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Abstract

A considerable amount of research has been conducted to learn about various factors
contributing to student well-being and burnout, but there have been few studies that
considered both individual and external factors together in understanding these in the context
of online and blended learning. A moderated mediation model is used to understand the
relationship between usability of E-learning sites with burnout and wellbeing through self-
control (SC), conscientiousness (C), and self-efficacy (SE) across learning modes- online and
blended, among a sample of university students (N = 142). The participants completed an
online survey hosted on Qualtrics and completed Conscientious subscales of the Big Five
Inventory, Brief Self-Control Scale (B-SCS), General Self-Efficacy Scale (GSE), E-Learning
Usability Scale for Higher Education (ELUSH), Satisfaction with life scale (SWLS) and
Oldenburg Burnout Inventory (OLBI-student version), which provides scores on two scales,
“exhaustion” and “disengagement”. Overall usability of E-learning sites was significantly
associated with disengagement but not exhaustion. The mediation effect of self-control on
association between site usability and two indicators of burnout (exhaustion and
disengagement) was moderated by conscientiousness. No significant differences were
observed for burnout and well-being scores across different learning modes. The study
highlights the importance of usability of subject sites in preventing burnout thereby
increasing learner well-being and has implications for the learning and teaching processes in
schools and institutions.
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Introduction

The COVID-19 pandemic drastically changed the education sector as schools and universities
had to adapt to the social distancing policies and other health protocols that governments
implemented in order to curb the spread of the COVID-19 virus (Adedoyin & Soykan, 2020).
The closure of schools as one of the necessary measures to prevent the transmission of
COVID-19 compelled schools to transition to remote learning platforms and change their
pedagogical approach to accommodate this transition (Sandhu & de Wolf, 2020). As such, the
utilization of pedagogical approaches that implement online learning, distance and continuing
education has now become a necessity for educators, given that the traditional face-to-face
setup is no longer feasible in the current global health situation (Pokhrel & Chhetri, 2021). It
must be noted that online learning has been used by educational institutions prior to the
pandemic, but it has never been institutionalized as a formal teaching approach until the
education sector saw no other alternative learning design (Khan et al., 2020). As the world
adapts to the "new normal”, it seems that online learning is here to stay as an increasing
number of institutions have adopted a blended approach toward the dissemination of course
content.

Students’ academic performance, well-being, burnout, and student engagement are some of
the essential outcomes that need examination as indicators of students’ successful transition
to these new modes of learning. Individual factors too are important aspects that must be
included. Though there have been many works examining factors contributing to student
well-being and burnout, limited studies have actually considered both individual and external
factors together. In addition, studies in the context of online and blended learning are limited,
as these learning environments gained prominence only during the COVID-19 pandemic.
Thus, a research gap exists in understanding how individual factors interact with these
learning environments to influence student well-being and burnout levels.

Modes of Learning

To distinguish online learning from blended learning, it is important to define the two
approaches and identify the key components that comprise each respective model. The
blended learning model is the integration of traditional face-to-face teaching and online
learning (Senturk,2020). Traditional face-to-face teaching occurs synchronously in a physical
classroom with an instructor directing and taking charge of the class, whereas online lessons
are typically asynchronous, with students going through lesson materials at their own pace
and schedule (Bonk et al., 2006). In this respect, online learning refers to a learning
environment that utilizes technological tools, the Internet and other electronic devices to
facilitate both synchronous and asynchronous instructional delivery (Huang, 2019).

Usability of E-learning site

Usability is defined as the degree to which specific users in a specified context can use a
system or a product to achieve defined goals in an efficient, effective and satisfactory manner
(Jokela et al.,2003). For our study usability refers to the ease-of-use of online courses. Online
and blended learning both require student engagement with online content. When clear
guidance and instructions were given on websites to support their online learning, students
put in more effort to tasks (Mamun et al., 2016). A well-designed site with navigation support
thus is critical for interaction with the content and acquisition of knowledge through it.
Evaluation of usability in E-learning environments should consider both technical and



pedagogical criteria of usability (Sandoval, 2016). While technological criteria ensure a good
user-experience while navigating through the course site, the pedagogical aspects support
students’ learning journey through the course (Dringus & Cohen, 2005; Granié& Cukusié,
2011; Khan et al., 2010; Zaharias, 2009). A well-designed E-learning Site should support
active participation by users, encourage self-critical thinking, and offer avenues for formation
of community of learners where students express and share with their peers what they are
learning, as well as gather feedback, reflect, and develop confidence by practicing (Boud &
Prosser, 2002; Sandoval, 2016). Site content utilizing elements such as font, size, italics,
highlight, etc., site interactivity that allows interactions with course, peers, and the instructor,
learner-centric instructional design, a course design that is easy to navigate through and
instructor presence that plays a critical role in facilitation and guiding students’ learning, all
contribute to high usability of E-learning sites (Ballard , 2010; Fisher & Wright, 2010; Jones,
2011; Zaharias & Koutsabasis, 2012). The online learning experience of students is enhanced
by factors like stimulation, attractiveness, innovation and dependability, which prevent
learner frustration, hence increasing student satisfaction (Agyeeiwaah et. al, 2022; Heidig et
al., 2015; Malamed, 2015; Meiselwitz & Sadera, 2008; Nyang'or et al., 2013; Plass et al.,
2013). E-learning sites with high usability can give students support to manage their
academic burden. It is assumed that students will then be less exhausted and more engaged
with the learning process. Better usability of online learning environment improves their
online learning experience and leads to better learning outcomes for them (Meiselwitz &
Sadera, 2008). Regularly disciplined interactions with the subject site can contribute to their
self-efficacy for that system (Al-Azawei & Lundqvist , 2015). With a positive learning
experience, they could be energetic, happy and more successful in their learning path
(Schaufeli et al., 2002). The impact of usability on learning outcomes and better learning
experience is presented in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Impact of enhanced site usability on Learning

Student Well-being

The importance of well-being in higher education has been emphasized by many (Elwick &
Cannizzaro, 2017; Kern et al., 2014). Two of the most common conceptualizations of well-
being include subjective well-being and psychological well-being (Diener,1984 ; Ryff and
Singer , 2008). While subjective well-being is a measure of an individual’s personal
experience and perception of events in their lives (Diener & Suh, 1997), psychological well-
being, goes beyond life satisfaction (Ryff and Singer, 2008). Seligman (2011) argues that



well-being is an essential prerequisite for an overall positive learning experience from which
students may reap maximal benefits and acquire new knowledge. Delivering curriculum in a
way such that it allows students to flourish can help them maximize their potential to perform
in school.

Academic Burnout

Burnout is a mental health state which is caused by work-related distress that involves
incessant bodily reactions to repeatedly occurring interpersonal stressors (Mheidly et al.,
2020). It is operationalized using three dimensions - emotional exhaustion, feelings of
cynicism and inefficacy (Schaufeli et al., 1996). Academic burnout has become increasingly
prevalent among university students as a result of competitiveness and increasing demands in
higher education and has been associated with lower learning motivation and are major
predictors of students' attrition from school (Aguayo et al., 2019; Cazan, 2015). From a
student's perspective, burnout refers to "feeling exhausted because of study demands, having
a cynical and detached attitude toward one's study and feeling incompetent as a
student"(Schaufeli et al., 2002, p. 465). Burnout is significantly correlated with lower self-
esteem and higher presence of depressive symptoms among students, which are general
indicators of poor well- being (Tuominen-Soini & Salmela-Aro, 2014).

