nonregulated, or dysregulated learning. Nonetheless, recent research has documented this (de la Fuente et al., 2019, 2020). Future research should clarify these aspects, given that the pandemic continues to persist, and we will have the opportunity to analyze these variables. Other specific explanatory behaviors, such as rumination, were outside the scope of this study (Shaw et al., 2017; Kamijo and Yukawa, 2018).

Predictive and explanatory analysis of how different sources of stress affect academic emotions, and how these relate to the motivational states of burnout-engagement, has particular relevance for higher education institutions. Also significant is the role of gender as a modulating variable in the development of different stress profiles at university. This analysis can help identify which stressors in the teaching and learning process may affect university students’ stress levels and, consequently, how to reduce these levels (Cotton et al., 2002; Ketonena et al., 2019) and ensure a greater degree of academic success, student well-being, and lower dropout rates. However, these results should be viewed with caution, due to the gender ratio in the sample studied. Future studies could consider a few performance indexes (marks, exams passed, dropout rates, etc.) and teaching styles, in order to better contextualize these results. Because stress is the result of a relationship between the subject and their environment (Lazarus and Folkman, 1984), the present study has stressed the important role of regulatory teaching (Lekwa et al., 2018; de la Fuente et al., 2019, 2020a,c) within the relationship framework we examine.



Implications for Psychoeducational Intervention

There are several implications for psychoeducational intervention. On one hand, teachers need to be trained in regulatory teaching processes; lack of regulation and improvised changes in activities and/or assessment during the teaching–learning process become stress factors for students (Freire et al., 2018). On the other hand, university students must be trained in self-regulated learning behaviors and made aware of the pitfalls of a lack of regulation or dysregulation in one’s own learning, especially in the case of younger men (Rubin et al., 2018).

It also seems reasonable to train students in stress management competencies for learning at university, given that unforeseen events can easily appear, as in the present situation. We should not assume that nothing will happen in the future; based on experience, it is possible that unexpected life events or academic incidents will occur, and we should be prepared to take them on in a resilient manner (Pozos-Radillo et al., 2014). It is the nature of life itself. In fact, prestigious universities and colleges in the US include the promotion of Physical and Psychological Health (avoiding unhealthy behaviors, having effective coping strategies for dealing with stress) in their educational objectives and mission statements (Oswald et al., 2004; Lipnevich et al., 2016). We also find a model to follow in certain Canadian universities, where a new line of research positions learning in the context of well-being (World Health Organization, 1986). Therefore, interventions to reduce burnout (and consequently dropout rates) should target emotions and emotion regulation.

Current events are forcing us to make broad behavioral adjustments in the organization of our personal, family, and academic life for the weeks ahead. To make these adjustments smoothly, we must keep in mind different behavioral principles and strategies for coping with the pandemic, something which is under-addressed in university Study Plans at every level. It is essential to design programs and improvement strategies for competency in dealing with the pandemic, from a psychological viewpoint (Robert, 2020) and from a psychoeducational viewpoint specifically. Some of these adjustment principles have already been formulated (de la Fuente et al., 2021). An example of specific strategies—already listed in another research report—include the following (de la Fuente, 2020):


On the Part of Teachers


(1)In the subjects you teach, maintain a regulatory environmental design that prompts a perception of control and continuity in students:


a.Keep your usual contact hours with students, using appropriate technology media. Direct, online classes allow you to continue with the subject and lessen anxiety in the students.

b.Make every adjustment so that all participants perceive normality and a sense of control. It is best to keep up the normal pace of the subject, although with adjustments as the situation requires. It is not a good time to make big, unexpected changes.

c.If needed, adjust your assessment system and activities during this period. Make students aware that new situations involve new behavioral challenges and opportunities, for example, the chance to practice online teamwork from home.



(2)Apply external regulation to help students in their learning process:


a.In case you have not already done so, this is a good time to convert all learning resources to digital formats and encourage students to learn autonomously from home. Keep this material and instructions well-structured because students are dealing with several modules at the same time.

b.Plan regular, general messages and aids for your students, so they feel that the teaching–learning process continues with some normality.

c.Offer personalized online consultation for students who need it. It is especially important to keep direct contact with the student representative in each class in order to be informed of any possible problems or help that students are needing.

d.Regularly reevaluate whether students need adjustments to the material, assignments, etc.

e.Pay attention to the emotional state and expectations of your students. Convey calm and assurance with your own behavior. Your students see themselves reflected in you, and in the image that you portray when interacting with them. Become a mentor that supports the process, also emotionally.







On the Part of Students


(1)Self-regulate your own behavior: while homebound, stick to your usual schedule.


a.Following Circadian rhythm and keeping up personal habits go far to help maintain one’s sequence of activity, self-regulate, and not lose motivation.

b.Give yourself daily doses of positive emotions and rewarding experiences while sheltering at home. It is very important to keep a positive emotional frame of mind. Distress (diffuse, negative emotionality, and discouragement) can be triggered by abrupt changes in one’s daily rhythm, or by a sense of uncertainty and loss of behavioral control.






1.Self-regulate your learning behavior during this period:


a.Every day, plan objectives, schedules, and action steps, being flexible but also systematic.

b.Exercise control over your behavior. Structure your continuous work time to include pauses for rest. Stop and take time for leisure activities (a substitute for outdoor activities). Tell yourself that you are doing the right thing. Use different relaxation techniques to decrease any anxiety.

c.It is not a good time to take on complex issues in your life situation, because this may cause even greater stress and loss of situational control. If it is truly necessary, make small, gradual adjustments.

d.Take advantage to catch up on matters that are pending, whether personal, family-related, or academic tasks. This is a gift of time.

e.Reevaluate your daily behavior at the end of the day and redefine your objectives (family-related, personal, and academic) for the next few days.









DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The raw data supporting the conclusions of this article will be made available by the authors, without undue reservation.



ETHICS STATEMENT

The studies involving human participants were reviewed and approved by Universidad de Navarra. The patients/participants provided their written informed consent to participate in this study.



AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

JF: project IP, design, data analysis and initial writing. MP-B: bibliographic and text review. FS: data collection and review of the English text. MG-T, RA-G, FP-S, PP, and MG: data collection and final text review. All authors contributed to the article and approved the submitted version.



FUNDING

This research was funded by the R&D Project PGC2018-094672-B-I00, University of Navarra (Ministry of Science and Education, Spain), and the R&D Project UAL18-SEJ-DO31-A-FEDER (University of Almería, Spain), and the European Social Fund.



