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  Abstract 

Workload has consistently been found to be a predictor of burnout in teachers.  However, while 
academia considers workload a psychological concept, the public tends to simplify workload as the 
number of tasks assigned. This study seeks to provide further evidence of the psychological nature 
of workload by examining if workload understood in terms of quantity of work had any effect on 
teacher burnout and whether this relationship was moderated by psychological processes such as 
self-efficacy and mediated by stress. 117 primary and high school teachers holding at least two 
roles at school participated in the study. Teacher burnout was measured using MBI-ES, self-
efficacy was measured by OSTES and stress and workload were measured by single-item 
questions. Results showed that workload (i.e., the number of roles assigned) did not have a main 
effect on burnout. Perceived stress and self-efficacy had direct effects on teacher burnout: stress 
increased burnout while self-efficacy reduced burnout. Self-efficacy had a significant moderation 
effect on workload-burnout interaction. Workload increased burnout only in teachers with low 
self-efficacy  while stress did not moderate the workload-burnout relationship. These findings 
support the psychological nature of the relationship between workload and burnout among 
teachers. They also point out the importance of enhancing teacher stress management and self-
efficacy in protecting them from burnout. 
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Contribution of this paper to the literature 
This study tests the physical and mental aspects of workload and burnout side-by-side to 
highlight the importance of the mental aspect of workload. Moreover, our study contributes to 
the literature by pointing out the interaction between psychological mechanisms (i.e., stress and 
self-efficacy) and workload as antecedents of burnout.  

  
1. Introduction 

Burnout is a state of mental and physical exhaustion characterized by a negative attitude towards oneself or 
others (Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001). Burnout is more than a state of extreme and prolonged stress in which 
a person feels exhausted and lacks the energy to continue work. It also reflects efforts to detach oneself from tiring 
social relationships (Maslach & Leiter, 2016).Therefore, burnout includes psychological and relationship 
issues whereas high stress includes physical and psychological problems. Maslach’s model points out three 
components of burnout: emotional exhaustion, a lack of personal achievement and depersonalization (Maslach & 
Jackson, 1981). Emotional exhaustion refers to the psychological state of being drained and a lack of energy. A lack 
of personal achievement refers to the psychological judgment of being not good enough, unable to meet work 
requirements. A lack of personal achievement is a psychological symptom because it comes from subjective 
assessment and might lack objective evidence. Depersonalization is a relationship symptom that refers to the 
cynical feeling of not wanting to be involved with others or caring about others. Taken together, these components 
show that when in a state of burnout, the person feels tired, stuck, detached and  they try to stay away from people 
or relationships related to their source of burnout in an effort to recover from their mental state.   

Burnout poses real problems for one’s performance, mental health and job satisfaction (Fogarty, Singh, Rhoads, 
& Moore, 2000; Yang & Hayes, 2020). The phenomenon was first examined in people in the service industry 
because of its relationship-based nature (Maslach & Leiter, 2016). Until now, the majority of burnout research has 
been based on participants from the education and healthcare sectors (Lubbadeh, 2020; McCormick & Barnett, 
2011). Burnout among teachers is a serious issue because of its popularity.  García-Carmona, Marín, and Aguayo 
(2019) summarized that approximately half of secondary school teachers experienced moderate burnout in multiple 
studies. Burnout among teachers impacts both teachers and students. Burnout teachers are more likely to take 
leave (Burke & Greenglass, 1995) because they suffer from physical illness such as headache, cardiovascular 
diseases and depression (Guglielmi & Tatrow, 1998). Burnout also makes teachers feel less confident and capable in 
their job (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010) indirectly reducing their job performance. Ultimately, burnout can lead to 
teachers leaving their jobs (Goddard & Goddard, 2006), creating a burden for the school management system. The 
quality of the interaction between a teacher and student is negatively impacted by burnout because these teachers 
are inclined to punish their students, give them orders and reduce their freedom in the classroom (Shen et al., 
2015). Burnout also has a negative correlation with students’ academic performance and motivation  (Madigan & 
Kim, 2021).    

