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Abstract: The objective of the present study was to discover which tasks resulted in a higher workload,
leading to a higher anxiety of postgraduate professors at different Ibero-American universities,
when dealing with the transition from face-to-face teaching to a virtual one. A questionnaire was
constructed that was completed by 125 professors once validated. The results showed that with
respect to tasks that required a higher workload, the professors had to re-think methodological
strategies and activities, correct the student’s work, provide tutoring, and search for materials. As for
the degree of anxiety, it was higher, given the increased number of hours in front of the computer, the
lack of immediate feedback from the students, the feeling of not reaching all the students, having
to look for activities to invigorate the online classes, and the need to prepare more materials and
the assessment tasks. The results were the same irrespective of the university, thereby enabling us
to conclude that this phenomenon was globalized, and the workload and anxiety were replicated
in different contexts. Therefore, it is necessary to implement formative proposals that help manage
online or hybrid teaching, beyond the mere transfer of the face-to-face teaching models to virtual ones.

Keywords: workload; anxiety; university; postgraduate professors; Ibero-American; online teaching

1. Introduction

The extremely fast propagation of COVID-19 created a health crisis worldwide, with
almost 100% of the world’s population under mandated quarantine. The World Health Or-
ganization (WHO) indicated that COVID-19 propagated from person to person, declaring
it a pandemic [1]. This unprecedented situation forced European countries, and poste-
riorly Latin American ones as well, to adopt emergency health measures—resulting in
confinement and social isolation—to avoid greater infection and increased mortality.

The complete closure of schools and universities led to the shift of teaching activities
to digital education platforms, and both educators and education authorities had to rapidly
adapt to provide a response to the new education needs [2,3].

Online teaching brought with it curricular transformation, providing and establishing
new ways to interact in the process of teaching, but at the same time, many questions arose
about the effectiveness of learning using this modality and at all education stages and
levels [4]. This mode of teaching created different divides, mainly due to the level of access
to digital technologies [5].

The transition from face-to-face teaching to online teaching, the prolonged use of this
modality, and the return to the new modality marked by hybrid formats, prompted us to
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ask: How was this transition perceived by university professors, especially postgraduate
professors? Did the greater independence of the students, result in different workloads for
professors? Additionally, at the emotional level, how did this transition to the new teaching
model, online or hybrid, affect professors?

2. Online Teaching during Emergencies

It seems evident that one of the impacts of the pandemic on the education system was
the push for students to increase their digital literacy [6]. On the other hand, it promoted
the application of pedagogy that is responsible for stimulating personal autonomy in the
development of cognitive and curricular competences [7–9].

In addition, the situation of confinement, and the mandatory nature of online teaching,
brought with it considerable levels of academic desertion, making higher education insti-
tutions propose and demand for themselves greater commitments to guarantee effective
education for students [10], integrating both their capacities and needs [11]. It is evident
that the impact of all the actions performed by higher education institutions, together with
the level of satisfaction of students with respect to the academic processes, will lead to a
transformation in education organizations [12].

This new environment, forcibly based on online teaching, required the transformation
of the teacher’s role [13], shifting to a model based on awakening the interest of the stu-
dents [14]. Therefore, it is necessary to consider factors that affect the quality of university
teaching and the development of the socio-emotional component [15–18].

Different studies [2,19] affirm that professors were not ready to immediately face this
new situation, not only because the university did not have the necessary resources, but
also because most of the professors did not have an adequate level of digital competence
and didactic training. Thus, most still followed traditional methodological formulas,
undertaking the transition of face-to-face teaching to online teaching by replicating the
face-to-face methodology, and exclusively using the videoconference tool [20].

3. Consequences of the Transition of Face-to-Face Teaching to Online Teaching

Information and Communication Technologies have been recently developed in all
human dimensions, as well as the educational one, allowing for the “innovation in models,
caring for the democratization of teaching and training that guarantee that students receive
the same quality of instruction no matter what the region” [21] (p. 2).

During the confinement, the wager placed on online teaching was favorable for some
students, while for others, the poorest and more vulnerable, it led to the irreplaceable loss
of learning, resulting in the abandonment or difficulties in re-starting their education [22].