Academic Burnout, Well-being and Learning mode

When it comes to online learning, students might experience higher levels of study demands
since they are expected to study independently. Absence or reduced direct interactions with
teachers and peers, that facilitate their learning, could decrease their study resources. Thus,
high demand of their personal resources and reduction in social interactions, could potentially
lead to feelings of exhaustion and disengagement from school among students, resulting in
academic burnout (Alam et al., 2021). Keramidas’ (2012) findings also showed that online
students find it more challenging to manage their time and meet school deadlines compared
to their counterparts who have traditional face-to-face classes. Prolonged use of technological
devices and consistent checking of e-mails for updates while studying in online mode can
also contribute to burnout (Estevez-Mujica & Quintane, 2016). However, the convenience
and ease offered by online learning can reduce the experience of burnout among students
(Bolatov et al., 2020). Students could learn from the comfort of home and more time could be
used for productive learning and achieving a better school-life balance instead of travelling to
and from campus. This also has implications for student well-being.

In face-to-face learning mode too, research shows contradictory findings regarding
experience of academic burnout. If on one hand, traditional teaching has shown positive
impact due to the strong social relations between teachers and students fostered in physical
classroom environment (Tomas-Miquel et al., 2016), studies also draw attention to its
negative impact due to its rigidity (for both time and location) that makes it difficult for
students to learn at their own pace or repeat learning activities (McCutcheon et al, 2015).
Considering these conflicting findings for both online learning and traditional learning, it is
difficult to decide which approach is can protect students from possible exhaustion and
disengagement and improve their well-being (Lyndon et al., 2017).

One can then turn to blended learning which offers best of both approaches by optimizing the
instructional strategies of the two above discussed approaches. According to Worley (2011),
instructors can make learning more engaging by linking lesson materials to real-world



scenarios, making use of new technologies and multimedia to keep students stimulated, and
encouraging inquiry-based learning. In blended learning, students have higher levels of
engagement as exhibited through their school performance and interaction within the classes
(Adams et al., 2020).

Individual differences

Factors contributing to academic burnout and student well-being also include individual
factors such as self-esteem, self-efficacy, optimism, conscientiousness etc. (Alarcon et al.,
2009). Self-efficacy is defined by Albert Bandura as one’s beliefs in their capabilities to exert
control over events and accomplish tasks (Bandura, 1977). Self-efficacy has been linked to
higher learner engagement and predicted less burnout in students (Bulfone et al., 2016).
Enhancement of self-efficacy has also been shown to improve learner engagement (Breso et
al., 2011). Ouweneel et al. (2011) posit that self-efficacy leads to higher study engagement
due to a willingness to exert additional effort in accomplishing requirements. Maricutoiu and
Sulea (2019) found that self-efficacy beliefs can increase learner engagement, with results
suggesting that increased self-efficacy can reduce the risk of student burnout. Higher self-
efficacy is also associated with positive or better well-being (Armaou & Antoniou, 2018;
Othman et al., 2019; Siddiqul, 2015). In contrast, lower self-efficacy may lead to lower levels
of subjective well-being (Barlow et al., 2002; Bandura et al., 2003; Caprara, 2002) and
increased symptoms of anxiety and depression (Faure & Loxton, 2003; Kashdan & Roberts,
2004; Shnek et al., 2001). Research shows that students with higher self-efficacy adapt well
to new learning environments and have better academic success (Hodges, 2008; Zimmerman
& Kulikowich, 2016). Self-efficacy also helps with managing stress (Villada et al., 2017),
which could potentially be useful for when managing the stressors due to the changed
learning environments.

Self-control is defined as the ability to delay the instantaneous satisfaction of a smaller
reward with the expectation of receiving a larger reward at a later point in time (Ainslie,
1975; Mischel et al., 1989; Kirby & Herrnstein, 1995). In the academic context, self-control
becomes necessary due to the long-term value of academic work over the short-term
gratification of distractions (Duckworth et al., 2019). Research has revealed that self-control
is positively related to whether students do well in online and blended learning environments,
resulting in positive learning outcomes such as better grades and achievement of goals
(Gorbunovs et al., 2016; Zhu et al., 2016). Seibert et al. (2016) found that, generally, there
was a negative correlation between self-control and burnout, suggesting that low self-control
could result in high levels of burnout. Those with higher self-control also seem to be happier
and experience higher life satisfaction (Hofmann et al., 2014; Hussain et al., 2020).

Conscientiousness, which is defined as “individual differences in the propensity to be self-
controlled, responsible to others, hardworking, orderly, and rule abiding”, (Roberts et al.,
2014, p. 1315), can be an important factor influencing student learning experience across the
different modes. Conscientiousness includes areas of self-control, industriousness, and order,
which manifests in one’s thoughts, feelings, and behaviours (Roberts, 2009). Individuals with
higher levels of conscientiousness show discipline by persisting in their goals, an inherent
motivation for accomplishment, make use of adaptive learning strategies and are more likely
to succeed on tasks (Bidjerano & Dai, 2007; Chen et al., 2001; Costa et al., 1991; Poropat,
2009). Research has established that conscientiousness does positively influence self-control
(Mao et al., 2018; Zhang et al., 2019). Hence, with regards to learning, students who score
higher on conscientiousness could work hard and persevere in different subjects and courses



and potentially would do better in their studies. Furthermore, individuals with higher
conscientiousness tended to have higher life satisfaction (Heller et al., 2004) and higher
psychological well-being (Carter et al., 2016). Conscientiousness was reported as being
negatively associated with burnout (Azeem, 2013). Studies show that conscientiousness is
positively related with online engagement and online learning outcomes (Quigley et al., 2022;
Yu, 2021). Thus, students with higher conscientiousness would be more likely to have a
positive learning experience in the changed learning environments like online or blended
modes.

The Present Study

In summary, the present study aimed to find if students studying across the three modes of
learning had different burnout and well-being scores. Firstly, we wanted to see if students
studying across the three modes of learning had different burnout and well-being scores by
testing the below hypothesis.

H1- students across the three modes of learning (e.g., 1. Fully asynchronous online 2.
asynchronous online + synchronous online class 3. asynchronous online + synchronous F2F
class) would differ in their scores for exhaustion, disengagement and well-being.