REFERENCES

Ahern, N. R., and Norris, A. E. (2011). Examining factors that increase and decrease stress in adolescent community college students. J. Pediatr. Nurs. 26, 530–540. doi: 10.1016/j.pedn.2010.07.011

Ahuja, P., Syal, G., and Kaur, A. (2020). Psychological stress: repercussions of COVID-19 on gender. J. Public Affairs e2533. doi: 10.1002/pa.2533

American College Health Association (ACHA) (2020). American College Health Association-National College health Assessment III: Reference Group Executive Summary Fall 2019. Silver Spring, MD: American College Health Association.

Andreou, E., Vlachos, F., and Andreou, G. (2006). Approaches to studying among Greek university students: the impact of gender, age, academic discipline and handedness. Educ. Res. 48, 301–311. doi: 10.1080/00131880600992363

Berry, S. (2020). An Assessment of Acne, Stress, and Psychological Symptoms in College Students: A Daily Diary Study. Honors Theses. Oxford, MS: University of Mississippi.

Bieleke, M., Martarelli, C., and Wolff, W. (2020). Boredom makes it difficult, but it helps to have a plan: investigating adherence to social distancing guidelines during the COVID-19 pandemic. PsyArXiv [Preprint]. doi: 10.31234/osf.io/enzbv

Brougham, R. R., Zail, C. M., Mendoza, C. M., and Miller, J. R. (2009). Stress, sex differences, and coping strategies among college students. Curr. Psychol. 28, 85–97. doi: 10.1007/s12144-009-9047-0

Burr, J., and Dallaghan, J. L. B. (2019). The relationship of emotions and burnout to medical students’ academic performance. Teach. Learn. Med. 31, 479–486. doi: 10.1080/10401334.2019.1613237

Cabanach, R. G., González, P., and Freire, C. (2009). Coping with stress in health science students. Differences between men and women. Open Classroom 37, 3–10.

Cancello, R., Soranna, D., Zambra, G., Zambon, A., and Invitti, C. (2020). Determinants of the lifestyle changes during COVID-19 pandemic in the residents of Northern Italy. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 17:6287. doi: 10.3390/ijerph17176287

Cao, W., Fang, Z., Hou, G., Hana, M., Xua, X., Donga, J., et al. (2020). The psychological impact of the COVID-19 epidemic on college students in China. Psychiatry Res. 287:112934. doi: 10.1016/j.psychres.2020.112934

Capone, V., Caso, D., Donizzetti, A. R., and Procentese, F. (2020). University student mental well-being during COVID-19 outbreak: what are the relationships between information seeking, perceived risk and personal resources related to the academic context? Sustainability 12:7039. doi: 10.3390/su12177039

Casuso-Holgado, M. J. (2011). Estudio de estrés, engagement y rendimiento académico en estudiantes universitarios. Doctoral Dissertation. Universidad de Málaga. Servicio de Publicaciones de la Universidad de Málaga.

Chi, X., Becker, B., Yu, Q., Willeit, P., Jiao, C., Huang, L., et al. (2020). Prevalence and psychosocial correlates of mental health outcomes among Chinese college students during the coronavirus disease (COVID-19) pandemic. Front. Psychiatry 11:803. doi: 10.3389/fpsyt.2020.00803

Christenson, S. L., Reschly, A. L., and Wylie, C. (2012). Handbook of Research on Student Engagement. New York, NY: Springer Science & Business Media.

Codina, N., Castillo, I., Pestana, J. V., and Balaguer, I. (2020). Prevention of procrastination behaviors: teaching styles and competition in university students. Sustainability 12:2448. doi: 10.3390/su12062448

Cole, T. Jr., and Sapp, G. L. (1988). Stress, locus of control, and achievement of high school seniors. Psychol. Rep. 63, 355–359.

Cotton, S., Dollard, M., and de Jonge, J. (2002). Stress and student job design: satisfaction, well-being, and performance in university students. Int. J. Stress Manag. 9, 147–162.

Dash, N. R., Guraya, S. Y., Al Bataineh, M. T., Abdalla, M. E., Yusoff, M. S. B., Al-Qahtani, M. F., et al. (2020). Preferred teaching styles preferred by medical professors: an international multicenter study. BMC Med. Educ. 20:480. doi: 10.1186/s12909-020-02358-0

Davis, T. L. (1995). Gender differences in masking negative emotions: ability or motivation? Dev. Psychol. 31, 660–667. doi: 10.1037/0012-1649.31.4.660

de la Fuente, J. (2015a). Learning-Related Emotions Questionnaire: Study. Spanish Version, University of Almería: Department of Psychology. Unpublished Work. 2015.

de la Fuente, J. (2015b). Test-Related Emotions Questionnaire: Study. English Version, University of Almería: Department of Psychology. Unpublished Work. 2015.

de la Fuente, J. (2017). Theory of self- vs. externally- regulated learningTM: fundamentals, evidence, and applicability. Front. Psychol. 8:1675. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01675

de la Fuente, J. (2020). Behavioral Strategies for Self-Regulation and Regulating Students During this Time of Online Academic Work from Home. Available online at: http://www.inetas.net/stress/seccion.php?ididioma=1&idseccion=2&idproyecto=1

de la Fuente, J., Amate, J., González-Torres, M. C., Artuch, R., García-Torrecillas, J. M., and Fadda, S. (2020a). Effects of levels of self-regulation and regulatory teaching on strategies for coping with academic stress in undergraduate students. Front. Psychol. 11:22. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2020.00022

de la Fuente, J., Cardelle-Elawar, M., Martínez-Vicente, J. M., Zapata, L., and Peralta-Sánchez, F. J. (2013a). “Gender as determining factor in the coping strategies and resilience of universities students,” in Handbook of Academic Performance: Predictor, Learning Strategies and Influence of Gender, eds R. Haumann and G. Zimmer (New York, NY: Nova Science Publishing Inc.), 205–217.

