
102

O R I G I N A L  P A P E R

International Journal of Occupational Medicine and Environmental Health 2015;28(1):102 – 119
http://dx.doi.org/10.13075/ijomeh.1896.00238

JOB BURNOUT AND ENGAGEMENT 
AMONG TEACHERS – WORKLIFE AREAS 
AND PERSONALITY TRAITS AS PREDICTORS 
OF RELATIONSHIPS WITH WORK
JUSTYNA MOJSA-KAJA, KRYSTYNA GOLONKA, and TADEUSZ MAREK

Jagiellonian University, Kraków, Poland
Institute of Applied Psychology, Department of Cognitive Neuroscience and Neuroergonomics

Abstract
Objectives: The main goal of the present study was to analyze the burnout syndrome due to selected personality traits 
(based on the Cloninger’s psychobiological personality model and positive and negative affectivity) and the degree of mis-
match between teachers and their work environment (described in terms of the Model of Worklife Areas). The 2nd goal was 
to determine if the participants could be classified into different burnout profile groups (clusters) based on their burnout 
dimension (exhaustion, cynicism and efficacy) scores and whether those groups differed significantly with regard to their 
personality traits and levels of mismatch between them and the workplace. Material and Methods: Individual and contex-
tual factors responsible for burnout were analyzed in a group of 205 Polish teachers who completed a set of questionnaires: 
Maslach Burnout Inventory – General Scale, Areas of Worklife Scale, Temperament and Character Inventory, and Positive 
and Negative Affect Schedule. Results: The hierarchical regression analysis revealed that teachers’ efficacy is determined 
only by personality factors, while exhaustion and cynicism are determined by both individual and organizational variables. 
The cluster analysis revealed 3 groups (burnout, engaged, ineffective) that varied in the level of all burnout dimensions. 
Teachers experiencing burnout perceived a higher level of mismatch between themselves and the work environment, com-
pared to the engaged teachers demonstrating better alignment. The engaged teachers were lower on negative affectivity 
and higher on self-directedness as compared to the burnout group. Conclusions: The study provided insight into the role 
of individual factors in the development of teacher burnout and engagement. Negative affectivity could be considered 
as a predisposing risk factor and self-directedness as a protective factor for burnout.
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INTRODUCTION
Previously, burnout research was conducted in the con-
text of the care-giving and service professions in which 
relationships between providers (doctors, nurses, psycho-
therapists and teachers) and recipients (patients and stu-
dents) play a  fundamental role [1]. Gradually with time, 

the concept of burnout has been extended to a  wider 
context than human services and education, and has been 
described in terms of a  crisis between an employee and 
their job, and not necessarily as a  crisis in interpersonal 
relationships at work [2]. Consequently, the burnout syn-
drome has been characterized by the state of exhaustion 
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diagnoses (e.g., musculoskeletal disorders and cardiovas-
cular diseases). Moreover, several studies have shown the 
connection between burnout and depression, which is the 
most extensively studied correlate of this stress-related 
syndrome [11,12]. 
Finally, studies presented by Bakker  [13] suggest that 
burnout not only impacts employees’ health, but also other 
people’s health as it can transfer between partners, affect-
ing their psychological health. Only a few studies report on 
the correlations between burnout and maladaptive coping 
mechanisms such as smoking, alcohol use, consumption 
of medicaments or drug use [e.g.,  10,14]. The research 
provides mixed results and it seems that substance use 
is weakly, if at all, correlated with burnout.

Antecedents of burnout
Extensive research has identified a variety of factors de-
termining burnout which have traditionally been divided 
into  2 separate groups: situational and individual ante-
cedents  [10]. The former refers to: job characteristics 
(e.g., quantitative job demands: overload, time pressure, 
qualitative job demands: role conflict and ambiguity, ab-
sence of job resources: lack of social support from supervi-
sors and co-workers, control and autonomy); occupational 
characteristics (e.g.,  the requirement to display or sup-
press emotions at work) and organizational characteris-
tics (e.g., conflict between organizational and employee’s 
values). Individual antecedents include demographic vari-
ables (age, sex, marital status, level of education); work-
related attitudes (e.g., high and unrealistic expectations) 
and personality characteristics.
The vast majority of research has been devoted to the role 
of situational factors neglecting the importance of person-
ality traits in the etiology of the syndrome [15]. Recently, 
it has been assumed that personality can play a role in the 
ways someone reacts to the environment [16]. Some peo-
ple seem to be predisposed to react more strongly than 
others in a  similar situation  [17]. Overall, many studies 

in  which individuals become cynical in relation to their 
work and suffer from decreased professional efficacy [3]. 

Engagement with work
Burnout and work engagement are mostly described as 
the opposite ends of the continuum in the relationship 
people establish with their jobs. According to Maslach 
et al.  [3], engagement is characterized by energy (rather 
than exhaustion), involvement (rather than cynicism) and 
higher professional efficacy ratings (rather than reduced 
professional efficacy). 
In other models, however, engagement is not the polar op-
posite to burnout and is viewed as a relatively distinct con-
cept. It was introduced by Schaufeli et al. [4] and Schaufeli 
and Bakker [5] and is described by 3 dimensions: vigor (high 
energy, willingness to invest effort), dedication (sense of in-
volvement at work), and absorption (being concentrated 
on one’s work). However, recent research provides some 
evidence for only one continuum [6]. The authors have con-
cluded that for scientific and practical reasons it should be 
assumed that there was no need to distinguish 2 separate 
constructs. Therefore, in this article we concentrate on the 
burnout and engagement model of Leiter and Maslach [7] 
whilst taking into account that burnout and engagement are 
the opposite poles of the same continuum.