Delving into the factors that affected students and professors in their response to the
sudden change from face-to-face teaching to online teaching, authors such as those of [23],
in a study developed between Spanish universities, affirm that although the students had a
more than acceptable level of the use of technological tools and skills to manage them, a
lack of independence and capacity for self-regulation and self-reflection was detected with
respect to dealing with certain tasks, with students also showing a considerable level of
dependence on their professors, especially among the students in their first years of a degree.
This greater dependence was not evidenced among postgraduate and doctoral students.

With respect to the professors, the same authors concluded that the level of compe-
tence in the use of technological tools could be improved, especially with respect to their
management, but stressed their didactic application and the implementation of commu-
nication and interaction systems with students to compensate for the lack of face-to-face
interaction in online teaching.

To these pedagogic consequences, we can add the emotional consequences and the
psychological effects on students, workers, and teaching staff [24,25] created by the forced
isolation. The effect on mental health is evidence that many students analyze, together with
how it is negatively affecting education and their formative development [26].
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From the above, we must extract the lessons created by the unprecedented worldwide
situation that has marked, without a doubt, the manner in which present and future
teaching is and will be conducted. What is clear is that we cannot intend that online
teaching exactly replicate face-to-face teaching in the classroom. We must tend to possible
maladjustments that could be created and take advantage of the opportunity to move
towards new, high-quality university teaching models that are accessible to most.

4. Materials and Methods
4.1. Objectives

To answer the research questions posed, the following study objectives are defined:

• Distinguish the tasks that resulted in a higher workload for postgraduate professors
who transitioned from face-to-face teaching to virtual or hybrid teaching;

• Identify the tasks that provoked a higher anxiety in postgraduate professors when
transitioning from face-to-face teaching to virtual or hybrid teaching.

In summary, we intend to identify the factors in postgraduate university teaching that
could have hampered the transition towards online or hybrid teaching, in order to create
proposals for improvement that allow society to move towards 21st century teaching.

4.2. Research Methodology

The study was conducted within the framework of different postgraduate degrees. The
intention was to discover the obstacles faced by the professors and to create proposals for
improvement. We must not forget that it is precisely in this education stage in which we find
students who could be more independent, older, and with greater academic experience, at
the same time that they are demanding and more prone to abandonment due to low-quality
teaching, thus reducing the indices of enrolment in master’s degrees.

First, we identified the master’s in education programs that were taught among the
participating universities to define the study population

An online questionnaire was sent to collect data, including an informed consent
form from the participants, while observing the anonymity and protection of data for the
treatment of the information collected.

4.3. Measurement Instrument

• An ad hoc questionnaire was created, comprising a total of 22 questions, of which:
• A total of 6 were multiple answer questions, and generated between them were a total

of 44 dichotomous variables;
• A total of 4 had alternative responses; therefore, they comprised 4 categorical variables;
• There was 1 that had 14 proposals that were to evaluated with a Likert scale

(14 quantitative variables);
• A total of 11 were free-response and open-ended, so that they did not generate vari-

ables that could be statistically analyzed (except with a qualitative methodology).
• These 22 questions were organized into different sections:
• Identification data;
• Teaching strategies utilized;
• Assessment;
• Teaching—workload and emotional factors.

This questionnaire was subjected to content validity through 10 judges, who evaluated
univocity, pertinence, and degree of importance of each item.

Additionally, for the 11 closed-ended questions that generated a total of 62 variables,
the degree of reliability of the participants was calculated. The classic Cronbach’s Alpha
reliability coefficient was calculated, obtaining a value of 0.67 (with a 95% CI: 0.55–0.77),
which can be considered acceptable and good.

This article analyzes the answers found in the last section, “Teaching: workload and
emotional factors”. This section is composed of 2 items. The first is a multiple-response
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question that asked the professor to mark the option that resulted in a greater workload
among the following options:

• Rethink new methodological strategies;
• Search for new materials;
• Re-plan the activities;
• Rethink the assessment;
• Correct the student’s classwork;
• Tend to the student’s questions;
• Tutor students;
• Build the course using the university platform.