de la Fuente, J., Cardelle-Elawar, M., Peralta, F. J., Sánchez, M. D., Martínez-Vicente, J. M., and Zapata, L. (2011). Students’ factors affecting undergraduates’ perceptions of their teaching and learning process within ECTS experience. Front. Psychol. 2:28. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2011.00028

de la Fuente, J., Kauffman, D. F., Dempsey, M., and Kauffman, Y. (2021). Analysis and psychoeducational implications of the behavior factor during the COVID-19 emergency. Front. Psychol. 12:613881. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2021.613881

de la Fuente, J., Martínez-Vicente, J. M., Peralta-Sánchez, F. J., Garzón-Umerenkova, A., Vera, M. M., and Paoloni, P. (2019). Applying the SRL vs. ERL theory to the knowledge of achievement emotions in undergraduate university students. Front. Psychol. 10:2070. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02070

de la Fuente, J., Paoloni, P. V., Vera-Martínez, M. M., and Garzón-Umerenkova, A. (2020b). Effect of levels of self-regulation and situational stress on achievement emotions in undergraduate students: class, study and testing. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 17:4293. doi: 10.3390/ijerph17124293

de la Fuente, J., Peralta-Sánchez, F. J., Martínez-Vicente, J. M., Sander, P., Garzón-Umerenkova, A., and Zapata, L. (2020c). Effects of self-regulation vs. External regulation on the factors and symptoms of academic stress in undergraduate students. Front. Psychol. 11:1773. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2020.01773

de la Fuente, J., Peralta-Sánchez, F. J., Martínez-Vicente, J. M., Santos, F. H., Fadda, S., and Gaeta-González, M. L. (2020d). Do learning approaches set the stage for emotional well-being in college students? Sustainability 12:6984.

de la Fuente, J., Peralta-Sánchez, F. J., and Sánchez, M. D. (2009). Autorregulación personal y percepción de los comportamientos desadaptativos [Personal self-regulation and perception of maladaptive behaviors]. Psicothema 21, 548–554.

de la Fuente, J., Sander, P., Kauffman, D. F., and Yilmaz-Soylu, M. (2020e). Differential effects of self- vs. External-regulation on learning approaches, academic achievement, and satisfaction in undergraduate students. Front. Psychol. 11:543884. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2020.543884

de la Fuente, J., Sander, P., Martínez-Vicente, J. M., Vera, M., Garzón, A., and Fadda, S. (2017). Combined effect of levels in personal self-regulation and regulatory teaching on meta-cognitive, on meta-motivational, and on academic achievement variables in undergraduate students. Front. Psychol. 8:232. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00232

de la Fuente, J., Sander, P., and Putwain, D. (2013b). Relationship between undergraduate student confidence, approach to learning and academic performance: the role of gender. Rev. Psicodidáctica 18, 375–393. doi: 10.1387/RevPsicodidact.7078

Denovan, A., and Macaskill, A. (2017). Stress and subjective well-being among first year UK undergraduate students. J. Happiness Stud. 18, 505–525. doi: 10.1007/s10902-016-9736-y

Duckworth, A., and Seligman, M. (2006). Self-discipline gives girls the edge: gender in self-discipline, grades, and achievement test scores. J. Educ. Psychol. 98, 198–208. doi: 10.1037/0022-0663.98.1.198

Durán, A. S., Extremera, N., Rey, L., Fernández-Berrocal, P., and Montalbán, M. (2006). Predicting academic burnout and engagement in educational settings: assessing the incremental validity of perceived emotional intelligence beyond perceived stress and general self-efficacy. Psicothema 18, 158–164.

Durand-Bush, N., McNeill, K., Harding, M., and Dobransky, J. (2015). Investigating stress, psychological well-being, mental heatlh functioning, and self-regulation capacity among university undergraduates students: it this population optimal functioning. Can. J. Couns. Psychother. 49, 253–274.

Eastwood, J. D., Frischen, A., Fenske, M. J., and Smilek, D. (2012). The unengaged mind: defining boredom in terms of attention. Perspect. Psychol. Sci. 7, 482–495. doi: 10.1177/1745691612456044

Else-Quest, N. M., Hyde, J. S., Goldsmith, H. H., and van Hulle, C. A. (2006). Gender differences in temperament: a meta-analysis. Psychol. Bull. 132, 33–72. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.132.1.33

Extremera, N., Durán, A., and Rey, L. (2007). Emotional intelligence and its relationship with the levels of burnout, engagement and stress in university students. J. Educ. 342, 239–256.

Freire, C., Ferradás, M. M., Núñez, J. C., Valle, A., and Vallejo, G. (2018). Eudaimonic well-being and coping with stress in university students: the mediating/moderating role of self-efficacy. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 16:48. doi: 10.3390/ijerph16010048

Frenzel, A. C., Becker-Kurz, B., Pekrun, R., Goetz, T., and Lüdtke, O. (2018). Emotion transmission in the classroom revisited: a reciprocal effects model of teacher and student enjoyment. J. Educ. Psychol. 110, 628–639. doi: 10.1037/edu0000228

Friedman, G. (2014). Student Stress, Burnout and Engagement. Degree of Master’s (Industrial/Organisational Psychology) in the Faculty of Humanities. Johannesburg: University of the Witwatersrand.

Gao, W., Ping, S., and Liu, X. (2020). Gender differences in depression, anxiety, and stress among college students: a longitudinal study from China. J. Affect. Disord. 263, 292–300. doi: 10.1016/j.jad.2019.11.121

Garett, R., Liu, S., and Young, S. D. (2017). A longitudinal analysis of stress among incoming college freshmen. J. Am. Coll. Health 65, 331–338. doi: 10.1080/07448481.2017.1312413

Garzón-Umerenkova, A., de la Fuente, J., Amate, J., Paoloni, P. V., Fadda, S., and Pérez, J. F. (2018). A linear empirical model of self-regulation on flourishing, health, procrastination, and achievement, among university students. Front. Psychol. 9:536. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00536

Gelabert-Carulla, J., and Muntaner-Mas, A. (2017). Estrés académico y emociones académicas en estudiantes universitarios / Academic stress and academic emotions in university students. Revista Internacional De Aprendizaje En La Educación Superior 4. doi: 10.37467/gka-revedusup.v4.1367

Giota, J., and Gustafsson, J. E. (2020). Perceived academic demands, peer and teacher relationships, stress, anxiety and mental health: changes from grade 6 to 9 as a function of gender and cognitive ability. Scand. J. Educ. Res. 1–16. doi: 10.1080/00313831.2020.1788144

Goe, L., Bell, C., and Little, O. (2008). Approaches to Evaluating Teacher Effectiveness: A Research Synthesis. Washington, DC: National Comprehensive Center for Teacher Quality.