Burnout and health
Job burnout has implications for physical and psychologi-
cal health. It has been confirmed that physical illness is 
more common among subjects with burnout and the 
prevalence of disease increases with the severity of this 
syndrome [8,9]. Schaufeli and Enzmann [10] emphasized 
the difference between psychosomatic complaints and the 
health problems linked with burnout. The former refer to 
subjectively measured complaints which are difficult to 
verify objectively (e.g.,  neurasthenic symptoms, fatigue, 
heart or circulatory disturbances and gastrointestinal 
complaints), whereas the latter are based on objective 
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the match, the greater the likelihood of engagement at 
work [23]. To sum up, a model of 6 areas of worklife has 
been developed in which incongruities are predictive of 
burnout (risk factors), and conversely, congruities are pre-
dictive of engagement (protective factors). 

Sources and outcomes of teacher burnout
Although the burnout syndrome can occur in any profes-
sion, it is most common in occupations with strong social 
interactions, especially among teachers whose profession 
is considered to be one of the most stressful [24–26]. Edu-
cators have the highest stress and burnout levels compared 
to workers in other human services and other jobs  [27]. 
In comparison with other professional groups, teachers 
show higher levels of exhaustion and cynicism, the crucial 
dimensions of the burnout syndrome [3]. 
Frequently identified sources of stress among teachers in-
clude: inadequate salary and the perceived low status of 
the profession  [28], role conflict and ambiguity  [29], time 
pressure  [30], student misbehavior, relationships with su-
pervisors [31], emotional demands [32], working conditions, 
lack of resources and social support (for a relevant review 
see  [33]). A  study conducted on a  large group of Polish 
teachers showed that the most significant sources of stress 
were: inadequate salary, extensive workload, lack of control, 
teacher–student ratio, lack of social support from supervi-
sors and co-workers, student misbehavior and mobbing [34]. 
Personality traits have been demonstrated to increase vul-
nerability to stress-related psychopathology [35]. Regard-
ing personality correlates of teacher burnout, Fontana 
and Abouserie [36], using the Eysenck model of personal-
ity, found associations between burnout and high scores 
in neuroticism, introversion and psychoticism. Mills and 
Huebner [37], using the Big-Five factor model of person-
ality, demonstrated that neuroticism and introversion cor-
relate with the 3 factors of burnout. 
Similarly, Cano-Garcia and co-authors  [33] found that 
the highest levels of burnout were observed in teachers 

support the notion that certain aspects of personality can 
affect average stress levels and stress-related disorders 
such as burnout  [18]. Among individual characteristics, 
the most often considered were personality traits such as 
a high level of neuroticism, negative affectivity [19], tem-
peramental traits responsible for low abilities of stimula-
tion processing such as high perseverance and emotional 
reactivity, low tendency to sensation seeking [18,20], low 
levels of hardiness, and other factors such as external 
locus of control, poor self-esteem, type A behavior, and 
avoidant coping style [3]. Therefore, these traits constitute 
the profile of a  burnout-prone employee. On the other 
hand, Tucholska  [21] described a  protective personality 
profile of engaged individuals in terms of resilience, inter-
nal integration and good emotional control.

Areas of Worklife Model
Recently, research on burnout has begun to develop new 
theoretical frameworks that integrate both individual and 
situational factors, instead of considering them in separate 
ways. Maslach et al.  [3] have begun to address this chal-
lenge by providing a model that focuses on the degree of 
match or mismatch between a person and the 6 domains 
of his or her work environment. Based on a literature re-
view, the authors summarized a wide range of research on 
workplace factors related to burnout and provided the Six 
Areas of Worklife as predictors of burnout [7]. This model 
proposes  6 areas of worklife that cover the crucial rela-
tionships with burnout: workload, control, reward, com-
munity, fairness and values.
According to this model, burnout stems from chronic mis-
matches between people and their work setting in terms of 
some or all of these 6 areas. An employee’s psychological 
relationship with his or her job has been conceptualized 
as a continuum between the negative experience of burn-
out and the positive experience of engagement [7,22]. The 
greater the mismatch between the person and the job, the 
greater the probability of burnout; conversely, the greater 
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the main cause of increasing rates of premature retire-
ment among school teachers [45].
Despite the fact that the negative aspects of teaching 
dominate in occupational health literature, it is essential 
to emphasize that the vast majority of teachers are en-
gaged and motivated and find their work rewarding and 
satisfying  [46]. Therefore, it is essential to analyze both 
individual and organizational factors related to the job 
stress phenomenon known as burnout and its opposite, 
i.e., is work engagement.