Secondly, it was of interest to understand the relationship between site usability and academic
burnout and student well-being. Past research has shown the explanatory power of self-
efficacy (e.g., Hejazi et al., 2009; Llorca et al., 2017), and self-control (Duckworth et al.,
2019), thus authors aimed to examine the mediating effects of academic self-efficacy and
self-control on the relationship between site usability and academic burnout and student well-
being. Thirdly, we wanted to examine the moderating role of personality trait
conscientiousness on relationship among variables. Prior studies indicate that since persons
with higher levels of conscientiousness show discipline by persisting in their goals and have
an inherent motivation for accomplishment, they would be more likely to have a positive
learning experience across all study modes (e.g., Poropat, 2009; Quigley et al., 2022).
Following hypotheses were tested:

H2a- Indirect effect of site usability on disengagement through self-control will be moderated
by conscientiousness

H2b- Indirect effect of site usability on disengagement through self-efficacy will be
moderated by conscientiousness

H3a — Indirect effect of site usability on exhaustion through self-control will be moderated by
conscientiousness.

H3b- Indirect effect of site usability on exhaustion through self -efficacy will be moderated
by conscientiousness.

H4a- Indirect effect of site on well-being through self-control will be moderated by
conscientiousness

H4b- Indirect effect of site usability on well-being through self-efficacy will be moderated by
conscientiousness

H5a- Conscientiousness will moderate the relationship between site usability and exhaustion,
H5b- Conscientiousness will moderate the relationship between site and disengagement

H5c¢ - Conscientiousness will moderate the relationship between site usability and well-being
The conceptual diagram is presented in Figure 2.



Method

The present study utilised a correlational design. A mediation analysis was employed to
examine the mediating effect of academic self-efficacy and self-control (i.e., mediating
variables) on the relationship between site usability (independent variable) and academic
burnout (i.e., exhaustion and disengagement) and well-being (dependent variables).
Conscientiousness was examined as a potential moderator influencing these relationships.
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Figure 2: Proposed model for the study

Measures used in the study

Demographic Form — The demographic form requested for participants’ gender, age,
academic discipline, course, year of study, and learning mode.

E-Learning Usability Scale for Higher Education (Sandoval, 2016) — This scale has 27
items in total measuring 4 dimensions- content, interactivity, instructor role and course
design. Examples of these items include “The course uses interactive tools and strategies to
gain my attention and maintain my interest” and “Graphics used in the course are of high
quality (not blurry)”. Each item is scored using a 7-point Likert scale (from 1 = strongly
disagree to 7 = strongly agree). A “not applicable” option was included for those items that
did not apply to a participant. Higher scores indicate higher site usability. Hasibuan et al.
(2019) reported a Cronbach alpha of .92 for the Indonesian version of the scale. The
Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was 0.97 in the present study.

General Self-Efficacy Scale (Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995) — The General Self-Efficacy
Scale (GSE) is a 10-item self-report measure of self-efficacy It is a single dimension scale,
and each item is scored using a 4-point Likert scale (from 1 = not at all to 4 = exactly true)
with higher score indicating higher self-efficacy. GSE has shown to have good internal
consistency, with alpha scores of between .76 and .90 (Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995). There
is also good construct reliability of .91 and good convergent validity of .51 (Freire et al.,
2020). For the present study Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was 0.88.

Conscientiousness subscale of the Big Five Inventory (John et al., 1991) — This is a 9-item
subscale of the Big Five Inventory and assesses one’s conscientiousness Items are rated from
1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Internal consistency of this subscale was good,
with alpha score of .82. For this study the Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was 0.76.



Brief Self-Control Scale (Tangney et al., 2004) — The Brief Self-Control Scale (B-SCS) is a
13-item self-report scale, and each item was rated on a 5-point Likert scale (from 1 = not at
all like me to 5 = very much like me). High scores indicate higher self-control. The
Cronbach’s alpha was 0.85 in the present study.

Oldenburg Burnout Inventory — Student Version (Reis et al., 2015) — The Oldenburg
Burnout Inventory — Student Version (OLBI-S) is a 16-item questionnaire designed to
specifically measure academic burnout in students (Reis et al., 2015). OLBI-S is adapted
from the Oldenburg Burnout Inventory (OLBI; Demerouti et al, 2003) and it comprises two
scales, disengagement and exhaustion. Participants responded to each statement on a 4-point
Likert scale (from 1 = strongly agree to 4 = strongly disagree). Higher scores on the
disengagement and exhaustion scales indicated greater disengagement and exhaustion
respectively. In an English-speaking population, the OLBI-S had Cronbach’s alphas ranging
from .74 to .97 (Halbesleben & Demerouti, 2005). The Cronbach’s alpha for this scale in the
present study was 0.78.

The Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener et al., 1985) — This five-item self-report measure
assesses one’s satisfaction with life as a whole. Items are rated from 1 (strongly disagree) to
7 (strongly agree) on a Likert scale. Scores for each item were summed to obtain a total score
of this scale, with higher scores indicating higher perceived life satisfaction. Internal
consistency was high, with alpha score of .87 and good test-retest reliability of .82 (Magyar-
Moe, 2009. The Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was 0.86 in the present study.

Participants

To participate in the study, participants were required to be a student taking at least one
subject in an online or blended mode at the time of participation. A total of 142 participants
(34 Males and 106 Females 2 Others), aged between 18 and 49 years old (Mean Age =22.7
yrs.) contributed to the data for the study. Participants were recruited using James Cook
University (JCU)’s SONA recruitment system, through social media platforms as well as via
convenience and snowball sampling. Participants who required course credits in partial
fulfillment of module requirements were awarded 2 SONA credit points and no incentives
were given to the other participants.
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Figure 3: Breakdown of participants across different study modes



Procedure

Ethics approval was received from the university ethics committee before commencement.
Data was collected online via Qualtrics. Participants accessed the URL for the study which
was shared with them via poster. Once participants gave their consent after reading through
the information sheet, first question checked for the participant eligibility. Only participants
who acknowledged taking at least one module in online or blended mode at the time of the
participation were presented with rest of the survey. They were asked indicate module name
and its delivery mode. All the subsequent questions were with reference to that specific
module. The questionnaires were presented in random order to manage the order effect.
At the end of the survey, participants were thanked for their time spent in participating in
the study.

Results
Data Screening

Participant data (N = 158) was screened and invalid response and cases with less than
two questionnaires completed were removed (n = 14). Next, outliers (n = 2) were
identified and removed. Following data screening, the remaining responses (n = 142)
were used for analyses.

Age as a covariate

Research shows that age can influence student’s level of academic burnout, with academic
exhaustion being more prevalent among students between 20 and 24 years old (de Silva et al.,
2018). Correlation analysis showed that age was not significantly associated with any of the
study variables and thus was not included as a covariate.

Relationship among Variables

A preliminary analysis was conducted to examine the relationship between the key
Variables (Table 1). The results indicated that well-being had a moderate, negative, and
significant correlation between exhaustion (r=-.41, p<.001) and a weak, negative and
significant relationship with disengagement (r=-.28, p<.0010). Conscientiousness had
moderate, negative and significant correlation with exhaustion (r=-.49, p<.001) and
disengagement (r=-.43, p<.001). It showed weak, positive but significant relationship
with self-efficacy (r=.35, p<.001) and significantly strong and positive correlation with
self-control (r=.76, p<.001). Self-efficacy also showed significant, moderate and
negative association with both exhaustion (r=-.35, p<.001) and disengagement (r=-.43,
p<.001). Similarly, self-control had moderate, negative and significant correlation with
exhaustion (r=-.52, p<.001) as well as disengagement (r=-.45, p<.001). On the other had
well-being showed weak, positive and significant relationship with conscientiousness
(r=.30, p<.001), self-efficacy (r=.30, p<.001) and self-control (r=.22, p<.001).
Additionally, total usability of E-learning site showed a moderate, negative, and
significant correlation with disengagement (r=-.33, p<.001) but not with exhaustion and
well-being.