The degree of anxiety was evaluated with a set of 15 items that were scored with a Likert-
type response scale of 5 options (from 0 = nothing/null to 4 = very much/always) (Table 1).

Table 1. List of items that assess the state of anxiety of the professors.

Statements of the Items That Assess the Degree of Anxiety Variable

1. Review of the class scheduling Scheduling

2. The theoretical class sessions Theoretical classes

3. Conducting virtual practical sessions Practice sessions

4. Communication with the students Communication

5. Development of assessment tasks Assessment

6. Tutorships with students Tutoring

7. Preparing more material Material

8. Providing feedback to the students Provide feedback

9. Mastery of the new technologies for teaching online classes New technologies

10. Tending to the socio-emotional needs of the students S-E needs

11. Increase in the number of hours in front of the computer to
tend to the student’s demands Time spent online

12. Search for activities that will help invigorate the online classes Invigoration

13. Not having immediate feedback from the students when I’m
explaining in class, as most did not have their cameras on Receive feedback

14. The feeling that I did not reach all my students, and that only
a few followed me, who participated in the online sessions Participation

15. Others Other

4.4. Sample and Data Collection

The study sample comprised professors who taught post-graduate and/or Masters in
education courses at the participating universities (Table 2).

Table 2. Number of degrees and professors involved.

University Master’s Education Total Professors Involved Sample

University of Lleida
(Spain) 9 93 75

University of Tolima
(Colombia) 4 71 28

University of Tarapacá
(Chile) 1 14 12

Andean University
Simón Bolívar (Ecuador) 1 10 10
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A total of 125 participants were enlisted, of which 60% (75) were from the University
of Lleida. The rest came from 3 Latin American universities: University of Tolima (22.4%),
University of Tarapacá (9.6%), and Andean University Simón Bolívar (8%).

According to sex, there were more women than men: 60% vs. 40%. Women were
the majority in all the universities (65.3%, 60% and 60.7%), except for the University of
Tarapacá, where we found more male participants (75%).

According to age, almost half of the sample participants were older than 50 years
old (48%; 60 cases). After them, the most frequent age interval was 41–50 years old (32%).
In addition, 20% were younger than 40, and almost 4% were not even 31 years old. The
groups of those older than 50 were the most common in all the universities (48%, 50%, and
60.7%), except for the Andean University Simón Bolívar, where almost all the participants
were found in the 41–50-year-old (50%) and 31–40-year-old (40%) ranges.

Lastly, 52% of the participating professors had a full-time contract (65 cases), and 48%
had a part-time contract (60 cases). A full-time contract was more frequent at the University
of Lleida (57.3%), while part-time contracts were more common in the three Latin American
universities (58.3%, 60%, and 53.6%).

4.5. Statistical Analysis

The statistical analysis was performed through the computer program IBM-SPSS
Statistics version 25 (reference: IBM Corp. Release 2017. IBM SPSS Statistics v 25.0 for
Windows; Armonk, NY, USA).

The statistics techniques and tests utilized were as follows:

1. Description of qualitative variables with frequency tables and percentages. To com-
pare two of these variables, contingency tables were utilized.

2. The quantitative variables were analyzed to verify their fit, or lack thereof, to a Gaus-
sian curve. For this, the following methods were utilized: (a) normal Q–Q plot,
(b) asymmetry and kurtosis indices, and (c) Kolmogorov–Smirnov goodness-of-fit
test, where only a severe skewness (p < 0.01) will indicate a non-normal variable distri-
bution. At the same, a box plot was used to determine the existence or lack thereof of
an atypical value given its position relative to the rest of the sample (extreme outlier).

3. The quantitative variables were described through the normal tools of (a) centrality—
mean and median; (b) variability—observed range, standard deviation, and interquar-
tile range.

4. The reliability of the psychological questionnaires was evaluated through Cronbach’s
Alpha internal consistency coefficient. A value higher than 0.60 indicates an acceptable
reliability; if it is higher than 0.80, it is good, and >0.90 indicates a very good reliability.