Aims of the study
Although burnout can be explained as the transactional 
outcome of triggering contextual variables and the fa-
cilitating or inhibiting effect of personality variables [47], 
research has rarely considered the role of personality 
variables as determinants of burnout, especially in teach-
ers [38]. Therefore, it remains an intriguing question why 
some employees report high levels of burnout, whereas 
others working in the same environment do not  [15]. 
However, there is a  growing body of research analyzing 
the role of personality traits in the occurrence of stress-
related consequences, most of them being based on the 
Big-Five factor model of personality. There is a notable 
lack of research expanding the links between burnout and 
other personality models defined in terms of psychobio-
logical factors.
Moreover, so far, there has been no empirical study based 
on the Cloninger’s psychobiological personality mod-
el  [48,49] and burnout among teachers. Finally, there is 
no study implementing the Areas of Worklife Model  [7] 
in educational settings. Consequently, the aim of the pres-
ent research was to investigate how individual differences, 
based on the psychobiological model of personality and 
positive and negative affectivity, are related to teacher 
burnout. Taking into consideration that burnout is a pro-
longed response to chronic emotional and interpersonal 
stressors on the job [3], and that Cloninger’s personality 

scoring high in neuroticism and introversion. Moreover, 
emotional exhaustion was associated with levels of con-
scientiousness and agreeableness, depersonalization was 
associated with agreeableness, and personal accomplish-
ment with conscientiousness [37]. Kokkinos [38] has found 
that neuroticism was a common predictor of all the dimen-
sions of burnout, although it had the opposite relation with 
personal accomplishment. Conscientiousness appeared to 
be a key personality trait that was associated with deper-
sonalization and personal accomplishment. 
Finally, positive and negative affectivity, constituting 
the  2-dimensional model of personality, have been con-
sidered by some researchers as predictors of burnout and 
engagement [18,39]. The traits of positive and negative af-
fectivity correspond to the dominant personality factors of 
extraversion and neuroticism, respectively [40]. Extraver-
sion is comprised of self-confidence, dominance, activity 
and sensation-seeking. While individuals low in extraver-
sion appear quiet or reserved, those high in extraversion 
are energetic and cheerful, possibly because they engage 
in more activities to overcome stressful conditions. 
The study conducted by Iverson et al.  [41] showed that 
workers who were higher in positive affectivity experi-
enced less burnout. Neuroticism reflects feelings of dis-
tress and underlies the chronic emotional experience of 
guilt and frustration. Neurotic individuals are emotionally 
unstable and prone to psychological distress, so this per-
sonality correlate of burnout is theoretically explained and 
empirically verified [42].
The mental and physical health of many teachers has 
been adversely affected by burnout  [43]. Positive cor-
relations in a  group of educators  [14] have also been 
observed between emotional exhaustion, and frequency 
and intensity of somatic complaints. Moreover, nega-
tive health behaviors (e.g.,  excessive alcohol consump-
tion) were associated with higher teacher burnout  [44]. 
Finally, the data show that psychosomatic disorders and 
symptoms that correlate with burnout turned out to be 
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final sample contained teachers who had obtained an aca-
demic master’s degree, with 69.8% of female (N = 143) 
and 30.2% of male (N = 62) participants. Their age varied 
between 24–61 years (mean (M) = 40.5, standard devia-
tion (SD) = 9.5) and on average they had worked as teach-
ers for 14.4 years (SD = 8.8).

Measures
Burnout was measured using the Maslach Burnout In-
ventory – General Scale (MBI-GS [2]; the Polish version 
provided by Mojsa et  al.  [51]). The  MBI-GS measures 
the 3 dimensions of burnout and consists of 16 items that 
are rated on a 7-point frequency scale (ranging from 0 – 
never to 6 – every day). The items measuring exhaustion 
(5 items) refer to both physical and emotional exhaustion. 
The cynicism dimension (5 items) reflects detachment and 
distance from the job itself. Finally, professional efficacy 
(6 items) relates to both social and non-social aspects of 
occupational accomplishments and refers to the indi-
vidual’s expectations of continued effectiveness at work. 
Burnout is reflected in higher scores on exhaustion and 
cynicism and lower scores on efficacy, while the opposite 
pattern reflects greater engagement. The  MBI-GS had 
been previously successfully used in research on burnout 
among teachers [52]. Previous studies concerning psycho-
metric evaluation of the Polish version of the  MBI-GS 
evaluating its reliability and factorial validity [51,53] had 
proven satisfactory psychometric equivalence with the 
original method.
Areas of worklife were measured using the Areas of 
Worklife Scale (AWS) [54] that is composed of 29 items 
which create distinct scores for each of the  6 areas of 
worklife (workload, control, reward, community, fairness 
and values). 
Workload refers to the relationship of work demands 
with time and resources. Control refers to role clarity 
within the organization that provides a clear understand-
ing of  expectations and responsibilities. Reward refers 

dimensions influence individual’s stress vulnerability [50], 
it is justified to assume that personality traits influence the 
relationships between stressors (understood as a mismatch 
between employees and their work setting) and stress con-
sequences defined as burnout. Generally, the main goal of 
the present study was to analyze the model of burnout fo-
cusing on the integration of employee’s personality traits 
and the degree of mismatch between them and their work 
environment (described in terms of 6 worklife areas). 
Therefore, we attempted to answer the following research 
questions:
1.	 What personality traits are associated with each of the 

burnout dimensions?
2.	 What are the relationships between burnout dimen-

sions and incongruities in the areas of worklife?
3.	 Are there any homogeneous subgroups of teachers 

classified on the basis of levels of burnout dimensions?
4.	 What are the differences in personality profiles be-

tween homogeneous subgroups? 
5.	 What are the differences in congruence between work-

life domains and teachers from different subgroups?