Differences across study modes

A one-way ANOVA was run to compute the differences in scores for student burnout and
well-being across different study modes. The results showed no significant differences in
scores across the three study modes indicating rejection of H1.

Variables 1 2 3 4 4.1 4.2 4.3 4.4 5 6
1. Exhaustion
2. Disengagement .510™
3. Well-being -.408™ -.275"
4. Total Usability -.132 -327" 116
4.1 Content usability -194 -.351" 122 .905™
4.2 Interaction usability -.200° -.361" A41 .888™ .809™
4.3 Design Usability -.043 -.233 110 897" 747" .682”
4.4 Instructor presence usability -.012 -.198" .031 .846™ .635™ .608™ 775"
5. Conscientiousness -.486™ -4317  .304" 189 169 .225" 130 183
6. Self-efficacy -.353" -427" 2977 .386™ .289™ 335" 374~ 3707 350"
7. Self-control -.524" -451" 220" .256" .250” .301” 145 190" .761" .330"

Note. ** P<0.01 level, * p<0.05. ] .
Tablel: The Pearson Correlation Analysis Table

Site Usability to Burnout and Well-being

Before running the analysis, data was checked for assumption violation. All assumptions for
multiple regression were satisfied. Hayes’ (2018) PROCESS macro for SPSS Models 7 and 8
were used to test the hypotheses. A moderated mediation analysis was performed to test the
moderating role of conscientiousness and mediating roles of self-efficacy and self-control.

H2a and H2b

Results showed that the indirect effect of site usability on disengagement through self -
control was moderated by conscientiousness. Higher self-control was associated with
lower disengagement. The conditional indirect effect was strongest in those high in
Conscientiousness (1 SD above the mean). H2a was supported by index of moderated
mediation (index= -.037,95% CIl= (-.070/-.007) which was significant since the 95% CI did
not include zero. H2b was not supported (Figure 4).
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Figure 4: Outcome of moderated mediation analysis for site usability on disengagement
through self-control and self-efficacy moderated by conscientiousness

H3a and H3b

H3a was supported as results showed that the indirect effect of site usability on
exhaustion through self-control was moderated by conscientiousness. Higher self-control
was associated with reduced exhaustion. Conditional indirect effect was strongest in
those high in Conscientiousness (1 SD above the mean).H3a was supported by index of
moderated mediation (index= -.056,95% CIl= (-.095/-.011) which was significant since the
95% CI did not include zero. H3b was not supported (figure 5).

Analysis further revealed that H4a, H4b, H5a, H5b and H5c are not supported. Thus, site
usability has implications for levels of academic burnout vias self-control, but not for student
well-being.
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Figure 5: Outcome of moderated mediation analysis for site usability on exhaustion through
self-control and self-efficacy moderated by conscientiousness



Discussion

The aim of this study was to see how usability of E-learning sites contributes to burnout and
well-being in online and blended mode. Significant individual differences emerged that
affected relationship between site usability and student experience.

Conscientiousness emerged as a significant moderator on relationship between site
usability and self-control. Specifically, those with high level of conscientiousness
showed high levels of self-control. This is aligned with earlier research outcomes where
conscientiousness was shown to positively influence self-control (e.g., Mao et al., 2018;
Zhang et al., 2019). However, conscientiousness was not a significant moderator for
pathway from usability to self-efficacy and usability to burnout and well-being, thus
hypotheses H5a, 5b and 5c¢ are rejected.

The study results show support for H2a and H3a, since the indirect effect of site usability
on both disengagement and exhaustion, through self -control was moderated by
conscientiousness. This is not surprising since those with high conscientious personality
are more likely use technology that will allow them to be more efficient and optimize their
performance (Punnoose, 2012) which in turn will encouraging them to increase their
interactions with the E-learning systems (Devaraj et al.,2008). Through consistent effort
and practice learners might realize that the online learning systems are easy to navigate and
supportive of their learning (Bismala et al.2022). Since E-learning requires a high level of
student motivation and self-discipline (Sandybayev, 2020), it is not surprising that self-
control emerged as a significant mediator between site usability and burnout. A well-
designed E-learning subject site with high usability would support student engagement. To
students it would appear attractive and innovative, thereby keeping them stimulated and
engaged (Agyeeiwaah et. al, 2022). This in turn would protect them against cognitive fatigue
and tiredness which significantly contribute to burnout.

Hypothesis H2b and H3b, are not supported in our study. Though academic self-efficacy has
played in significant mediating role in academic-related behaviors (Hejazi et al., 2009), it was
not a significant mediator in the present study. There could be many reasons for it. Usability
of E-learning site by itself does not automatically contribute to self-efficacy (Chahal & Rani
,2022). Individual experience of the learner and the maturity of a specific technology
contributes to one’s beliefs in their capabilities to exert control over events. A student has to
interact with the system, continuously, regularly and in a disciplined manner to get its
benefits, which would then develop their self-efficacy for that system (Al-Azawei &
Lundgvist ,2015). In context of higher education, E-learning subject sites are fairly new
phenomenon, it might take some time for student to feel comfortable with technology.
Punnoose (2012) found conscientiousness to be the only personality variable that exerted a
direct effect on students’ belief regarding usefulness of an eLearning system. Since in our
study, conscientiousness showed weak but positive correlation with self-efficacy and was not
its significant moderator, this potentially affected the relationship between E-learning site
usability and self-efficacy. It could be that individual difference in this personality trait
influenced formation of certain beliefs about learning technologies which in turn affected
how they engaged with E-learning subject sites (Punnoose, 2012). Self-efficacy did emerge
as a significant, negative predictor of disengagement which is in line with past research (e.g.,
Bulfone et al., 2016).

For the present study, well-being had a moderate, negative, and significant correlation



with exhaustion but a weak, negative and significant relationship with disengagement
indicating that exhaustion experienced by students contributes significantly more to their
life-satisfaction and well-being than disengagement. The direct effect of E-learning site
usability on student well-being was non-significant as were the mediating effects of self-
efficacy and self-control which resulted in rejection of H4a and H4b. Self-efficacy
predicted student well-being which is similar to past findings (e.g., Armaou & Antoniou,
2018; Othman et al., 2019).

Our study did not reveal any differences in burnout and well-being scores for participants
across different study modes thus H1 is rejected. The non-significant ANOVA results could
be due to the unequal distribution of the 3 learning design groups as there was a much larger
proportion of students doing blended learning. Nonetheless, certain trends were observed.
Exhaustion appeared to be the lowest for the group doing blended learning with face-to-face
sessions. This could be interpreted as the fact that this particular learning design provides
students the opportunity to switch between two kinds of learning environment — online and
on-campus which possibly helps to break the monotonous experience of learning only in
online mediums all the time. With face-to-face sessions, students can get more “breaks” from
the monotony and receive more stimulation from interactions with their instructors and peers.
Surprisingly, disengagement was found to be the lowest for the group doing blended learning
with online synchronous sessions, which contrasted with past studies showing how students
were better engaged in face-to-face classes (Tomlinson et al., 2013). A possible explanation
could be that perhaps students could focus better without distractions from classmates and the
surroundings and also get attention from the teacher when they reach out.