Goetz, T., Frenzel, A. C., Hall, N. C., Nett, U. E., Pekrun, R., and Lipnevich, A. A. (2014). Types of boredom: an experience sampling approach. Motiv. Emot. 38, 401–419. doi: 10.1007/s11031-013-9385-y

González-Cabanach, R., Souto-Gestal, A., and Fernández-Cervantes, R. (2017). Profiles of emotional regulation and academic stress in physiotherapy students. Eur. J. Educ. Psychol. 10, 57–61.

González-Cabanach, R., Souto-Gestal, A., and Franco, V. (2016). Stressor academic scale for the evaluation of academic stressors in undergraduates. Ibero Am. J. Health Psychol. 7, 41–50. doi: 10.1016/j.rips.2016.05.001

González-Cabanach, R., Souto-Gestal, A., González-Doniz, L., and Franco-Taboada, V. (2018). Coping and academic stress profiles in university students. Educ. Res. J. 36, 421–433. doi: 10.6018/rie.36.2.290901

González-Cabanach, R. G., Rodríguez, S., Valle, A., Piñeiro, I., and Millán, P. G. (2008). Metas académicas y vulnerabilidad al estrés en contextos académicos [Academic goals and vulnerability to stress in academic contexts]. Aula Abierta 36, 3–16.

Grau, R., Agut, S., Martínez, I. M., and Salanova, M. (2000). “Gender differences on burnout/engagement among Spanish students,” in Proceedings of the XXVII International Congres of Psychology, Stokolmo.

Harutyunyan, A., Musheghyan, L., and Hayrumyan, V. (2020). Gender differences in perceived stress level among undergraduate students in Armenia. Eur. J. Public Health 30:ckaa166.1028. doi: 10.1093/eurpub/ckaa166.1028

Hasan, A. H., Sultana, S., Hossain, S., Hasan, M., Ahmed, H. U., and Sikder, T. (2020). The impact of COVID-19 pandemic on mental health & wellbeing among home-quarantined Bangladeshi students: a cross-sectional pilot study. J. Affect. Disord. 277, 121–128. doi: 10.1016/j.jad.2020.07.135

Isacescu, J., Struk, A. A., and Danckert, J. (2017). Cognitive and affective predictors of boredom proneness. Cogn. Emot. 31, 1741–1748. doi: 10.1080/02699931.2016.1259995

Kahu, E. R. (2013). Framing student engagement in higher education. Stud. High. Educ. 38, 758–773. doi: 10.1080/03075079.2011.598505

Kahu, E. R., Stephens, C., Leach, L., and Zepke, N. (2015). Linking academic emotions and student engagement: mature-aged distance students’ transition to university. J. Furth. High. Educ. 39, 481–497. doi: 10.1080/0309877X.2014.895305

Kamijo, N., and Yukawa, S. (2018). The role of rumination and negative affect in meaning making following stressful experiences in a japanese sample. Front. Psychol. 9:2404. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2018.02404

Kannampallil, T. G., Goss, C. W., Evanoff, B. A., Strickland, J. R., McAlister, R. P., and Duncan, J. (2020). Exposure to COVID-19 patients increases physician trainee stress and burnout. PLoS One 15:e0237301. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0237301

Karaman, M. A., Lerma, E., Cavazos, J., and Watson, J. C. (2017). Predictors of academic stress among college students. J. Coll. Couns. 22, 41–55. doi: 10.1002/jocc.12113

Kaushal, N., Keith, N., Aguiñaga, S., and Hagger, M. S. (2020). Social cognition and socioecological predictors of home-based physical activity intentions, planning, and habits during the COVID-19 pandemic. Behav. Sci. 10:133. doi: 10.3390/bs10090133

Kecojevic, A., Basch, C. H., Sullivan, M., and Davi, N. K. (2020). The impact of the COVID-19 epidemic on mental health of undergraduate students in New Jersey, cross-sectional study. PLoS One 15:e0239696. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0239696

Ketonena, E. E., Malmbergb, L., Salmela-Aroa, K., Muukkonend, H., Tuominena, H., and Lonkaa, K. (2019). The role of study engagement in university students’ daily experiences: a multilevel test of moderation. Learn. Individ. Differ. 69, 196–205.

Kim, H. J., Shin, K. H., and Swanger, N. (2009). Burnout and engagement: a comparative analysis using the big five personality dimensions. Int. J. Hosp. Manag. 28, 96–104. doi: 10.1016/j.ijhm.2008.06.001

Kowal, M., Coll-Martín, T., Ikizer, G., Rasmussen, J., Eichel, K., Studzinska, A., et al. (2020). Who is the most stressed during COVID-19 isolation? Data from 27 countries. PsyArXiv [Preprint] 1–23. doi: 10.1111/aphw.12234

Lazarus, R. S., and Folkman, S. (1984). Appraisal, Stress, and Coping. New York, NY: Springer.

Lekwa, A. J., Reddy, L. A., and Shernoff, E. S. (2018). Measuring teacher practices and student academic engagement: a convergent validity study. School Psychol. Q. 34, 109–118. doi: 10.1037/spq0000268Sch

Leonard, K. A., Ellis, R. A., and Orcutt, H. K. (2020). Experiential avoidance as a mediator in the relationship between shame and posttraumatic stress disorder: the effect of gender. Psychol. Trauma Theory Res. Pract. Policy 12, 651–658. doi: 10.1037/tra0000601

Linnenbrink-García, L., and Pekrun, R. (2011). Students’ emotions and academic engagement Contemp. Educ. Psychol. 36, 1–3. doi: 10.1016/j.cedpsych.2010.11.004

Lipnevich, A. A., Preckel, F., and Roberts, R. D. (2016). “Psychosocial constructs: known, unknows, and where do go from here?,” in Psychosocial Skills and School System in the 21st Century. Theory, Research, and Practice, eds A. A. Lipnevich, F. Preckel, and R. D. Roberts (New York, NY: Springer), 375–394.

Loureiro, E., McIntyre, T., Mota-Cardoso, R., and Ferreira, M. A. (2008). The relationship between stress and life-style of students at the Faculty of Medicine of Oporto. Acta Med. Port. 21, 209–214.

Mainhard, T., Oudman, S., Hornstra, L., Bosker, R. J., and Goetz, T. (2018). Student emotions in class: the relative importance of teachers and their interpersonal relations with students. Learn. Instr. 53, 109–119. doi: 10.1016/j.learninstruc.2017.07.011

Maroco, J., Maroco, A. L., Alvares, J., Campos, D. B., and Fredricks, J. A. (2016). University student’s engagement: development of the University Student Engagement Inventory (USEI). Psicol. Reflex. Crít. 29:21. doi: 10.1186/s41155-016-0042-8

Martínez, I., Marques, A., Salanova, M., and López da Silva, A. (2002). Burnout en estudiantes universitarios de España y Portugal. Ansiedad Estrés 8, 13–23.