MATERIAL AND METHODS
Participants and procedure
The present study was carried out in Poland (2006–2007). 
Firstly, the authors provided paper questionnaire pack-
ages to 10 schools randomly selected from a list of second-
ary schools located in the Małopolska Province. Participa-
tion in the study involved completion of the questionnaire 
package and the participants volunteered without any 
financial compensation. School headmasters were respon-
sible for distributing the packages to secondary school 
teachers. 
There were  450 questionnaire packages distributed, ac-
companied by a letter detailing the procedure and reason 
for the study as well as emphasizing the confidentiality and 
anonymity of the responses. A total of 300 packages were 
returned, including  205 completed questionnaires. The 
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Novelty Seeking (40 items) is a tendency towards explor-
atory activity in response to novelty, impulsive decision 
making, and extravagance in approach to cues of rewards 
and active avoidance of frustration. Harm Avoidance 
(35  items) is a tendency towards inhibition of behavior 
such as pessimistic worry in anticipation of future prob-
lems, passive avoidant behaviors such as fear of uncertain-
ty and rapid fatigue, while Reward Dependence (24 items) 
is a tendency manifested in sentimentality, dependence on 
the approval of others and social attachment. Finally, Per-
sistence (8 items) is a tendency to persevere despite frus-
tration and fatigue. 
Furthermore, the instrument measures 3 character di-
mensions (self-directedness, cooperativeness and self-
transcendence) developed over a  lifetime that reflect 
the differences between individuals’ self-concepts, ac-
cording to the extent of identification with themselves 
as autonomous individuals. Self-directedness (44 items) 
measures individual self-acceptance and responsibility 
for one’s choices, Cooperativeness (42 items) measures 
acceptance of other people, empathy, compassion and 
helpfulness, while self-transcendence (33 items) cap-
tures the degree to which an individual feels as a part 
of nature and the universe at large. The questionnaire 
consists of  240 items worded as statements that are 
rated on a “true or false” scale. The reliability of each 
main scale of the Polish version of TCI was previously 
confirmed and it can be used for the assessment of per-
sonality dimensions both in experimental and clinical 
studies [58]. 
The Polish version of 20-item Positive and Negative Affect 
Schedule (PANAS [40]; Polish version provided by Brzo-
zowski  [59]) was used to measure the participants’ posi-
tive affectivity (PA) and negative affectivity (NA). There 
are  10 emotions for each subscale (e.g.,  interested and 
excited for PA, distressed and upset for NA), and the par-
ticipants rated the extent to which each emotion is gener-
ally experienced on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 – very  

to  recognition from other people as well as satisfaction 
that employees experience in the workplace. Community 
includes the quality of social relationships within the orga-
nization. Fairness in the workplace involves perception of 
organizational justice. Finally, values refer to the congru-
ence between the employee’s values, goals and expecta-
tions and those of the organization. 
The items are framed as statements of perceived congru-
ence or incongruence between oneself and the job. Each 
subscale includes positively worded items of congruence 
e.g., “I have enough time to do what’s important in my job” 
(manageable workload) and negatively worded items of in-
congruence, e.g., “Working here forces me to compromise 
my values” (values). The items measuring workload  (6), 
control (3), reward (4), community (5), fairness (6), and 
values (5) are rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging 
from 1 – strongly disagree to 5 – strongly agree. The scor-
ing for the negatively worded items is reversed. 
For each of the  6 subscales, the  AWS measure defines 
congruence as a high score (> 3), indicating a higher de-
gree of perceived alignment between the workplace and 
the respondent’s preferences. Conversely, it defines incon-
gruence as a low score (< 3), indicating misfit between the 
employee and the workplace. Therefore, the AWS scores 
create a continuum from mismatch to match between the 
person and the job. The scale has yielded a consistent fac-
tor structure across samples  [16]. The Polish version of 
the AWS showed good psychometric properties, including 
its internal consistency (all Cronbach’s α coefficients were 
equal or > 0.70) [55]. 
Personality traits were assessed by the Temperament and 
Character Inventory (TCI [56]; the Polish version provid-
ed by Hornowska [57]). The measurement is based on the 
psychobiological theory of personality [48,49] which mea-
sures 4 temperament dimensions (novelty seeking, harm 
avoidance, reward dependence and persistence) that are 
defined as genetically homogeneous and independently 
inherited. 
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significantly in terms of personality variables and the 
degree of perceived alignment between them and their 
worklife areas. 

RESULTS
Descriptive statistics, correlations and reliability
Table  1 presents the correlations among the measures, 
means, standard deviations and Cronbach’s α values. 
All the variables demonstrated acceptable reliabil-
ity, above 0.70, with the exception of persistence (Cron-
bach’s α = 0.59), this probably being due to there being 
fewer items in this scale compared to the number of items 
in other TCI scales. It is worth noting that there is a de-
bate over the persistence trait as a reliable dimension of 
temperament [62].