Limitations

This study is not without limitations. Firstly, the current research is cross-sectional, and data
were only gathered at a specific point in time, which makes it hard to determine cause-and-
effect relationships over an extended period. Secondly, unequal distributions of participants
across different study modes could have contributed to non-significant results. A larger and
more evenly distributed sample size should be used in future research. Given that majority of
participants in this study were Psychology undergraduate students, future research can also
look to compare and examine the differences across other levels of study and disciplines.

Conclusion

The study highlights importance developing subject sites which are usable, that follow best
practice instructional design principles so that students are not frustrated while trying to
navigate the site. Regular and disciplined interaction with subject site is supportive of student
engagement and can prevent academic burnout. Since the study mode and gender did not
account for any differences in participant burnout and well-being, it focuses our attention on
E-learning site features such as - site content, site interactivity, instructor role and course
design - which are significant contributing factors in a student’s learning experience.



References

Adams, D., Joo, M. T. H., Sumintono, B., & Pei, O. S. (2020). Blended learning engagement
in higher education institutions: A differential item functioning analysis of students’
backgrounds. Malaysian Journal of Learning & Instruction, 17(1), 133-158.
https://doi.org/10.32890/m;jli2020.17.1.6

Adedoyin, & Soykan, E. (2020). Covid-19 pandemic and online learning: the challenges and
opportunities. Interactive Learning Environments, 1-13.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2020.1813180

Aguayo, R., Cafiadas, G. R., Assbaa-Kaddouri, L., Cafiadas-De la Fuente, G. A., Ramirez-
Baena, L., & Ortega-Campos, E. (2019). A risk profile of sociodemographic factors in
the onset of academic burnout syndrome in a sample of university students.
International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 16, 707-717.
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16050707

Agyeiwaah, E., Baiden, F. B., Gamor, E., & Hsu, F. C. (2022). Determining the attributes
that influence students’ online learning satisfaction during COVID-19
pandemic. Journal of Hospitality, Leisure, Sport & Tourism Education, 30, 100364.

Ainslie, G. (1975). Specious reward: A behavioral theory of impulsiveness and impulse
control. Psychological Bulletin, 82(4), 463—-496. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0076860

Al-Azawei, A., & Lundgvist, K. (2015). Learner differences in perceived satisfaction of an
online learning: An extension to the technology acceptance model in an Arabic
sample. The Electronic Journal of E-Learning, 13(5), 408-426.

Alam, F., Yang, Q., Bhutto, M. Y., & Akhtar, N. (2021). The influence of e-learning and
emotional intelligence on psychological intentions: Study of stranded Pakistani
students. Frontiers in Psychology, 12, 715700.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.715700

Alarcon, G., Eschleman, K. J., & Bowling, N. A. (2009). Relationships between personality
variables and burnout: A meta-analysis. Work and Stress, 23(3), 244-263.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678370903282600

Armaou, M., & Antoniou, A. -S. (2018). Secondary school teachers’ perceptions of job
resources in learning organizations. Multilingual Academic Journal of Education and
Social Sciences, 6(1), 141-157. http://dx.doi.org/10.46886/MAJESS/v6-i1/7345

Azeem, S. M. (2013). Conscientiousness, neuroticism and burnout among healthcare
employees. International Journal of Academic Research in Business and Social
Sciences, 3(7), 467-477. https://doi.org/10.6007/IJARBSS/v3-i7/68

Ballard, J. K. (2010). Web site usability: A case study of student perceptions of educational
web sites. University of Minnesota.

Bandura, A. (1977). Self-efficacy: Toward a unifying theory of behavioral change.
Psychological Review, 84(2), 191-215. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033- 295X.84.2.191


https://doi.org/10.32890/mjli2020.17.1.6
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2020.1813180
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16050707
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0076860
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.715700
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678370903282600
http://dx.doi.org/10.46886/MAJESS/v6-i1/7345
https://doi.org/10.6007/IJARBSS/v3-i7/68
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-%20295X.84.2.191

Bandura, A., Caprara, G. V., Barbaranelli, C., Gerbino, M., & Pastorelli, C. (2003). Role of
affective self-regulatory efficacy in diverse spheres of psychosocial functioning. Child
Development, 74(3), 769-782. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00567

Barlow, J., Wright, C., & Cullen, L. (2002). A job-seeking self-efficacy scale for people with
physical disabilities: Preliminary development and psychometric testing. British
Journal of Guidance & Counselling, 30(1), 37-53.
https://doi.org/10.1080/030698880220106500

Bidjerano, T., & Yun Dai, D. (2007). The relationship between the big-five model of
personality and self-regulated learning strategies. Learning and Individual
Differences, 17(1), 69-81. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.1indif.2007.02.001

Bismala, L., Manurung, Y. H., Sirager, G. & Andriany, D. (2022). The impact of e-learning
quality and students’ self-efficacy toward the satisfaction in the using of e-learning.
Malaysian Online Journal of Educational Technology, 10(2), 141-150.
http://dx.doi.org/10.52380/mojet.2022.10.2.362

Bolatov, Seisembekov, T. Z., Askarova, A. Z., Baikanova, R. K., Smailova, D. S., & Fabbro,
E. (2020). Online-Learning due to COVID-19 Improved Mental Health Among
Medical Students. Medical Science Educator, 31(1), 183-192.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40670-020-01165-y

Bonk, Graham, C. R., Cross, J., & Moore, M. G. (2006). The handbook of blended learning:
global perspectives, local designs. Pfeiffer.

Boud, D., & Prosser, M. (2002). Key principles for high quality student learning in higher
education: A framework for evaluation. Educational Media International, 39(3), 237-
245. https://doi.org/10.1080/09523980210166026

Breso, E., Schaufeli, W. B., & Salanova, M. (2011). Can a self-efficacy-based intervention
decrease burnout, increase engagement, and enhance performance? A quasi-
experimental study. Higher Education, 61(4), 339-355.

Bulfone, G., Fida, R., Ghezzi, V., Macale, L., Sili, A., Alvaro, R., & Palese, A. (2016).
Nursing Student Self-efficacy in Psychomotor Skills: Findings From a Validation,
Longitudinal, and Correlational Study. Nurse Educator, 41(6), E1-E6.
https://doi.org/10.1097/NNE.0000000000000285

Carter, N. T., Guan, L., Maples, J., Williamson, R., & Miller, J. (2016). The downsides of
extreme conscientiousness for psychological wellbeing: The role of obsessive-
compulsive tendencies. Journal of Personality, 84(4), 510-522.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12177

Cazan, A. (2015). Learning motivation, engagement and burnout among university students.
Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 187, 413-417.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2015.03.077


https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00567
https://doi.org/10.1080/030698880220106500
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2007.02.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.52380/mojet.2022.10.2.362
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40670-020-01165-y
https://doi.org/10.1080/09523980210166026
https://doi.org/10.1097/NNE.0000000000000285
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12177
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2015.03.077

Chahal, J., & Rani, N. (2022). Exploring the acceptance for e-learning among higher
education students in India: combining technology acceptance model with external
variables. Journal of Computing in Higher Education, 34(3), 844-867.