5. For the comparison of the significance of the means from the sample of subjects
(repeated measures/related measures), the parametric tests repeated measures (RM)
Student’s and single-factor RM ANOVA were used when the variables were normally
distributed, and the alternative Wilcoxon’s and Friedman’s tests when they were not
distributed normally.

6. For the comparisons between the means from two different subjects (independent from
each other), Student’s t test and a one-way ANOVA were used when the variables
were normal, and their corresponding non-parametric tests (Mann–Whitney and
Kruskal–Wallis) when their distribution was not normal.

7. A Chi-square test was performed for the cross between the categorical values. Al-
though it is a test to determine the existence/absence of a relationship between these
types of variables, its presence can lead to the inference of the existence of significant
differences in the response variable among the categories of the explanatory factor,
utilizing the values of the corrected standardized residues (similar to the normal Z
residues, where the indication of significance is that the residues must be ≥2).

The effect size was calculated to show the magnitude of the differences between the
samples. This effect size was expressed as R2 (scale 0–1) so that it could be compared
between the different types of variables and between different statistical tests and studies.
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When the means were compared, R2 was calculated with Cramer’s V, similar to Pearson’s
coefficient, but specific for this type of data.

In all the inferential statistical samples, significance was considered when p < 0.05,
and a high significance when p < 0.01. A value of p < 0.10 can be considered as almost
significant, or a tendency towards it.

Furthermore, given that the sample was comprised by 125 individuals, its size could
be a limitation. However, we must consider that the moderate effect size shows differences
that are real, and which could be detected even with small samples such as 50 < N < 100.
The small effect size indicates that a relationship could be present, but to detect it with
certainty, a sample size of around N = 500 is needed. The large or very large effect sizes are
evidently differences that exist with a high degree of confidence, and that are detected “at a
glance” and even with very small samples.

N by itself only helps when there is a presence or absence of meaning. With large
N (800–1000–3000–5000-etc . . . ), significances could appear that are not real (without
theoretical meaning).

With small N (<100 or <120), it is difficult to find significance, except when the
relations/differences are very strong (very evident) and can be observed “at a glance”.

Thus, the following scenarios demonstrate when the effect size helps:

• Small effect sizes (<20%) with a significance of (at least p < 0.05) and (a) with a small
N indicate that differences exist, but that these are small/slight, and (b) with a large N
indicate that these differences or relations are negligible;

• Moderate effects (>3%; >4%; >5%) or high ones (>10%), with a significance of at least
p < 0.05), indicate the existence of differences or relationships, with a moderate or high
magnitude/intensity, independent of N;

• Moderate or high effects, but without significance (p > 0.05), are indications of rela-
tionship/differences. Thus, what we find is that significance was not found because
the size of N was not sufficient to reach it.

5. Results

Responses were myriad and varied with respect to the tasks that took more time
to accomplish. For values over 50%, we find: rethink methodological strategies (54.4%),
activities (53.6%), and correcting the student’s work (53.6%); close to 50%, we find tutor-
ing/advising the students (48.8%) and looking for new materials (46.4%).

Table 3 shows the description of the items that assessed the degree of anxiety. It is
observed that all of them had a similar variability, with standard deviation values between
1.20 and 1.50 points, which indicates many differences between the participants. The mean
values were not very high in general; thus, the degree of anxiety does not seem to be very
high. However, six items stand out with means higher than 2 points (on a 0–4 scale). These
are, in order of highest to lowest anxiety, the following:

• Item 11 (Time spent online): “The increase in the number of hours in front of the
computer to tend to the demands from my students”—mean of 2.75 points;

• Item 13 (Receive feedback): “Not having immediate feedback from my students after
my explanations in class, as most did not have the camera connected”—mean of
2.58 points;

• Item 14 (Participation): “The feeling that I did not reach all the students, and that only
a minority participated online”—mean of 2.36 points;

• Item 12 (Invigoration): “Look for activities that could help invigorate the online
classes”—mean of 2.26 points;

• Item 7 (Material): “Prepare more material”—mean of 2.23 points;
• Item 5 (Assessment): “Performing assessment tasks”—mean of 2.01 points.
• On the contrary, the items that provoked the smallest degree of anxiety were:
• Item 1 (Scheduling): “The review of the class schedule”—mean of 1.35 points;
• Item 3 (Practical sessions): “Having virtual practical session”—mean of 1.35 points;
• Item 4 (Communication): “Communication with the students”—mean of 1.59 points.
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The significance of the differences between the means of these 15 items were contrasted,
revealing a high significance, with p < 0.001 (RM ANOVA: F = 29.32; p-value = 0.000000)
and a large effect size (0.191). Therefore, we can conclude that there are differences in the
degree of anxiety in the different items answered.