Regression analyses
The results of the hierarchical regression analyses are 
presented in Table 2. A regression analysis has shown that 
both individual and organizational variables were predic-
tors of exhaustion and cynicism. Concerning exhaustion, 
the strongest predictor was incongruence between teach-
ers and their job in the area of perceived workload and 
also individual factors such as negative affectivity, self-
directedness, persistence and novelty seeking. Finally, 
the organizational factor predicting exhaustion was a per-
ceived misalignment between teachers’ expectations of 
control and the level of control present in the workplace. 
In the case of cynicism, the strongest predictors were per-
sonality traits such as novelty seeking, persistence and 
negative affectivity, while the weakest predictor was the 
organizational factor reflecting incongruence between 
teachers’ perception of organizational justice and their 
expectations of fairness in the workplace. Finally, efficacy 
was determined only by individual variables. A  negative 
predictor for this burnout dimension was negative affec-
tivity, while positive predictors were positive affectivity 
and self-transcendence.

slight or not at all to  5  – extreme. Higher scores reflect 
greater levels of PA and NA. These 2 factors correspond 
to affective trait dimensions of positive and negative 
emotionality (individual differences in positive and nega-
tive emotional reactivity). The  PA and  NA traits corre-
spond to the dominant personality factors of extraversion 
and neuroticism, respectively  [40]. The Polish version 
of  PANAS  had  satisfactory psychometric equivalence  
with the original method [59]. 

Statistical procedures
The data were analyzed using Statistica  10 (StatSoft). 
The goal of hierarchical regression analyses was to exa
mine to what extent the variables (personality traits and 
degree of fit between the participants and 6 worklife ar-
eas) would explain the 3 dimensions of burnout. Due to 
the fact that some demographic variables have been linked 
to burnout [60,61], the variables of gender and age were 
controlled for statistically. With each burnout dimension 
as the dependent variable, these control variables were 1st 
added to the regression equation (step 1), followed by the 
independent variables, i.e.,  dimensions of  TCI,  PANAS 
and AWS (step 2).
The secondary aim was to investigate what kind of a ho-
mogeneous group of employees could be identified in the 
sample according to their exhaustion, cynicism and ef-
ficacy. The k-means clustering procedure was employed 
to determine whether the participants could be classified 
into burnout profile groups based on their burnout dimen-
sion scores. Results for 2-, 3- and 4-cluster solutions were 
examined. While interpreting the results of the k-means 
clustering procedure, the mean values of each burnout di-
mension in each cluster were analyzed in order to estimate 
whether the clusters were different from each other. The 
F statistic from ANOVA served as an indicator of differ-
ences between clusters with regard to burnout dimensions.
Finally, ANOVA and Tuckey’s post hoc tests were used 
to determine whether people in these 3 clusters differed 
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adequate participants in each cluster to allow for further 
empirical testing. The unstandardized means, standard 
deviations, z  scores, ANOVA results and Tuckey’s post 
hoc tests for each burnout scale across the 3 clusters are 
presented in Table 3. 
A z  score of ±  0.5 was used as a  criterion to interpret 
profile groups as low, moderate or high on the 3 burnout 
dimensions. A z  score below –0.5 was classified as  low, 
a  z  score above  –0.5 and below  +0.5 was classified as 
moderate, and a z score above +0.5 was classified as high. 
Cluster  1 comprised  50 teachers (24.4% of all the  par-
ticipants) who were high in exhaustion and cynicism and 
moderate in efficacy. Of the 3 MBI-GS dimensions, ex-
haustion and cynicism are 2 basic measures of burnout 
that simultaneously appear in people experiencing burn-
out and are not reported among people experiencing en-
gagement with their work [23]. Therefore, it was assumed 
that Cluster 1 should be labeled as “Burnout”. Cluster 2 
was composed of 96 participants (46.8% of all the par-
ticipants) who were low in exhaustion and cynicism and 
high in efficacy. Therefore, they present pattern charac-
teristics for engagement, which is the opposite of burn-
out syndrome, this being the reason that Cluster 2 was 
labeled “Engagement”. Finally, Cluster 3 was comprised 
of 59 teachers (28.8% of all the participants) who were 
moderate in exhaustion and cynicism and low in efficacy. 
This cluster was named “Inefficacy”.

Cluster analyses
Based on empirical findings, the 3-cluster solution 
(Figure 1) was determined to be the best fit as it provided 
conceptually interesting contrast groups and contained 

Table 2. Results of regression analyses for the predicting 
variables on exhaustion, cynicism and efficacy

Predicting 
variable β R2

Exhaustion
step 1 0.03

gender 0.02
age –0.03

step 2 0.46***
workload –0.30***
negative affectivity 0.26***
self-directedness –0.17*
persistence –0.15*
novelty seeking –0.14*
control –0.14*

Cynicism
step 1 0.01

gender 0.04
age –0.06

step 2 0.30***
novelty seeking –0.26***
persistence –0.25***
negative affectivity 0.18**
fairness –0.16*

Efficacy
step 1 0.01

gender –0.03
age 0.07

step 2 0.16*
negative affectivity –0.20*
positive affectivity 0.17*
self-transcendence 0.16*

β – standardized regression coefficient; R2 – coefficient of deter
mination. * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.
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Fig. 1. Three clusters (burnout profile groups) based on their 
burnout dimension scores
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Cluster 1 was composed of the participants experiencing 
burnout who perceived a  higher level of mismatch be-
tween themselves and the job in the area of manageable 
workload (compared to the participants forming Cluster 2 

ANOVA and post hoc comparisons
The results of ANOVA and Tuckey’s post hoc tests 
for AWS, PANAS and TCI scales across the 3 clusters are 
displayed in Table 4. 