Previous studies have consistently found that workload is a predictor of teacher burnout. High demands for the 
quality and quantity of work increase burnout among teachers (Sabagh, Hall, & Saroyan, 2018). Time pressure 
increases emotional exhaustion (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2020). In short, a high workload affects both the physical and 
mental state of teachers leading to burnout.    
 
1.1. Theories Explaining the Effect of Workload on Burnout 

Underlying the impact of workload on burnout is the  “intensification”  thesis (Apple, 1988). Increasing social 
demands on the education system require teachers to take on more roles, both teaching and non-teaching. A good 
teacher is an efficient employee who can deal with the expanded job scope, increased pressure and reduced leisure 
time. When teachers cannot handle the workload, they feel less effective as they are taught to believe that other 
teachers can still manage the workload assigned.  

An intensified workload can be understood straightforwardly as the number of tasks assigned. However, the 
number of tasks represents the “physical” aspect of workload which might fail to explain why some people can 
multitask effectively while others feel overwhelmed with just one task given. Human factor psychology is more 
interested in “mental” workload, the perceived fit between job demands and one’s capability to meet the demands  
(Kantowitz, 1987). When job demands are beyond one’s ability, there is a low fit and a person experiences overload   
which can easily be understood as a stressful experience. As a result, when measuring workload, not only people 
have to report their job demands and the effort required but they also have to  report the frustration experienced 
during the process of coping with the workload (MacDonald, 2003).  

The psychological nature of workload also means that the perception of workload and its consequences can be 
influenced by psychological mechanisms that support stress coping. Research on burnout has found that stress-
prevention mechanisms such as self-efficacy, stress coping  and school support systems are by themselves 
protective factors against teacher burnout while workload, stress and students’ problems are the causes of burnout  
(Oliveira, Roberto, Veiga-Simão, & Marques-Pinto, 2021; Park & Shin, 2020).  

However, we can also interpret these stress-prevention systems as mediators in the relationship 
between workload and burnout considering our understanding of the nature of workload and its 
relationship to stress. Several studies have started to find evidence in this direction. Fadare et al. (2022) and 
Xanthopoulou et al. (2007) found that job resources (i.e., how much control, time and social support one has in their 
job) moderate the relationship between job demands and burnout implying that pharmacists and healthcare 
workers might not experience burnout despite their job demands if they have enough resources to cope with their 
job. Similarly, Portoghese, Galletta, Coppola, Finco, and Campagna (2014) reported that job control moderates the 
relationship between workload and burnout. Workload increases emotional exhaustion and depersonalization when 
job control is low. Diehl et al. (2021) examined the moderation role of team support, workplace commitment and 
recognition from supervisors on the workload – burnout relationship to find that people with good social support 
from their team and supervisor as well as high work commitment would experience less burnout even when their 

workload is high. Görgens‐Ekermans and Brand (2012) investigated emotional intelligence as a basis for adaptive 
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coping strategies  and found that emotional intelligence moderated the stress-burnout relationship. Eikenhout et al. 
(2022) reported that self-efficacy in coping with stress weakened the effect of workload on burnout. These studies 
pointed out mechanisms to buffer against the negative effect of workload on burnout.  High workloads lead to 
burnout  but this relationship is weakened when one has strong social and personal resources.    
 
1.2. Current Study 

Although there is general agreement that workload is a psychological construct,  this conceptualization of 
workload has not been delivered well to the public as leaders have a tendency to look at workload as the quantity of 
work. It is important to test the physical and mental aspects of workload and burnout side-by-side to highlight the 
importance of the mental aspect of workload. Moreover, previous studies tend to consider psychological 
mechanisms such as stress and self-efficacy with workload not in relation to each other. This study contributes to 
the literature by pointing out the interaction between these antecedents of burnout.  

This study seeks to examine the effect of both physical and mental aspects of workload on burnout in teachers. 
We proposed two research questions:  

• Can physical workload, i.e., the number of tasks and roles predict burnout?  