Chen, G., Casper, W. J., & Cortina, J. M. (2001). The roles of self-efficacy and task
complexity in the relationships among cognitive ability, conscientiousness, and work-
related performance: A meta-analytic examination. Human Performance, 14(3), 209-
230. https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327043HUP1403_1

Costa, P. T., McCrae, R. R., & Dye, D. A. (1991). Facet scales for agreeableness and
conscientiousness: A revision of the NEO Personality Inventory. Personality and
Individual Differences, 12(9), 887-898. https://doi.org/10.1016/0191-8869(91)90177-
D

de Silva, R. M., Lopes, L. F. D., Beck, C. L. C., Grazziano, E. D. S., Costa, A. L. S., &
Lopes, V.C. (2018). Demographic and academic characteristics that contribute to
burnout occurrence in nursing students-analytic study. Journal of Nursing Education
and Practice, 8(8), 28-33. https://doi.org/10.5430/jnep.v8n8p28

Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., Nachreiner, F., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2001). The job demands-
resources model of burnout. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(3), 499-512.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499

Devaraj, S., Easley, R. F., & Crant, J. M. (2008). How does personality matter? Relating the
five-factor model to technology acceptance and use. Information System Research,
19(1), 93-105.

Diener, E. (1984). Subjective well-being. Psychological Bulletin, 95, 542-575.
http://dx.doi.org.elibrary.jcu.edu.au/10.1037/0033-2909.95.3.542

Diener, E., Emmons, R. A,, Larsen, R. J., & Griffin, S. (1985). The Satisfaction with Life
Scale. Journal of Personality Assessment, 49(1), 71-75.
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4901_13

Diener, E., & Suh, E. (1997). Measuring quality of life: Economic, social, and subjective
indicators. Social indicators research, 189-216.

Dringus, L. P., & Cohen, M. S. (2005). An adaptable usability heuristic checklist for online
courses. 35" ASEE/IEEE Frontiers in Education Conference, T2H-6 — T2H-11.

Duckworth, A. L., Taxer, J. L., Eskreis-Winkler, L., Galla, B. M., & Gross, J. J. (2019). Self-
Control and Academic Achievement. Annual Review of Psychology, 70(1), 373-399.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010418-103230

Elwick, A., & Cannizzaro, S. (2017). Happiness in higher education. Higher Education
Quarterly, 71, 204-219. https://doi.org/10.1111/hequ.12121

Estévez-Mujica, C. P., & Quintane, E. (2018). E-mail communication patterns and job
burnout. PloS One, 13(3), e0193966—e0193966.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0193966


https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327043HUP1403_1
https://doi.org/10.1016/0191-8869(91)90177-D
https://doi.org/10.1016/0191-8869(91)90177-D
https://doi.org/10.5430/jnep.v8n8p28
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499
http://dx.doi.org.elibrary.jcu.edu.au/10.1037/0033-2909.95.3.542
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010418-103230
https://doi.org/10.1111/hequ.12121
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0193966

Faure, S., & Loxton, H. (2003). Anxiety, depression and self-efficacy levels of women
undergoing first trimester abortion. South African Journal of Psychology, 33(1), 28-
38. https://doi.org/10.1177/008124630303300104

Fisher, E. A., & Wright, V. H. (2010). Improving online course design through usability
testing. MERLOT Journal of Online Learning and Teaching. 6(1). 228-245.

Freire, C., Ferradas, M. del M., Regueiro, B., Rodriguez, S., Valle, A., & Nufiez, J. C. (2020).
Coping strategies and self-efficacy in university students: A person-centered
approach. Frontiers in Psychology, 11: 841. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.00841

Gorbunovs, A., Kapenieks, A., & Cakula, S. (2016). Self-discipline as a key indicator to
improve learning outcomes in e-learning environment. Procedia - Social and
Behavioral Sciences, 231, 256-262. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2016.09.100

Grani¢, A., & Cukusi¢, M. (2011). Usability testing and expert inspections complemented by
educational evaluation: A case study for an e-Learning platform. Educational
Technology & Society, 14(2), 107-123.

Hasibuan, D. P., Santoso, H. B., Yunita, A., & Rahmah, A. (2020, June). An Indonesian
adaptation of the E-learning usability scale. In Journal of Physics: Conference Series
(Vol. 1566, No. 1, p. 012051). IOP Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-
6596/1566/1/012051

Heidig, S., Muller, J., & Reichelt, M. (2015). Emotional design in multimedia learning:
Differentiation on relevant design features and their effects on emotions and learning.
Computers in Human Behavior. 44, 81-95.

Hejazi, E., Shahraray, M., Farsinejad, M., & Asgary, A. (2009). Identity styles and academic
achievement: Mediating role of academic self-efficacy. Social Psychology of
Education, 12(1), 123-135. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-008-9067-x

Heller, D., Watson, D., & llies, R. (2004). The role of person versus situation in life
satisfaction: A critical examination. Psychological Bulletin, 130(4), 574-600.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.130.4.574

Hodges, C. B. (2008). Self-efficacy in the context of online learning environments: A review
of the literature and directions for research. Performance Improvement Quarterly,
20(3-4), 7-25. https://doi.org/10.1002/piq.20001

Hofmann, W., Luhmann, M., Fisher, R. R., Vohs, K. D., & Baumeister, R. F. (2014). Yes,
but are they happy? Effects of trait self-control on affective well-being and life
satisfaction. Journal of Personality, 82(4), 265-277.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12050

Huang, Q. (2019). Comparing teacher’s roles of F2f learning and online learning in a blended
English course. Computer Assisted Language Learning, 32(3), 190-209.


https://doi.org/10.1177/008124630303300104
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.00841
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2016.09.100
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/1566/1/012051
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/1566/1/012051
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-008-9067-x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.130.4.574
https://doi.org/10.1002/piq.20001
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12050

Hussain, S., Bagir, M., Islam, K. M. A., & Asif, S. (2020). How self-control impact’s on
happiness and satisfaction with life with moderating role of locus of control.
American Economic & Social Review, 6(2), 13-30.
https://doi.org/10.46281/aesr.v6i2.851

John, O. P., Donahue, E. M., & Kentle, R. L. (1991). The Big Five Inventory — Versions 4a
and 5. Institute of Personality and Social Research.

Jones, 1. M. (2011). Can you see me now? Defining teaching presence in the online
classroom through building a learning community. Journal of Legal Studies
Education. 28(1), 67-116.

Jokela, T., livari, N., Matero, J., & Karukka, M. (2003). The standard of user-centered design
and the standard definition of usability: Analyzing 1ISO 13407 against 1SO 9241-11.
In Proceedings of the Latin American Conference on Human-Computer Interaction
(pp- 53-60). ACM.