Table 3. Descriptive statistics for burnout – engagement profile groups

Burnout 
dimensions 
(MBI-GS)

1
“Burnout”
(N = 50)

2
“Engagement”

(N = 96)

3
“Inefficacy”

(N = 59)
ANOVA Post hoc

tests
α = 0.001

z M SD z M SD z M SD F p
Exhaustion 1.00 3.92 0.99 –0.78 1.35 0.86 0.42 3.08 0.98 145.00 0.0001 [1–2–3]
Cynicism 0.97 2.76 1.12 –0.76 0.70 0.61 0.41 2.09 0.77 122.32 0.0001 [1–2–3]
Efficacy 0.39 4.79 0.63 0.58 5.00 0.62 –1.28 2.95 0.67 204.86 0.0001 [1–2–3]

MBI-GS – Maslach Burnout Inventory – General Scale.
1 – Cluster 1; 2 – Cluster 2; 3 – Cluster 3.
z – z-score = standardized score; F – F statistic. 
Other abbreviations as in Table 1.

Table 4. Comparisons of degree of perceived alignment between the participants and worklife areas, and personality traits across 
burnout – engagement profile groups

Worklife area

1
“Burnout”
(N = 50)

2
“Engagement”

(N = 96)

3
“Inefficacy”

(N = 59)
ANOVA Post hoc

tests
α = 0.001

M SD M SD M SD F p
Workload 2.61 0.80 3.13 0.63 3.01 0.61 9.89 0.0001 [1–2, 3]
Control 3.18 0.78 3.59 0.63 3.38 0.67 6.34 0.0023 [1–2]
Rewards 3.25 0.67 3.64 0.64 3.25 0.64 9.32 0.0001 [2–1, 3]
Community 3.27 0.67 3.62 0.60 3.39 0.59 6.26 0.0023 [1–2]
Fairness 3.02 0.50 3.30 0.44 3.13 0.44 6.64 0.0016 [1–2]
Values 3.32 0.45 3.42 0.57 3.34 0.58 0.66 0.5201 –
Positive Affectivity 33.20 5.54 35.60 5.52 31.70 6.86 8.31 0.0003 [2–3]
Negative Affectivity 19.18 5.46 15.30 4.21 18.32 6.20 11.56 0.0000 [2–1, 3]
Harm Avoidance 16.58 6.58 14.24 6.02 14.78 7.78 2.24 0.10870 –
Novelty Seeking 17.74 5.35 18.80 4.95 19.93 6.06 2.26 0.10741 –
Persistence 4.64 1.91 5.16 1.78 4.59 1.90 2.19 0.11429 –
Reward Dependence 16.62 3.31 16.68 2.89 16.19 3.73 0.45 0.64077 –
Self-directedness 27.34 5.74 31.68 5.96 28.25 7.20 9.81 0.00009 [2–1, 3]
Self-transcedence 17.44 6.24 17.54 6.52 16.24 5.82 0.87 0.42129 –
Cooperativeness 33.28 4.97 34.95 4.77 33.83 5.63 2.02 0.13582 –

Abbreviations as in Table 1 and 3.
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the stress dimension of burnout, is shown to be determined 
by a misfit between the teachers’ expectations and the per-
ceived workplace situation in the areas of workload and 
control, while cynicism is determined by misalignment 
between the teachers’ expectations of fairness and per-
ceived fairness. The presented results are consistent with 
other research outcomes [7,63] and correspond to earlier 
theories on job stress such as the demand-control model of 
Karasek and Theorell [64]. Further support is provided by 
the effort-reward imbalance model [65], which is focused 
on a lack of perceived fairness that might lead to job strain, 
and in consequence may result in professional burnout. 
This statement was empirically tested by Bakker et al. [66], 
who has proved that employees who experienced an effort-
reward imbalance reported higher levels on 2 of the 3 core 
dimensions of burnout (i.e., exhaustion and depersonaliza-
tion) than those who did not experience such an imbalance.
Higher negative affectivity and lower novelty seeking and 
persistence constitute a personality profile that may con-
tribute to the development of exhaustion and cynicism. 
Additionally, lower self-directedness was linked with ex-
haustion. Therefore, these 2 primary burnout dimensions 
are determined by a  similar personality profile. Accord-
ing to Cloninger  [48], persons with a  low degree of self-
directedness are irresponsible, unreliable and have low 
social integration. Moreover, a lower level of persistence 
manifests as low perseverance, although fatigue or frustra-
tion may be a strong factor influencing the ability to deal 
with workload. Finally, higher negative affectivity increas-
es a person’s difficulty in coping with stressful events and 
probability of burnout development. 
Lower negative affectivity and higher positive affectiv-
ity and self-transcendence are associated with efficacy. 
This suggests a  slightly different personality profile for 
this burnout dimension. Self-transcendent individuals are 
spiritual, unpretentious, humble and fulfilled [49]. These 
traits are adaptively advantageous when people are con-
fronted with life difficulties. Additionally, high energy and 