• What is the effect of psychological mechanisms like stress and self-efficacy on burnout? 
We started by testing if the simplified translation of workload as the number of tasks and roles could predict 

burnout. We went on to test if the relationship between workload and burnout is influenced by psychological 
mechanisms such as perceived stress and self-efficacy (see Figure 1). We predict that workload will increase stress  
which in turn will increase burnout. This prediction is based on the mental conceptualization of workload 
(Kantowitz, 1987). Self-efficacy is predicted to moderate the relationship between workload and burnout. Our 
hypotheses are:  

H1: Workload as the number of assigned roles cannot predict burnout. 
H2: Stress mediates the workload-burnout relationship. 
H3: Self-efficacy moderates the workload-burnout relationship.   
 

 
Figure 1. Hypothesized model of antecedents of teacher burnout.  

  

2. Methods 
2.1. Research Design 

This study is a cross-sectional study. The targeted participants in this study were teachers holding multiple 
roles at school. All schools (from primary to high school) in Vinh Long province in Vietnam were requested to send 
the survey to 2 teachers who are officially holding at least 2 positions at school with the help of the local 
government. Teachers who agreed to participate in the survey then gathered at a common place and answered the 
survey on paper and pencil.     

The protocol of this study was approved by the  ethical  committee, Vietnam Association of Psychology, 
decision number 201 dated 23/10/2023. 
 
2.2. Research Population 

A total of 117 teachers from 63 schools in Vinh Long province agreed to participate in the survey. The 
response rate was 83%. Table 1 shows the demographic information of the sample. The majority of the sample w as 
female, middle-aged teachers, teaching secondary school. Half of the teachers have 10-20 years of experience. All 
teachers hold at least two officially assigned roles at school with 1 particular teacher holding seven different 
positions at school.  
 

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of participants (N=117).  
N % 

Gender Male 41 34.7 
Female 76 64.4 

School level Primary school 21 17.8 
Secondary school 60 50.8 
High school 36 30.5 

Age  Under 30 24 20.5 
31-40 67 57.3 

Above 40 26 22.2 
M=35.51, SD=6.4 
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N % 

Working experience  Less than 5 years 18 15.3 
5-10 years 23 19.6 
10-20 years 64 54.7 

More than 20 years 10 8.4 
M=13.03, SD=10.4 

Workload 2 duties 61 52.1 
3 duties and above 56 47.9 

 

2.3. Instruments 
Teacher burnout was measured by the Maslach Burnout Inventory Educators survey (MBI-ES) (Maslach, 

Jackson, & Leiter, 1996). The survey includes 22 items divided into 3 subscales: emotional exhaustion, personal 
achievement (reversed score) and depersonalization. Participants were rated on a 7-point Likert scale: 0 (never) to 6 
(everyday). Item ratings were summed for the three subscales and the total burnout scale. Higher scores implied 
higher burnout. The scale reliability was acceptable with a  Cronbach alpha of 0.86. We also used the following cut-
off scores to classify burnout scores into 3 profiles: low, medium and high. Emotional exhaustion: 0-16 (low), 17-26 
(moderate) and 27 or higher,  depersonalization: 0-6 (low), 7-12 (moderate) and 13 or higher and a lack of personal 
achievement: 0-30 (low), 31-36 (moderate) and 37 or higher. It should be noted that the creators of the scale no 
longer recommend cut-off scores due to their inconsistent validity (Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter, 2018) . In this 
study, a cut-off score was only used to compare with previous studies.   

Independent measures in this study include workload, stress, self-efficacy and demographic factors.  
Stress was measured by a one-item question. A single-item scale is suitable to measure perceived stress in non -

diagnostic research. It also directs more focus on general stress perception than on dimensions of stress. 
Participants reported their current stress level when working as a teacher on a 10-point scale from 1 (no stress)  to 
10 (very stressful).  

Self-efficacy was measured by the Ohio State teacher efficacy scale (OSTES) by  Tschannen-Moran and Hoy 
(2001). The scale has 24 items to measure teacher’s perceived self-efficacy in classroom management, teaching 
instruction and student engagement. Participants were rated on a 9-point scale. We calculated mean scores for the 
3 subscales and the total self-efficacy scale.  A higher score means higher self-efficacy. The scale was reliable with a 
Cronbach alpha of 0.98.  