Kashdan, T. B., & Roberts, J. E. (2004). Social anxiety's impact on affect, curiosity, and
social self-efficacy during a high self-focus social threat situation. Cognitive Therapy
and Research, 28(1), 119-141.
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:COTR.0000016934.20981.68

Keramidas, C. G. (2012). Are Undergraduate Students Ready for Online Learning? A
Comparison of Online and Face-to-Face Sections of a Course. Rural Special
Education Quarterly, 31(4), 25-32. https://doi.org/10.1177/875687051203100405

Kern, M. L., Waters, L. E., Adler, A., & White, M. A. (2014). A multidimensional approach
to measuring well-being in students: Application of the PERMA framework. The
Journal of Positive Psychology, 10, 262-271.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2014.936962

Khan, M. A., Israr, N., & Hassan, S. (2010). Usability evaluation of web office applications
in collaborative writing. 2010 International Conference on Intelligent Systems,
Modeling and Simulation, 146-151. http://dx.doi: 10.1109/ISMS.2010.37

Khan, M. A., Vivek, V., Nabi, M. K., Khojah, M., & Tahir, M. (2020). Students’ Perception
towards E-Learning during COVID-19 Pandemic in India: An Empirical Study.
Sustainability (Basel, Switzerland), 13(1), 57—. https://doi.org/10.3390/su13010057

Kirby, K. N, & Herrnstein, R. J. (1995). Preference Reversals Due to Myopic Discounting of
Delayed Reward. Psychological Science, 6(2), 83-89. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
9280.1995.tb00311.x

Llorca, A., Richaud, M. C., & Malonda, E. (2017). Parenting, peer relationships, academic
self-efficacy, and academic achievement: Direct and mediating effects. Frontiers in
Psychology, 8, 2120. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.02120


https://doi.org/10.46281/aesr.v6i2.851
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:COTR.0000016934.20981.68
https://doi.org/10.1177/875687051203100405
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2014.936962
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13010057
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-%209280.1995.tb00311.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-%209280.1995.tb00311.x
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.02120

Lyndon, M. P., Henning, M. A., Alyami, H., Krishna, S., Yu, T.-C., & Hill, A. G. (2017).
The Impact of a Revised Curriculum on Academic Motivation, Burnout, and Quality
of Life Among Medical Students. Journal of Medical Education and Curricular
Development, 2017(4), 2382120517721901-.
https://doi.org/10.1177/2382120517721901

Magyar-Moe, J. L. (2009). Positive psychological tests and measures. Therapist's guide to
positive psychological interventions (pp. 43-72). Elsevier Academic Press.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1873-0450(09)X0003-3

Malamed, C. (2015, April 28) Why aesthetics matter to learning. Association for Talent
Development. Retrieved from: https://www.td.org/Publications/Blogs/Learning-
Technologies-Blog/2015/04/Why-Aesthetics-Matter-to-Learning

Mamun, M. A. A., Lawrie, G., & Wright, T. (2020). Instructional design of scaffolded online
learning modules for self-directed and inquiry-based learning environments.
Computers & Education, 144, 103695.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2019.103695

Mao, T., Pan, W., Zhu, Y., Yang, J., Dong, Q., & Zhou, G. (2018). Self-control mediates the
relationship between personality trait and impulsivity. Personality and Individual
Differences, 129, 70-75. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.03.013

Maricutoiu, L. P., & Sulea, C. (2019). Evolution of self-efficacy, student engagement and
student burnout during a semester. A multilevel structural equation modeling
approach. Learning and Individual Differences, 76, 101785-.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.1indif.2019.101785

McCutcheon, K., Lohan, M., Traynor, M., & Martin, D. (2015). A systematic review
evaluating the impact of online or blended learning vs. face-to-face learning of
clinical skills in undergraduate nurse education. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 71(2),
255-270. https://doi.org/10.1111/jan.12509

Meiselwitz, G., & Sadera, W. A. (2008). Investigating the connection between usability and
learning outcomes in online learning environments. Journal of Online Learning and
Teaching, 4(2), 145-151.

Mheidly, Fares, M. Y., & Fares, J. (2020). Coping With Stress and Burnout Associated With
Telecommunication and Online Learning. Frontiers in Public Health, 8, 574969—
574969. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2020.574969

Mischel, W., Shoda, Y., & Rodriguez, M. L. (1989). Delay of gratification in children.
Science, 244(4907), 933-938. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.2658056

Nyang'or, J. O., De Villiers, M.R. & Ssemugabi, S. (2013). A framework for usability
evaluation of an offline e-learning tutorial and its application in usability testing. In
Jan Herrington et al. (Eds.), Proceedings of World Conference on Educational
Multimedia, Hypermedia and Telecommunications 2013 (pp. 1097-1105).
Chesapeake, VA: AACE.


https://doi.org/10.1177/2382120517721901
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1873-0450(09)X0003-3
https://www.td.org/Publications/Blogs/Learning-Technologies-Blog/2015/04/Why-Aesthetics-Matter-to-Learning
https://www.td.org/Publications/Blogs/Learning-Technologies-Blog/2015/04/Why-Aesthetics-Matter-to-Learning
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2019.103695
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.03.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2019.101785
https://doi.org/10.1111/jan.12509
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2020.574969
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.2658056

Othman, W. N. B. W., Yusup, Y. M., Omar, M. N., Yahya, S. A., & Mamat, S. (2019). Self-
efficacy, the relationship with the psychology well-being among private higher
education students in Malacca. International Journal of Academic Research in
Business and Social Sciences, 9(12), 172-179. http://dx.doi.org/10.6007/1JARBSS/v9-
112/6685

Ouweneel, E., Le Blanc, P. M., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2011). Flourishing students: A
longitudinal study on positive emotions, personal resources, and study engagement.
The Journal of Positive Psychology, 6(2), 142-153.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2011.558847

Plass, J., Heidig, S., Hayward, E., Homer, B., & Um, E. (2013). Emotional design in
multimedia learning: Effects of shapeand color on affect and learning. Learning and
Instruction. https://doi:10.1016/j.learninstruc.2013.02.006

Pokhrel, & Chhetri, R. (2021). A Literature Review on Impact of COVID-19 Pandemic on
Teaching and Learning. Higher Education for the Future, 8(1), 133-141.
https://doi.org/10.1177/2347631120983481

Poropat, A. E. (2009). A meta-analysis of the Five-Factor model of personality and academic
performance. Psychological Bulletin, 135(2), 322-338.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014996

Punnoose, A. C. (2012). Determinants of intention to use eLearning based on the technology
acceptance model. Journal of Information Technology Education: Research, 11(1),
301-337.