and 3) and a lower level of congruence with work in the 
aspects of control, community and fairness, compared to 
the Cluster  2 group. Therefore, there was a  significant 
distinction between the “Burnout” and “Engagement” 
clusters in terms of the perceived degree of congruence 
between the employee and the work environment. Ad-
ditionally, the  participants in Cluster  2 “Engagement” 
showed a higher degree of perceived fit between the work 
environment and their preferences in the area of rewards, 
compared to the “Burnout” and “Inefficacy” clusters. 
In terms of individual differences, Cluster 2 was comprised 
of the participants who experienced work engagement and 
showed significantly higher scores on positive affectivity, 
compared to Cluster 3 (ineffective teachers) and a higher 
level of self-directness compared to Cluster  1 and Clus-
ter 3. Moreover, the participants in Cluster 2 were char-
acterized by a  lower level of negative affectivity compa
red to the 2 other clusters. 
Finally, the teachers from Cluster 1 and Cluster 3 diffe
red neither in personality profile nor degree of alignment 
between the worklife domains and their expectations 
(excluding workload). 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
In the literature on burnout there is still a discussion con-
cerning which category of variables (individual or con-
textual) is a  stronger predictor of this syndrome. Some 
authors have found that contextual variables have more 
predictive value than those of personality [15]. However, 
other research on personality [36,37] has shown that per-
sonality variables indicate a higher percentage of variance 
than contextual aspects. 
The results of the presented study show that the efficacy 
of teachers is determined by personality factors, while ex-
haustion and cynicism are shown to be determined by both 
organizational and individual variables. 
In terms of the degree of match between a  person and 
the 6 domains of work environment, exhaustion, reflecting 
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findings  [52] and is an argument for further analysis of 
factors determining work engagement.
The current study shows that burned-out and engaged 
teachers can be distinguished on the basis of the degree of 
alignment between worklife areas and their preferences, 
as well as their personality profile. It appears that the par-
ticipants experiencing burnout perceive a higher level of 
mismatch between themselves and the workplace in the 
areas of workload, control, rewards, community and fair-
ness, compared to the engaged participants in Cluster 2. 
These results are congruent with the job demand-reso
urce (JD-R) model often used to explain the burnout pro
cess [71]. According to this model, job demands (such as 
extensive workload and low control in our research) lead 
to employee’s burnout due to physical or psychological ef-
fort, while job resources (such as rewards, community and 
fairness in our study) help decrease the feeling of burnout 
and are positive predictors of work engagement [72]. 
Therefore, the degree of perceived alignment between 
teacher’s preferences and worklife domains, except for the 
area of values held by teachers, differentiated the burn-
out-engagement groups of the secondary school teachers. 
It is known from the literature that incongruence between 
the values held by employees and those held in an orga-
nization is an important variable determining the level of 
burnout and cannot be ignored. Leiter et al. [73] proved 
that value congruence was significantly related to all as-
pects of burnout and was described as playing a  crucial 
role in the burnout model. It is interesting that although 
values play a crucial role in the Area of Worklife Model, 
they do not significantly vary between the 3 analyzed clus-
ters. It may stem from the group homogeneity in terms 
of values in educational settings [74] and the fact that the 
work context did not differentiate the participants’ values. 
The first 2 of the 3 analyzed clusters corresponded directly 
to the opposite poles of the burnout-engagement contin-
uum  [23]. The 3rd cluster displayed distinct characteris-
tics, being featured by moderate exhaustion and cynicism, 

engagement, optimism, and social interest characteristics 
of these individuals suggest that they are more likely to be 
engaged and satisfied with their work in an educational 
setting. 
The results are in line with previous research, concluding 
that efficacy is a more independent construct than other 
burnout dimensions. It shows a  relatively low correla-
tion with exhaustion and cynicism and a different pattern 
of correlations with other variables  [23,67]. Moreover, 
there are some arguments stating that professional effi-
cacy may be a separate factor of burnout and is probably 
more related to engagement  [4]. The results show that 
burnout seems to be primarily related to neuroticism, 
while all 3 burnout dimensions are determined by nega-
tive affectivity, which is consistent with the earlier re-
search [37,38,68]. However, although this is the 1st study 
on burnout among teachers which uses TCI to measure 
personality, these results are congruent with the previous 
research analyzing the relationships between personal-
ity traits and burnout employing measures of  TCI and 
MBI in health care professions and physicians  [69,70]. 
Further analyses were focused on investigating whether 
the participants could be classified into burnout profile 
groups based on their exhaustion, cynicism and efficacy 
level and determining whether the teachers in these clus-
ters differed significantly with regard to personality traits 
and to the degree of perceived alignment between them 
and worklife areas. Based on empirical findings, 3 clus-
ters were identified (Figure  2). The results of the pre-
sented study also show that there are more engaged 
than burned-out teachers, which is in line with earlier 