Workload was measured by the number of school duties officially given to a teacher.  
Demographic factors examined include age, gender, school level (primary , secondary and high school) and 

working experience (years).  
 
2.4. Data Analysis 

The data were analyzed by SPSS version 20. A significant level of p<0.05 was used. The descriptive data 
calculated included the mean, standard deviation and frequency. The impacts of independent variables on teacher 
burnout were assessed by correlational and regression analyses. Mediation and moderation analyses were 
conducted using the process macro by Hayes.   
 

3. Results 
3.1. Burnout among Teachers 

Tables 2 and 3 show the rate of burnout among teachers.  
 

Table 2. Components of burnout in teachers and their correlation.  

Factors M SD 1 2 3 4 5 

1. Stress 6.16 2.36 -     
2. Burnout 53.16 14.26 0.358** -    

3. Emotional exhaustion 23.68 5.47 0.441** 0.936** -   
4. Depersonalization 11.82 4.30 0.365** 0.903** 0.798** -  
5. Lack of personal achievement 17.65 5.70 0.186 0.921** 0.777** 0.738** -              

Note: ** p<0.01. 
 
According to Table 2, the average score of burnout teachers was 53.16 with the highest score falls to emotional 

exhaustion followed by a lack of personal achievement and lastly, depersonalization. There were strong positive 
relationships between the three components of burnout and the total burnout score. In Table 2, the  stress score 
was also reported to show that burnout was different from stress.  The stress score is only moderately correlated 
with burnout and its components.  
 

Table 3. Burnout profiles of teachers (%). 

Burnout components Low Moderate High 

Emotional exhaustion 12.8 53.8 33.3 
Depersonalization 10.3 45.3 44.4 

Lack of personal achievement 99.1 0.9 0 

  
Of the 3 components of burnout, emotional exhaustion and depersonalization were the two most frequently 

experienced symptoms as more than 1/3 of the sample experienced these symptoms at a high level. Nearly , 100% 
of teachers have a lack of personal achievement. In other words, teachers did not feel that they failed to meet work 
requirements.     
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Table 4. Correlation between teacher burnout and its antecedents.  

Factors Workload Stress Self-efficacy 
(Total) 

Efficacy in 
teaching 

instruction 

Efficacy in 
classroom 

management 

Efficacy in 
student 

engagement 

Burnout  -0.190* 0.358** -0.368** -0.343** -0.394** -0.269** 

Emotional exhaustion -0.133 0.441** -0.277** -0.257** -0.288** -0.212* 
Depersonalization -0.132 0.365** -0.229* -0.212* -0.288** -0.125 

Lack of personal 
achievement 

-0.247** 0.186 -0.482** -0.452** -0.491** -0.375** 

 

 

3.2. Factors Predicting Teacher Burnout 
Table 4 shows correlations between burnout and its antecedents: workload, stress and self-efficacy. Workload 

was significantly and negatively correlated with burnout and a lack of personal achievement but there were no 
other components implying that an increase in workload was associated with reduced burnout and increased 
personal achievement. Stress was positively correlated with burnout and all three components while self-efficacy 
was negatively correlated with burnout.    
 

Table 5. Regression model of predictors of teacher burnout. 

Factor Coefficient P 

Workload -0.24 0.667 

Stress 2.03 0.000 
Self-efficacy -2.73 0.001 

R2=0.253, p=0.000 

 
Table 5 confirms H1 that there was no statistically significant main effect of the number of school duties on 

teacher burnout. Stress and self-efficacy were two significant predictors of teacher burnout: stress increases the risk 
of burnout while self-efficacy decreases burnout. This regression model explained 25.3% of the variance in teacher 
burnout. 

To examine H2 and H3, we ran a combined moderation-mediation analysis based on Hayes’ model 5  (Hayes, 
2017) with workload as the predictor, burnout as the dependent variable, stress as the mediator and self-efficacy as 
the moderator. 