Table 3. Assessment of the degree of anxiety/nervousness provoked by the online teaching during
the confinement. N = 125.

Item
% Response for Each Option

Mean Standard
Deviation0 1 2 3 4

1. Scheduling 32.0 27.2 21.6 12.0 7.2 1.35 1.25

2. Theoretical classes 20.8 24.0 27.2 16.8 11.2 1.74 1.28
3. Practice sessions 20.0 15.2 29.6 22.4 12.8 1.93 1.30
4. Communication 24.8 26.4 20.8 20.8 7.2 1.59 1.26

5. Assessment 15.2 20.8 27.2 21.6 15.2 2.01 1.29
6. Tutoring 32.8 27.2 20.0 12.0 8.0 1.35 1.27
7. Material 12.8 17.6 21.6 29.6 18.4 2.23 1.30

8. Provide feedback 18.4 18.2 29.6 16.0 16.8 1.94 1.33

9. New technologies 27.2 16.8 20.8 20.8 14.4 1.78 1.42

10. S-E needs 14.4 27.2 27.2 21.6 9.6 1.85 1.20

11. Time spent online 8.0 11.2 20.0 19.2 41.6 2.75 1.32
12. Invigoration 13.6 16.0 24.8 22.4 23.2 2.26 1.34

13. Receive feedback 12.8 9.6 20.0 21.6 36.0 2.58 1.39
14. Participation 12.0 21.6 14.4 22.4 29.6 2.36 1.41

15. Other 68.8 4.0 7.2 7.2 12.8 0.91 1.49

Therefore, in agreement with these results, the greatest anxiety for professors was the
increase in hours in front of the computer to tend to the demands of the students, followed
by the absence of immediate feedback from the students when explanations were given in
class, as they did not have a camera connected, which made the professors think that they
did not reach all the students, and that only a minority followed a given lesson.

Next, an exploratory factorial analysis (EFA) was performed to determine the unidi-
mensionality of these items and to validate them as an assessment scale of the anxiety of
professors. The results obtained through the Principal Axis Factoring method (Table 4)
allow us to conclude that these 14 items had high factorial loads in a single dimension
(between 0.54 and 0.80), which explained 59.8% of the variability.

This result, aside from validating these items as an assessment scale of the anxiety
felt by master’s professors during the transition from face-to-face teaching to online or
hybrid teaching, allows us to create a complete scoring variable of anxiety. The gross scores
of this variable were obtained using the habitual Likert scale, which is the sum of the
numerical values of all the items. Therefore, the range of possible values was 0 to 56. The
variable shows the complete set of empirical values, with a median of 28 points, and with
the distribution having a normal Gaussian shape, from which the results do not deviate
significantly (KS goodness-of-fit test: Value 0.06; exact p-value = 0.735). The mean was
27.7 points (95% CI: 25.4–30.0) with a standard deviation of ±12.9 points.

The mean values of all the four universities were compared in this total anxiety score,
with an almost statistical significance found with p < 0.10 (ANOVA: F = 2.45 p-value = 0.067,
which is explained by the fact that the mean value for the University of Tarapacá was lower
than the mean values from the other three universities, namely, 18.8 points as compared to
scores between 26.8 and 29.4 points.

When searching for a correlation between the independent variables such as gender
(Table 5), a greater anxiety was observed in women, especially when faced with tasks
such as the increase in the number of hours in front of a computer to tend to the student’s
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demands; looking for activities that will help invigorate the online classes; not having
immediate feedback when explaining something in class, as most students did not have
their cameras connected; and in a very striking manner, the feeling of not reaching all the
students and that only a small portion of the students followed the class.