Cluster 1:
– high exhaustion
– high cinicism
– moderate efficacy

Cluster 3:
– moderate exhaustion
– moderate cinicism
– low efficacy

Cluster 2:
– low exhaustion
– low cinicism
– high efficacy

Burnout Engagement

Fig. 2. Three clusters on the burnout – engagement continuum
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Teachers in the engagement profile were lower in nega-
tive affectivity and higher in self-directedness compared 
to the 2 remaining groups. Thus, negative affectivity could 
be considered as a predisposing risk factor and self-direct-
edness as a protective factor for burnout. Such individual 
differences may explain why some teachers develop stress-
related phenomena such as burnout, whereas others do not. 
Taken together, it seems that burnout and inefficacy are 
opposites of engagement only as far as negative affectivity 
and self-directedness levels are concerned. The expected 
reverse pattern [42] was not observed for positive affectiv-
ity, which only played a role in discriminating employees 
that experience work engagement and low efficacy. 
Finally, although temperament is considered to be respon-
sible for the way in which employees react to stressful situ-
ations at work and how they cope with their consequen
ces [75], in this research temperament, measured by TCI, 
did not play a role in discriminating the burned-out from 
professionally engaged teachers. The explanation for 
these results may come from a  study provided by Clon-
inger [76], who found that character traits as measured by 
the TCI have been found to be strongly related to well-
being, whereas temperament traits are only weakly associ-
ated with individual differences in well-being. The asso-
ciation of “wellness” with character strengths seems to be 
stronger and more consistent than with temperament [77]. 
Nowadays, in the trend of positive psychology [78,79], re-
search has focused more on the positive aspects of indi-
vidual functioning. From this point of view, when consid-
ering the presented results it may be concluded that posi-
tive affectivity and self-directedness play a crucial role in 
employee engagement. These findings are congruent with 
a study conducted by Cloninger and Zohar [77], which ex-
amined the relationships between character dimensions 
and aspects of health and happiness. The authors found 
that self-directedness was strongly associated with happi-
ness, satisfaction with life, general health and perceived 
social support. Additionally, there is some evidence that 

and in comparison to the other clusters, very low efficacy. 
This suggests that apart from burned-out and engaged 
employees, we might have also isolated and characterized 
a group of workers who, despite moderate levels of nega-
tive aspects of burnout, revealed very low efficacy, distinct-
ly lower than in the burnout group. This group might be 
located between 2 opposite poles of 1 continuum: burnout 
and engagement. Taking into account the processual char-
acter of burnout, it may be hypothesized that the lower 
efficacy in this group is the 1st syndrome of an employee’s 
decreasing engagement. If this process develops further, 
it may lead to higher cynicism and exhaustion (typical in 
the burnout group), while efficacy improves as an adapta-
tion process to work demands. 
When we focus on the personality traits of negative affec-
tivity and self-directedness that differentiate this group, 
we find that this group was similar to the burnout profile 
(higher level of negative affectivity and lower level of self-
directedness), while also demonstrating significantly lower 
positive affectivity compared to the engagement profile. 
Similarly to the burned-out teachers with regard to orga-
nizational factors, the described group was characterized 
by a  degree of perceived fit between teachers’ expecta-
tions and perceived situations in the workplace, with the 
only significant difference being misalignment between 
the preferred and perceived workload. It was consis-
tently confirmed that mismatches on workload aggravate 
exhaustion and that increased workload has a consistent 
relationship with burnout  [7,22,23]. Therefore, extensive 
workload might be the most sensitive factor that allows for 
discriminating burnout from inefficacy. 
There is not enough evidence yet to draw a clear conclu-
sion from the presented research, but these findings may 
be an interesting point for further research in the area of 
the processual nature of burnout syndrome. 
We could also assume that individual differences do mat-
ter when it comes to discriminating groups of employees 
who score high as regards burnout and work engagement. 
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and may find practical implications in both individual and 
organizational interventions in educational settings. 

Limitations
The current study has some limitations that should be not-
ed. Firstly, the presented study had a cross-sectional char-
acter, therefore, it was not possible to analyze the causal 
relationships between the variables. A longitudinal study 
is required to examine the casual relationships in levels 
of mismatch between teachers and their workplace, and 
burnout/engagement. 
Secondly, all the data were based on self-reports. In the 
future, research on additional and more objective meth-
ods of mismatch between an employee and work environ-
ment (e.g., principal’s assessment) should be implement-
ed. Finally, the presented research included a sample of 
Polish teachers only, therefore, the socio-cultural context 
may also be a significant factor. The specifics of the edu-
cational systems in different countries, broadly defined 
working conditions and rewards, as well as the dominant 
values of employees, which Hofstede and Hofstede  [85] 
refer to as a wider national context, should be taken into 
consideration. This may limit the possibility of generaliza-
tion of the research results. Analysis of the broader cul-
tural context is a very complex issue and it is not the aim 
of the presented article. However, further cross-cultural 
comparative studies on burnout should certainly be taken 
into account.
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