Martínez, I. M., and Salanova, M. (2003). Niveles de burnout y engagement en estudiantes universitarios. Relación con el desempeño y desarrollo profesional [Burnout and engagement levels in university students. Relationship with performance and professional development]. Rev. Educ. 330, 361–384.

Maslach, C., and Jackson, S. E. (1981). The Maslach Burnout Inventory. Research. Edition. Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press.

Maslach, C., Jackson, S. E., and Leiter, M. P. (1996). Maslach Burnout Inventory Manual, 3rd Edn. Mountain View, CA: CPP, Inc.

Maslach, C., and Leiter, M. P. (1997). The Truth About Burnout – How Organizations Cause Personal Stress and What to Do About It. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass Inc.

Maslach, C., Schaufeli, W. B., and Leiter, M. P. (2001). Job burnout. Ann. Re. Psychol. 52, 397–422.

Matheny, K. B., Roque-Tovar, B. E., and Curlette, W. L. (2008). Perceived stress, coping resources, and life satisfaction among U.S. and Mexican college students: a cross-cultural study. Anal. Psicol. 24, 49–57.

Moè, A., and Katz, I. (2020a). Emotion regulation and need satisfaction shape a motivating teaching style. Teach. Teach. Theory Pract. 1–18. doi: 10.1080/13540602.2020.1777960

Moè, A., and Katz, I. (2020b). Self-compassionate teachers are more autonomy supportive and structuring whereas self-derogating teachers are more controlling and chaotic: the mediating role of need satisfaction and burnout. Teach. Teach. Educ. 96:103173. doi: 10.1016/j.tate.2020.103173

Mostert, K., Pienaar, J., Gauche, C., and Jackson, L. T. (2007). Burnout and engagement in university students: a psychometric analysis of the MBI-SS and UWES. South Afr. J. High. Educ. 21, 147–162. doi: 10.4314/sajhe.v21i1.25608

Obergriesser, S., and Stoeger, H. (2020). Students’ emotions of enjoyment and boredom and their use of cognitive learning strategies–how do they affect one another? Learn. Instr. 66:101285. doi: 10.1016/j.learninstruc.2019.101285

Oswald, F. L., Schmitt, N., Kim, B. H., Ramsay, L. J., and Gillespie, M. A. (2004). Developing a biodata measure and situational judgement inventory as predictors of college student performance. J. Appl. Psychol. 89, 187–207. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.89.2.187

Paoloni, P. V. (2015). Class-Related Emotions Questionnaire. Spanish Version. Unpublished Work. Argentina: University of Río Cuarto, CONICET.

Paoloni, P. V., Vaja, A., and Muñoz, V. (2014). Reliability and validity of the achievement emotions questionnaire. a study of Argentinean university students. Electron. J. Res. Educ. Psychol. 34, 671–692. doi: 10.14204/ejrep.34.14088

Pekrun, R., Goetz, T., Daniels, L. M., Stupinsky, R. H., and Perry, R. P. (2010). Boredom in achievement settings: exploring control-value antecedents and performance outcomes of a neglected emotion. J. Educ. Psychol. 102, 531–549. doi: 10.1037/a0019243

Pekrun, R., Goetz, T., and Perry, R. P. (2005). Achievement Emotions Questionnaire (AEQ). Munich: User’s Manual, Department of Psychology, University of Munich.

Pekrun, R., Götz, T., Titz, W., and Perry, R. P. (2002). Academic emotions in students’ self-regulated learning and achievement: a program of qualitative and quantitative research. Educ. Psychol. 37, 91–105. doi: 10.1207/S15326985EP3702_4

Pomerantz, E. M., Altermatt, E. R., and Saxon, J. L. (2002). Making the grade but feeling distressed: gender differences in academic performance and internal distress. J. Educ. Psychol. 94, 396–404. doi: 10.1037/0022-0663.94.2.396

Pouratashi, M., and Zamani, A. (2020). Students’ psychological characteristics and its relationship with exhaustion, cynicism, and academic inefficacy. Int. J. Knowl. Learn. 13, 98–109. doi: 10.1504/IJKL.2020.106647

Pozos-Radillo, B., Preciado-Serrano, M. D. L., Acosta-Fernandez, M., Aguilera-Velasco, M. D. L. A., and Delgado-Garcia, D. D. (2014). Academic stress as a predictor of chronic stress in university students. Psicol. Educ. 20, 47–52. doi: 10.1016/j.pse.2014.05.006

Putwain, D. W., Becker, S., Symes, W., and Pekrun, R. (2017). Reciprocal relations between students’ academic enjoyment, boredom, and achievement over time. Learn. Instr. 54, 73–81.

Ramos-Lira, L., Rafful, C., Flores-Celis, K., Mora-Ríos, J., García-Andrade, C., Rascón- Gasca, M. L., et al. (2020). Emotional responses and coping strategies in adult Mexican population during the first lockdown of the COVID-19 pandemic: an exploratory study by sex. Salud Mental 43, 243–251. doi: 10.17711/SM.0185-3325.2020.034

Ribeiro, F. S., Santos, F. H., Anunciação, L., Barrozo, L., Landeira-Fernandez, J., and Leist, A. K. (2021). Exploring the frequency of anxiety and depression symptoms in a Brazilian sample during the COVID-19 outbreak. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 18:4847. doi: 10.3390/ijerph18094847

Richardson, J. T. E., and King, E. (1991). Gender differences in the experience of higher education: quantitative and qualitative approaches. Educ. Psychol. 11, 363–382. doi: 10.1080/0144341910110311

Robert, B. (2020). What We Know About College Students to Help Manage COVID19. Illinois Center for Social and Behavioral Science (CSBS). Available online at: https://csbs.research.illinois.edu/2020/08/16/what-weknow-about-college-students-to-help-manage-covid-19

Rodríguez, S., Valle, A., Piñeiro, I., Rodríguez-Llorente, C., Guerrero, E., and Martins, L. (2020). Sociodemographic characteristics and stress of people from spain confined by COVID-19. Eur. J. Invest. Health Psychol. Educ. 10, 1095–1105. doi: 10.3390/ejihpe10040077

Rodríguez-Hidalgo, A. J., Pantaleón, Y., Dios, I., and Falla, D. (2020). Fear of COVID-19, stress, and anxiety in university undergraduate students: a predictive model for depression. Front. Psychol. 11:591797. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2020.591797

Roehrig, A. D., Turner, J. E., Arrastia, M. C., Chistesen, E., McElhaney, S., and Jakiel, L. M. (2012). “Effective teachers and teaching: characteristics and practices related to positive students outcomes,” in APA Educational Psychology Handbook, Vol. 2, eds K. R. Harris, S. Graham, and T. Urdam (Washington, DC: American Psychological Association).