Table 4. Reliability and validity; reliability and unidimensionality of the anxiety items.
N = 125 professors.

KMO = 0.90
Bartlett: p-Value = 0.00000

Factorial Analysis
Reliability

Communality Factorial Load

1. Scheduling 0.363 0.60 0.54

2. Theoretical classes 0.556 0.74 0.69

3. Practice sessions 0.543 0.74 0.68

4. Communication 0.467 0.68 0.62

5. Assessment 0.583 0.76 0.71

6. Tutoring 0.531 0.73 0.69

7. Material 0.607 0.78 0.73

8. Provide feedback 0.496 0.70 0.64

9. New technologies 0.395 0.54 0.48

10. S-E needs 0.348 0.59 0.54

11. Time spent online 0.514 0.72 0.66

12. Invigoration 0.636 0.80 0.75

13. Receive feedback 0.491 0.70 0.64

14. Participation 0.544 0.74 0.68

Table 5. Anxiety, as a function of the Professors’ Gender. N = 125 professors.

Anxiety (Mean Values) TOTAL
(N = 125)

GENDER Mann-Whitney Test

Effect Size R2Men
(n = 50)

Women
(n = 75) Valor p Valor

1. Scheduling 1.35 1.26 1.41 0.18 NS 0.853 0.004

2. Theoretical classes 1.74 1.62 1.81 0.65 NS 0.517 0.006

3. Practice sessions 1.93 1.86 1.97 0.49 NS 0.627 0.002

4. Communication 1.59 1.48 1.67 0.66 NS 0.506 0.005

5. Assessment 2.01 1.74 2.19 1.91 † 0.057 0.029

6. Tutoring 1.35 1.24 1.43 0.52 NS 0.604 0.055

7. Material 2.23 2.00 2.39 1.67 † 0.095 0.022

8. Provide feedback 1.94 1.86 1.99 0.35 NS 0.723 0.002

9. New technologies 1.78 1.52 1.96 1.71 † 0.088 0.023

10. S-E needs 1.85 1.70 1.95 0.99 NS 0.321 0.010

11. Time spent online 2.75 2.42 2.97 2.23 * 0.026 0.043

12. Invigoration 2.26 1.96 2.45 2.04 * 0.041 0.033

13. Receive feedback 2.58 2.24 2.81 2.47 * 0.013 0.041

14. Participation 2.36 1.96 2.63 2.68 * 0.007 0.054

TOTAL ANXIETY SCORE 27.72 24.86 29.63 2.01 * 0.044 0.033

N.S. = Non-significant, † = Almost significant, and * = Significant.
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When correlated with the variable age (Table 6), it was again observed that the number
of hours in front of the computer to tend to a student’s demands created the greatest
anxiety, especially for older (>50 years old) and younger (20–40 years old) professors.
Significant differences also appeared according to age in relation to the communication
with the students, which again created the greatest anxieties in the previously mentioned
age ranges.

Table 6. Anxiety, as a function of the age of the professors. N = 125 professors.

TOTAL
(N = 125)

AGE Chi-Square Test

Effect Size R220–40 Years
Old (n = 25)

41–50 Years
Old (n = 40)