Quigley, M., Bradley, A., Playfoot, D., & Harrad, R. (2022). Personality traits and stress
perception as predictors of students’ online engagement during the COVID-19
pandemic. Personality and Individual Differences, 194, 111645.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2022.111645

Reis, D., Xanthopoulou, D., & Tsaousis, I. (2015). Measuring job and academic burnout with
the Oldenburg Burnout Inventory (OLBI): Factorial invariance across samples and
countries. Burnout Research, 2(1), 8-18. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.burn.2014.11.001

Roberts, B. W. (2009). Back to the future: Personality and Assessment and personality
development. Journal of Research in Personality, 43(2), 137-145.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2008.12.015

Roberts, B. W., Lejuez, C., Krueger, R. F., Richards, J. M., Hill, P. L. (2014). What is
conscientiousness and how can it be assessed? Developmental Psychology, 50(5),
1315-1330. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031109

Ryff, C. D., & Singer, B. H. (2008). Know thyself and become what you are: An eudaimonic
approach to psychological well-being. Journal of Happiness Studies, 9, 13-39.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10902-006-9019-0


http://dx.doi.org/10.6007/IJARBSS/v9-i12/6685
http://dx.doi.org/10.6007/IJARBSS/v9-i12/6685
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2011.558847
https://doi:10.1016/j.learninstruc.2013.02.006
https://doi.org/10.1177/2347631120983481
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014996
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2022.111645
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.burn.2014.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2008.12.015
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031109
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10902-006-9019-0

Sandhu, & de Wolf, M. (2020). The impact of COVID-19 on the undergraduate medical
curriculum. Medical Education Online, 25(1), 1764740-1764740.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10872981.2020.1764740

Sandoval, Z. V. (2016). The development of an E-Learning usability scale for higher
education. ProQuest Dissertations Publishing.

Sandybayev, A. (2020). The impact of e-learning technologies on student’s motivation:
Student centered interaction in business education. International Journal of Research
in Tourism and Hospitality, 6(1), 16-24. https://doi.org/10.20431/2455-0043.0601002

Schaufeli, W. B., Leiter, M. P., Maslach, C., & Jackson, S. E. (1996). Maslach Burnout
Inventory—General Survey. In C. Maslach, S. E. Jackson, & M. P. Leiter (Eds.), The
Maslach Burnout Inventory—Test manual (3rd ed.). Palo Alto, CA: Consulting
Psychologists Press

Schaufeli, W.B., Martinez, .M., Pinto, A.M., Salanova, M., & Bakker, A.B. (2002). Burnout
and Engagement in University Students. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 33,
464-481.

Schwarzer, R., & Jerusalem, M. (1995). Generalized Self-Efficacy scale. In J. Weinman, S.
Wright, & M. Johnston, Measures in health psychology: A user’s portfolio. Causal
and control beliefs (pp. 35-37). Windsor, UK: NFER-NELSON.

Seibert, G. S, May, R. W., Fitzgerald, M. C., & Fincham, F. D. (2016). Understanding school
burnout: Does self-control matter? Learning and Individual Differences, 49, 120-127.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2016.05.024

Seligman, M. E. P. (2011). Flourish: A visionary new understanding of happiness and well-
being. Free Press.

Senturk. (2020). Effects of the blended learning model on preservice teachers’ academic
achievements and twenty-first century skills. Education and Information
Technologies, 26(1), 35-48. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-020-10340-y

Shnek, Z. M., Irvine, J., Stewart, D., & Abbey, S. (2001). Psychological factors and
depressive symptoms in ischemic-heart disease. Health Psychology, 20(2), 141-145.
https://doi.org/10.1037//0278-6133.20.2.141

Siddiqui, S. (2015). Impact of self-efficacy on psychological well-being among
undergraduate students. The International Journal of Indian Psychology, 2(3), 5-16.
https://oaji.net/articles/2015/1170-1428502953.pdf

Tangney, J. P., Baumeister, R. F., & Boone, A. L. (2004). High self-control predicts good
adjustment, less pathology, better grades, and interpersonal success. Journal of
Personality, 72(2), 271-324. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0022-3506.2004.00263.x


https://doi.org/10.1080/10872981.2020.1764740
https://doi.org/10.20431/2455-0043.0601002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2016.05.024
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-020-10340-y
https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.20.2.141
https://oaji.net/articles/2015/1170-1428502953.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0022-3506.2004.00263.x

Tomés-Miquel J.V., Exposito-Langa M., Nicolau-Julia D. (2016). The influence of
relationship networks on academic performance in higher education: A comparative
study between students of a creative and a non-creative discipline. Higher
Education.71(3):307-322. http://dx.doi: 10.1007/s10734-015-9904-8

Tomlinson, J., Shaw, T., Munro, A., Johnson, R., Madden, D. L., Phillips, R., & McGregor,
D. (2013). How does tele-learning compare with other forms of education delivery? A
systematic review of tele-learning educational outcomes for health professionals. N S
W Public Health Bulletin, 24(2), 70-75. https://doi.org/10.1071/NB12076

Tuominen-Soini, H., & Salmela-Aro, K. (2014). Schoolwork Engagement and Burnout
Among Finnish High School Students and Young Adults: Profiles, Progressions, and
Educational Outcomes. Developmental Psychology, 50(3), 649-662.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033898

Villada, C., Hidalgo, V., Almela, M., & Salvador, A. (2018). Assessing performance on an
evaluated speaking task: The role of self-efficacy, anxiety, and cardiac autonomic
reactivity. Journal of Psychophysiology, 32(2), 64-74. https://doi.org/10.1027/0269-
8803/a000185

Worley, K. (2011). Educating College Students of the Net Generation. Adult Learning 22(3),
31-39. https://doi.org/10.1177/104515951102200305

Yu, Z. (2021). The effects of gender, educational level, and personality on online learning
outcomes during the COVID-19 pandemic. International Journal of Educational
Technology in Higher Education, 18(1), 14.

Zaharias, P. (2009). Developing a usability evaluation method for e-learning applications:
From functional usability to motivation to learn. International Journal of Human-
Computer Interaction, 25(1), 75-98.

Zaharias, P., & Koutsabasis, P. (2012). Heuristic evaluation of e-learning courses: A
comparative analysis of two e-learning heuristic sets. Campus Wide Information
Systems, 29(1), 45-60. http://dx.doi: 10.1108/10650741211192046

Zhang, G., Chen, X., Xiao, L., Li, Y., Li, B., Yan, Z.,, Guo, L., & Rost, D. H. (2019). The
relationship between Big Five and self-control in boxers: A mediating model.
Frontiers in Psychology, 10, 1690. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01690

Zhu, L., Au, W., & Yates, G. (2016). University students’ self-control and self-regulated
learning in a blended course. The Internet and Higher Education, 30, 54-62.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2016.04.001

Zimmerman, W. A., & Kulikowich, J. M. (2016). Online learning self-efficacy in students

with and without online learning experience. American Journal of Distance
Education, 30(3), 180-191. https://doi.org/10.1080/08923647.2016.1193801

Contact email: jagdeep.kaur@jcu.edu.au


https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033898
https://doi.org/10.1027/0269-8803/a000185
https://doi.org/10.1027/0269-8803/a000185
https://doi.org/10.1177/104515951102200305
https://doi.org/10.1080/08923647.2016.1193801
mailto:jagdeep.kaur@jcu.edu.au

	Subject Site Usability to Student Well-Being and Burnout–Understanding the Pathway