Rogowska, A. M., Kuśnierz, C., and Bokszczanin, A. (2020). Examining anxiety, life satisfaction, general health, stress and coping styles during COVID-19 pandemic in polish sample of university students. Psychol. Res. Behav. Manag. 13, 797–811. doi: 10.2147/PRBM.S266511

Rubin, M., Scevak, J., Southgate, E., Macqueen, S., Williams, P., and Douglas, H. (2018). Older women, deeper learning, and greater satisfaction at university: age and gender predict university students’ learning approach and degree satisfaction. J. Divers. High. Educ. 11, 82–96. doi: 10.1037/dhe0000042

Ryan, R. M., and Deci, E. L. (2000). Self-determination theory and the facilitation of intrinsic motivation, social development, and well-being. Am. Psychol. 55, 68–78. doi: 10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.68

Ryan, R. M., and Deci, E. L. (2016). “Facilitating and hindering motivation, learning, and well-being in schools: research and observations from self-determination theory,” in Handbook on Motivation at Schools, eds K. R. Wentzel and D. B. Miele (New York, NY: Routledge), 96–119.

Sadler-Smith, E. (1996). Approaches to studying: age, gender and academic performance. Educ. Stud. 22, 367–379. doi: 10.1080/0305569960220306

Sahu, P. (2020). Closure of universities due to coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19): impact on education and mental health of students and academic staff. Cureus 12:e7541. doi: 10.7759/cureus.7541

Salanova, M. (2003). Academic success, burnout and engagement among university students: the mediating role of self-beliefs. Paper Presented at the Symposium: Turning the Coin: Towards a Positive Approach to Job Stress at the The 5th Interdisciplinary Conference on Occupational Stress & Health, March, 20-22, Toronto, Ont.

Salanova, M., Llorens, S., and Schaufeli, W. B. (2011). Yes, i can, i feel good, and i just do it! On gain cycles and spirals of efficacy beliefs, affect, and engagement. Appl. Psychol. 60, 255–285.

Salanova, M., Martínez, I., Bresó, E., Llorens, S., and Grau, R. (2005). Bienestar psicológico en estudiantes universitarios: facilitadores y obstaculizadores del desempeño académico. Anal. Psicol. 21, 170–180.

Salanova, M., Schaufeli, W. B., Llorens, S., Peiro, J. M., and Grau, R. (2000). Desde el “burnout” al “engagement”: ¿una nueva perspectiva? [From “burnout” to “engagement”: a new perspective?] Revista de Psicología del Trabajo y de las Organizaciones 16, 117–134.

Salanova, M., Schaufeli, W. B., Martinez, I., and Breso, E. (2010). How obstacles and facilitators predict academic performance: the mediating role of study burnout and engagement. Anx. Stress Coping 23, 53–70. doi: 10.1080/10615800802609965

Sander, P., and de la Fuente, J. (2020). Undergraduate student gender, personality and academic confidence. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 17:5567. doi: 10.3390/ijerph17155567

Schaufeli, W. B., and Bakker, A. B. (2004). Job demands, job resources and their relationship with burnout and engagement: a multi-sample study. J. Organ. Behav. 25, 293–315.

Schaufeli, W. B., Martínez, I. M., Pinto, A. M., Salanova, M., and Bakker, A. B. (2002). Burnout and engagement in university students: a cross-national study. J. Cross Cult. Psychol. 33, 464–481. doi: 10.1177/0022022102033005003

Seligman, M. E. P., and Csikszentmihalyi, M. (2000). Positive psychology: an introduction. Am. Psychol. 55, 5–14.

Sharp, J. G., Sharp, J. C., and Young, E. (2020). Academic boredom, engagement and the achievement of undergraduate students at university: a review and synthesis of relevant literature. Res. Papers Educ. 35, 144–184. doi: 10.1080/02671522.2018.1536891

Shaw, M. P., Peart, D. J., and William, O. J. (2017). Perceived stress in university students studying in a further education college. Res. Post Comp. Educ. 22, 442–452. doi: 10.1080/13596748.2017.1362534

Song, K., Xu, R., Stratton, T. D., Kavcic, V., Luo, D., Hou, F., et al. (2020). Sex differences and psychological stress: responses to the COVID-19 epidemic in China. medRxiv [Preprint]. doi: 10.1101/2020.04.29.20084061

Szulevicz, T., Kure, L. K., and Løkken, L. O. (2019). “Stres-between welfare and competition,” in Educational Dilemmmas. A Cultural Psychological Perspective, ed. L. Tateo (New York, NY: Routledge), 41–55.

Tabachnick, B. G., and Fidell, L. S. (2001). Cleaning up your act: screening data prior to analysis. Using Multivariate Stat. 5, 61–116.

van Tilburg, W. A. P., and Igou, E. R. (2017). Boredom begs to differ: differentiation from other negative emotions. Emotion 17, 309–322. doi: 10.1037/emo0000233

Vermote, B., Aelterman, N., Beyers, W., Aper, L., Buysschaert, F., and Vansteenkiste, M. (2020). The role of teacher motivation and mindset in predicting a (De) motivating teaching style in higher education: a circumplex approach. Motiv. Emot. 44, 270–294. doi: 10.1007/s11031-020-09827-5

Vermunt, J. D. (2007). The power of teaching-learning environments to influence student learning. Br. J. Educ. Psychol. Monogr. Ser. 4, 73–90.