>50 Years
Old (n = 60) Value p-Value

1. Scheduling 1.35 1.60 1.05 1.45 4.34 NS 0.114 0.030

2. Theoretical classes 1.74 2.16 1.28 1.87 7.89 * 0.019 0.069

3. Practice sessions 1.93 2.36 1.58 1.98 5.55 † 0.062 0.047

4. Communication 1.59 1.52 1.22 1.87 6.22 * 0.045 0.051

5. Assessment 2.01 2.36 1.65 2.10 5.51 † 0.064 0.043

6. Tutoring 1.35 1.64 1.15 1.37 2.50 NS 0.285 0.019

7. Material 2.23 2.72 2.03 2.17 4.90 † 0.086 0.038

8. Provide feedback 1.94 2.08 1.60 2.10 3.67 NS 0.160 0.030

9. New technologies 1.78 1.72 1.42 2.05 4.92 † 0.086 0.038

10. S-E needs 1.85 2.16 1.55 1.92 4.46 NS 0.108 0.035

11. Time spent online 2.75 2.88 2.32 2.98 6.19 * 0.045 0.051

12. Invigoration 2.26 2.48 1.87 2.42 5.11 † 0.078 0.038

13. Receive feedback 2.58 2.72 2.13 2.83 5.78 † 0.056 0.053

14. Participation 2.36 2.76 1.95 2.47 5.66 † 0.059 0.046

TOTAL ANXIETY
SCORE 27.72 31.16 22.80 29.57 9.33 ** 0.009 0.071

N.S. = Non-significant, † = Almost significant, * = Significant, and ** = Highly significant.

However, the type of teaching contract and the teaching experience variables did not
correlate significantly with any of the items considered in the study. In both cases, the high-
est means, with respect to the levels of anxiety, were centered on the tasks mentioned above.

Lastly, and in the final part of the analysis, the 15 anxiety variables (all
14 items + total score) were correlated with the variables of workload (8 items). For
this, Spearman’s correlation coefficient was utilized. A direct correlation value (a positive
sign) indicates that high values in the anxiety variables correspond to the professors who
answered “yes” to the corresponding workload item; therefore, an inverse correlation
(negative sign) indicates that the high values in the anxiety variables correspond to the
professors who answered this item with a “no”. Given the N in the present study, any
(absolute) value higher than 0.15 (small effect) is a significant correlation with p < 0.05,
and any value higher than 0.22 (moderate effect) is significant with p < 0.01, with a higher
value indicating a stronger correlation. The results are summarized in Table 7 (with the
significant correlations in bold).

Considering that the correlations found were moderate, we considered those that were
≥0.24, highlighting:

• The professors who spent more time searching for new materials mentioned that they
felt more anxiety when preparing the materials and giving theoretical classes.

• The professors who indicated a greater workload when correcting the student’s work
indicated that the online tutoring sessions with the students increased their levels of
anxiety and nervousness.
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• Tending to the student’s questions implied a considerable increase in workload, and
this translated to greater levels of anxiety when the tasks needed communication, tutor-
ships, and an increased time spent to provide answers to the demands of the students.
Providing feedback to the students created the greatest anxiety and workload.

• Lastly, building the course in the online platform directly correlated with greater
anxiety due to the increase in the time spent online.

Table 7. Correlation coefficients between the variables anxiety and the workload items.
N = 125 professors.

Variables

Rethink
New

Method-
ological
Strate-

gies

Search
for New

Materials

Re-Plan
the

Activities

Rethink
the As-

sessment

Correct
the

Student’s
Class-
work

Tend to
the

Student’s
Ques-
tions

Tutor/Advise
Students

Build the
Course
in the

Univer-
sity

Platform

1. Scheduling 0.20 0.16 0.15 0.17 −0.07 0.00 −0.05 0.15
2. Theoretical classes 0.18 0.25 0.07 0.13 −0.05 −0.05 −0.01 0.06
3. Practice sessions 0.19 0.22 0.02 0.15 0.06 −0.06 0.09 0.11
4. Communication −0.02 0.02 −0.11 −0.07 0.22 0.24 0.13 0.08

5. Assessment 0.11 0.14 −0.06 0.16 0.19 0.14 0.02 0.09
6. Tutoring 0.01 0.03 0.05 −0.10 0.29 0.24 0.21 0.11
7. Material 0.12 0.29 −0.01 0.02 0.08 0.06 0.04 0.13

8. Provide feedback −0.05 −0.09 −0.04 −0.15 0.24 0.29 0.14 0.13
9. New technologies 0.22 0.27 0.01 0.19 0.01 −0.13 −0.13 0.09

10. S-E needs 0.05 0.14 0.03 0.13 0.23 0.12 0.19 0.18
11. Time spent online 0.07 0.19 0.03 0.18 0.15 0.27 0.16 0.27

12. Invigoration 0.23 0.17 0.03 0.15 0.11 0.03 0.10 0.18
13. Receive feedback 0.12 −0.06 −0.10 0.08 0.11 0.17 0.07 0.14

14. Participation 0.14 0.05 0.01 0.13 0.17 0.16 0.16 0.17

TOTAL ANXIETY
SCORE 0.16 0.16 0.00 0.11 0.17 0.15 0.11 0.20

6. Discussion

A greater workload for professors leads to greater anxiety and stress, especially due to
the increase in the number of hours spent in front of the computer to tend to the students’
demands. In addition, having to search for materials and prepare activities that invigorate
teaching through screens, and especially assessment tasks, were also highlighted. Along
this line, other studies concur that the greatest stressors for professors were work overload,
their psychological state, and lack of support [23,27]. These variables are more acute in
emergency remote teaching, and can lead to demotivation, having a negative effect on the
teaching provided. It is evident that the psychological well-being of professors was affected
during the pandemic, and we must be aware of the consequences [28].

Another important factor that created anxiety was the absence of immediate feedback
from the students during the class explanations via videoconferencing, as most students
did not have their cameras connected. Nevertheless, the postgraduate professors made
great efforts to widen communication channels with students to compensate for this lack of
interaction. Regarding this aspect, our study concurs with others, which underlined that
this feeling of not accompanying students and the lack of time dedicated to them, as well
as the time spent in front of the computer, were some aspects, among others, that had an
effect on the psychosomatic and emotional levels among the professors [29,30].

The results from this study also provide evidence on the greater anxiety of women,
especially when facing tasks such as the increase in the number of hours spent in front
of the computer to tend to a student’s demands. This is explained in some studies indi-
cating that the greater degree of work-related, emotional, social, and domestic loads is
usually the responsibility of women, especially with that related to the difficulties of family
conciliation [31,32]. The matters of gender are not separate from the function of teaching
at university.

However, gender is not the only variable that should be taken into account, as the
age of the professor must also be considered. The older professors (>50 years old) and
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the youngest ones (20–40 years old) showed greater levels of anxiety when faced with the
increase in the number of hours in front of the computer. The greater affectation in these
two age ranges can be explained, on the one hand, by the lack of teaching experience of the
youngest professors, and on the other, the lack of digital competence development of the
older generation [22,33].

In post-pandemic times, and after the analysis of the events that occurred during
emergency remote teaching, it was necessary to rethink some key aspects that define an
improvement in the quality of university teaching. It is clear that the forced development
of digital competence among professors and an open attitude towards technology are
necessary today [22]. In line with what was mentioned in [34], the change in education
driven by the pandemic has resulted in a new way to teach and learn, from the pedagogic
function of the use of ICTs, which has not solely translated into a way of increasing their
presence as a resource, or in transferring the face-to-face methods and manners of teaching
to virtual environments [35].

7. Conclusions

Emergency remote teaching, and later hybrid teaching, developed by university
professors, with an emphasis on master’s professors, brought with it a greater workload
and repercussions at the emotional level. It is interesting to identify the nature of the
main psychological barriers and the tasks that led to an alteration of the state of mind
of postgraduate professors. Only then can we act by providing the support needed by
the professors, so that technologies and their pedagogic application do not become an
obstacle to reaching high-quality teaching without an additional cost in the form of work
and emotional overload.

It is interesting to observe that these limiting factors were the same among professors,
independently of the university where they practiced their professions. Reality becomes
globalized, and the workload and anxiety experienced were replicated to a higher or lower
degree in very different contexts.

Although many studies showed that during the pandemic, post-graduate students
were more independent and managed their learning better, professors at this educa-
tional level were equally affected during the development of their teaching duties at
the emotional level.

In light of the new post-pandemic reality, it is necessary to think of teaching propos-
als with respect to the use of digital resources, strategies of emotion management, and
organizational guidelines that help manage online or hybrid teaching in a positive manner,
beyond the mere translation of the face-to-face methods to the virtual environment.

Thus, it is necessary for governments and educational institutions to focus their
attention on the student as well as the educators, on the use of technological tools and
the development of a pedagogic model that integrates didactic strategies, and on the
construction of learning material that is appropriate for virtual and hybrid teaching. It is
necessary to place a wager on the development of the digital competence of educators that
can become integrated into their way of thinking and acting as educators.
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