Weis, M., Heikamp, T., and Trommsdorff, G. (2013). Gender differences in school achievement: the role of self-regulation. Front. Psychol. 4:442. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2013.00442

Wilson, K. L., Smart, R. M., and Watson, R. J. (1996). Gender differences in approaches to learning in first year psychology students. Br. J. Educ. Psychol. 66, 59–71. doi: 10.1111/j.2044-8279.1996.tb01176.x

Wolff, W., and Martarelli, C. S. (2020). Bored into depletion? Towards a tentative integration of perceived self-control exertion and boredom as guiding signals for goal-directed behavior. Perspect. Psychol. Sci. 15, 1272–1283. doi: 10.1177/1745691620921394

Wolff, W., Martarelli, C. S., Schüler, J., and Bieleke, M. (2020). High boredom proneness and low trait self-control impair adherence to social distancing guidelines during the COVID-19 pandemic. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 17:5420. doi: 10.3390/ijerph17155420

World Health Organization (1986). Ottawa Charter for Health Promotion. Available online at: https://nccdh.ca/resources/entry/ottawa-charter-for-health-promotion. The 1st International Conference on Health Promotion, Ottawa.

Yang, H. (2004). Factors affecting study burnout and academic achievement in multiple enrolment programs in Taiwan’s technical-vocational colleges. Int. J. Educ. Dev. 24, 283–301. doi: 10.1016/j.ijedudev.2003.12.001

Yu, J., and Chae, S. (2020). The mediating effect of resilience on the relationship between the academic burnout and psychological well-being of medical students. Korean J. Med. Educ. 32:13. doi: 10.3946/kjme.2020.149

Zhang, L. F. (2003). Does the big five predict learning approaches? Pers. Individ. Differ. 34, 1431–1446. doi: 10.1016/S0191-8869(02)00125-3

Zhang, Y., Gan, Y., and Cham, H. (2007). Perfectionism, academic burnout and engagement among Chinese college students: a structural equation modeling analysis. Pers. Individ. Differ. 43, 1529–1540. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2007.04.010

Zhang, Z., and McNamara, O. (2018). Undergraduate Student Engagement. Theory and Practice in China and the UK. Singapure: Springer Singapore.


Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2021 de la Fuente, Pachón-Basallo, Santos, Peralta-Sánchez, González-Torres, Artuch-Garde, Paoloni and Gaetha. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.


OPS/images/fpsyg-12-626340-t001.jpg
Model Chi/df p < Ch/df SRMR NFI RFI IFI TLI CFI RMSEA HOELT

1. 1657.529/146"** 11.358 0.15 0.884 0.796 0.855 0.811 0.855 0.082 177
2. 1560.686/145"** 10.763 0.12 0.853 0.807 0.865 0.822 0.864 0.079 187
3. 666.764/100"** 6.667 0.07 0.928 0.939 0.929 0.953 0.929 0.075 218

< 001,





OPS/images/cross.jpg
3,

i





OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		How Has the COVID-19 Crisis Affected the Academic Stress of University Students? The Role of Teachers and Students



		INTRODUCTION



		Potential Factors of Academic Stress During the Teaching–Learning Process at University



		The Teaching Process as a Factor of Academic Stress



		Student Characteristics as a Factor of Academic Stress: Gender Differences



		Achievement Emotions as a Correlate of Academic Well-Being or Discomfort



		The Motivational State of Engagement Burnout in University Students



		Aims and Hypotheses







		MATERIALS AND METHODS



		Participants



		Instruments



		Factors of Stress



		Achievement Emotions in the Study Situation



		Engagement Burnout







		Procedure



		Data Analyses







		RESULTS



		Structural Prediction Model



		Effect of Academic Year and Gender on Factors of Academic Stress



		Effect of Year and Gender on Total Level of Factors of Academic Stress



		Effect of Year and Gender on the Factors of Academic Stress Pertaining to the Teaching–Learning Process



		Effect of Year and Gender on Specific Stress Factors Pertaining to the Teaching–Learning Process







		Effect of Academic Year and Gender on Achievement Emotions



		Effect on Total Positive and Negative Emotions During Study



		Effect on Specific Positive and Negative Emotions During Study







		Effect of Academic Year and Gender on Engagement-Burnout







		DISCUSSION



		Teaching Style as a Modulator of Students’ Emotions and Academic Stress at University



		Student Gender as a Modulator of Emotions and Academic Stress at University



		Limitations and Future Lines of Research



		Implications for Psychoeducational Intervention



		On the Part of Teachers



		On the Part of Students











		DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT



		ETHICS STATEMENT



		AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS



		FUNDING



		REFERENCES

















OPS/images/cover.jpg
’ frontiers
in Psychology










OPS/images/logo.jpg
’ frontiers
in Psychology





OPS/images/fpsyg-12-626340-g001.jpg
A A .

METHOD| | SPEAK CONT TASK | C'—'MA—I CONIRAE
45

,65

,60 ,85 91

Stress.Teaching Stress.Leaming

©

YEAR
-54
20 4 SHAME
GENDER 09

N 84
Achievement.Emotions - ANXIETY

91

,84 ANGER

e BOREDOM

Burnout.Students @

DEPLETION CYNICISM | | LEFFICACY

@ @@

019161616,





OPS/images/fpsyg-12-626340-t002.jpg
Gender  Stress Stress Negative Burnout
factors of factors of Emotions
Teaching Learning

Stress Teaching

Stress Learning 0.943

Negat. Emotions  —0.90 0.692

Burnout 0.215 0.512

Value cont. 0.586

Negative climate 0.679

Method diffic. 0.622

Lack of control 0912

Public speaking 0.484

Heavy workload 0.852

Hopel.Study 0.926
Shame.Study 0.846
Boredom.Study 0.785

Anger.Study 0.863
Anxiety.Study 0.869

Depletion 0.834
Cynicism 0.799
Low Efficacy 0.551

Stress Teaching = Stress factors in Teaching; Stress Learning = Stress
factors in Learning); Negat. Emotions = Negative emotions while learning;
Burnout = Burmnout; Value cont. = Value of the content; Negative
climate = negative social climate; Method diffic. = methodological
difficulties; Lack of control = lack of control over achievement; Public
speaking = speaking in public (presentations); Heavy workload = heavy
workload; Hopel.Study = Hopelessness.Study; Shame.Study = Shame.Study;
Boredom. Study = Boredom.Study; Anger.Study = Anger.Study;
Anxiety.Study = Anxiety.Study; Depletion.Study = exhaustion; Cynicism = cynicism;
Low Efficacy = Lack of efficacy.





OPS/images/fpsyg-12-626340-t003.jpg
Gender  Stress Stress Negative Burnout
factors of factors of Emotions
Teaching Learning

Stress Teaching
Stress Learning

Negat. Emotions 0.652

Burnout -0.046 0.536 0.354

Value cont.

Negative climate

Method diffic.

Lack of control 0.860

Public speaking 0.456

Heavy workload 0.804

Hopel.Study -0.083 0.604 0.640
Shame.Study -0.076 0.5652 0.5685
Boredom.Study  -0.071 0.512 0.543

Anger.Study -0.078 0.563 0.697
Anxiety.Study -0.078 0.567 0.601

Depletion -0.038 0.447 0.474 0.427
Cynicism -0.037 0.428 0.454 0.409
Low Efficacy -0.025 0.295 0.313 0.282

Stress Teaching = Stress factors in Teaching; Stress Learning = Stress
factors in Learning); Negat. Emotions = Negative emotions while learning;
Burnout = Burnout; Value cont. = Value of the content; Negative
climate = negative social climate; Method diffic. = methodological
difficulties; Lack of control = lack of control over achievement; Public
speaking = speaking in public (presentations); Heavy workload = heavy
workload; Hopel.Study = Hopelessness.Study; Shame.Study = Shame.Study;
Boredom. Study = Boredom.Study; Anger.Study = Anger.Study;
Anxiety.Study = Anxiety.Study; Depletion.Study = exhaustion; Cynicism = cynicism;
Low Efficacy = Lack of efficacy.





OPS/images/fpsyg-12-626340-t004.jpg
Year 2018 2019 2020
Gender M F T M F T M E T
(n=) (39) (162) (201) (47) (121) (168) (72) (233) (305) Effects, F (Pillais test) Post
Total stress 2.85(0.67) 2.94(0.70) 2.29(0.69) 2.81(0.76) 3.07(0.67) 3.00(0.70) 2.76(0.63) 3.11(0.66) 3.03(0.67) G, F(1,668) = 13.089***, r* = 0.019, power = 0.91 F>M
Teaching stress ~ 2.80(0.67) 2.88(0.73) 2.86(0.71) 2.85(0.84) 3.05(0.73) 3.00(0.77) 2.77(0.62) 3.03(0.70) 2.97(0.70) G, F(2,636) = 7.949**, 12 = 0.024; power =0.995; F>M
G, F(1,637) = 6.538", > = 0.010; power = 0.72
Learning Stress ~ 2.84(0.82)  2.94(0.78)  2.92(0.79)  2.72(0.85)  3.01(0.72)  2.97(0.73)  2.64(0.74)  3.13(0.74)  3.02(0.77) G, F(1,636) = 15.923"*, 2 = 0.024; F>M
power = 0.979; YxG, F(2,637) = 2.536, p < 0.08,
r? = 0.008; power = 0.508
Methodology 3.35(0.73) 3.49(0.80) 3.46(0.79) 2.39(0.88) 3.52(0.89) 3.48(0.88) 3.31(0.79) 3.56(0.87) 3.56(0.84) G, F(6,632) = 3,478"**, 12 =0.032; power =0.948; F>M
Difficulties G, F(1,637) = 7.349", r =0.011; power = 0.742
Heavy 2.72(0.83) 2.84(0.90) 2.82(0.89) 2.81(0.96) 2.97(0.82) 2.92(0.96) 2.67(3.19) 3.19(0.88) 3.07(0.97) G, F(1,637) = 10,050, r* = 0.016; F>M
Workload power =0.886; Y x G, F(2,637) =2.678, p < 0.06,
r? = 0.008; power = 0.571
Public speaking ~ 3.22(1.15)  3.28(1.07)  3.27(1.09)  3.32(1.17)  3.17(122)  322(1.20)  2.68(1.17)  3.41(1.16)  3.23(1.20) G, F(1,637) = 16.456", r2 = 0.025; F>M
power = 0.482; Y x G, F(2,637) = 2.548, p < 0.07,
r? = 0.008; power = 0.510
Lack of control 2.57(0.83) 2.66(0.81) 2.65(0.82) 2.54(0.91) 2.68(0.71) 2.64(0.72) 2.45(0.72) 2.74(0.80) 2.67(0.79) G, F(1,637) = 4.991**, r2 = 0.008; power = 0.607 F>M
over
achievement
Achievement G, F(8,658) = 3.965**, r2 = 0.046; power = 0.992
Emotions
Boredom in 2.48(0.83) 2.31(0.82) 2.34(0.83) 2.50(0.99) 2.16(0.89) 2.27(0.94) 2.35(0.83) 2.14(0.88) 2.19(0.87) G, F(1,665) = 8.572***, 12 = 0.013; power = 0.832 M > F
Study
Anxiety in 2.47(0.74) 2.66(0.72) 2.62(0.73) 2.59(0.74) 2.40(0.74) 2.46(0.74) 2.41(0.75) 2.55(0.71) 251(0.72) Y x G, F(1,665) = 3.348% r2 = 0.010; F>M
Study power = 0.632
Engagement- G, F(2,766) = 4.841***, 2 = 0.012; power = 0.800
Burnout
Engagement 3.14(0.75) 3.42(0.68) 3.37(0.70) 3.18(0.65) 3.43(0.76) 3.31(0.71) 3.24(0.70) 3.40(0.74) 3.26(0.76) G, F(1,777) = 9,333, 1* = 0.012; power = 0.862 F>M
Burnout 2.50(0.68) 2.34(0.75) 2.39(0.68) 2.51(0.69) 2.24(0.65) 2.31(0.62) 2.39(0.68) 2.37(0.67) 2.37(0.69) G, F(1,777) = 6,140, r* = 0.008; power = 0.697 M > F
Factors G, F(6,772) = 3.698***, r2 = 0.028; power = 0.961
Cynicism 2.380.92) 2.18(0.90)  2.21(0.90) 2.28(1.00)  2.14(0.99)  2.19(1.10)  2.53(0.88)  2.24(0.94)  2.32(0.94) G, F(1,777) = 11.401** r2 = 0.014; power =0.921 M >F
Dedication 3.71(0.77) 3.81(0.68) 3.79(0.70) 3.69(0.87) 3.79(0.83) 3.76(0.84) 3.54(0.84) 3.85(0.81) 3.76(0.83) G, F(1,777) = 5,285% r* = 0.012; power = 0.800 F>M
Absorption 2.97(0.92) 3.27(0.83) 3.21(0.85) 2.92(0.70) 3.18(0.95) 3.11(0.92) 3.14(0.88) 3.08(.099) 3.09(0.96) G, F(1,777) = 4.052*, r2 = 0.005; power = 0.520 F>M
G = Gender effect; Y = Year effect; Y x G = Year x Gender effect.
o < 0.001.
*p < 0.01.

p < 0.05.