For H2, stress was tested as the mediator of the workload-burnout relationship. There was no indirect effect of 
workload on stress as workload did not predict stress  (b=0.09, p=0.417). When both workload and stress were 
included to predict burnout, there was a significant direct effect of position (b=10.16, p=0.01) and a significant 
indirect effect of stress (b=2.22, p=0.000). We concluded that H2 was not supported: stress did not mediate the 
workload-burnout relationship. 

For H3, self-efficacy was tested as the moderator of the workload-burnout relationship. The interaction effect 
between workload and self-efficacy significantly predicted burnout (b=-1.32, p=0.010) meaning self-efficacy 
negatively moderated the impact of workload on burnout. The simple slop of workload on burnout was only 
significant at low self-efficacy (b=2.28, SE=1.10, p=0.041) but it was non-significant at higher levels of self-efficacy 
(b=0.21, SE=0.56, p=0.70 and b=-1.06, SE=0.62, p=0.091). The interaction term accounted for 5%  of the variance 
in teacher burnout (R2= 0.05, p=0,01). The moderation effect was visualized in Figure 2. At a low level of self-
efficacy (5.96), the graph shows a steeper gradient: increasing workload leads to increasing teacher burnout. 
However, at higher levels of self-efficacy (7.52 and 8.49), the lines tend to straighten meaning that workload no 
longer leads to burnout. Hence, high self-efficacy was a protective factor against the impact of workload on 
burnout. H3 was supported. 
     

 
Figure 2. Self-efficacy moderates the effect of workload on burnout. 

 

4. Discussion 
Vietnam has experienced educational reform in the last few decades like other developing countries. Students 

benefit from the innovations in the curriculum. Teachers suffer from intensified responsibilities leading to an 

Note: * p<0.05; ** p<0.01. 
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increasing risk of mental health problems in teachers due to their intensified responsibilities.  This is one of the 
first studies to evaluate burnout among Vietnamese teachers. It also examines the antecedents of burnout in 
interaction with each other through testing their moderation  and mediation effects.   
 

4.1. Burnout Rate among Teachers 
We reported both the stress score and the burnout score to show that stress and burnout are separate 

phenomena. The stress score of teachers in this study is relatively similar to teachers in other studies. According to 
Von Der Embse, Mankin (2021) and Woods (2021), teachers reported a stress level of 6.5-6.6/10 using a single-
item measure of stress. We can conclude that teachers in this study reported a similar stress level to teachers 
elsewhere.  

This is the first study on teacher burnout in Vietnam; we were unable to compare the current data to others. 
We compared both raw burnout scores and cutoff scores with previous studies in other countries using MBI-ES to 
evaluate the burnout level of teachers in this sample. We found that Vietnamese teachers had a relatively lower 
level of emotional exhaustion than other samples. Kokkinos (2006) reported higher emotional exhaustion (27.37) 
and personal achievement (38.18) mean scores but much lower depersonalization (4.42) mean score in Greek 
primary and secondary teachers. Several countries indicated greater sample scores than those collected by Garcia-
Arroyo, Segovia, and Peiró (2019) in their meta-analysis of teachers in 36 countries. Among the few studies 
reporting burnout levels using cutoff scores (García-Carmona et al., 2019), the rates of teachers with low emotional 
exhaustion and depersonalization in the current study were much lower than previous studies. The percentages of 
teachers with moderate emotional exhaustion and depersonalization in the current study were much higher  while 
the percentage of low personal achievement in the current study was much lower (nearly 0% in comparison to 17 to 
55% in previous studies). This showed that on average, Vietnamese teachers experienced a lower level of burnout 
than teachers in other countries. Burnout among Vietnamese teachers was associated with more symptoms of 
emotional exhaustion and depersonalization than personal achievement. However, Vietnamese teachers did not 
experience burnout as the rate of teachers with severer symptoms of burnout was much higher than that of  low 
burnout.  

When compared to studies on burnout in Vietnamese healthcare workers, the rates of moderate and high 
burnout in teachers were much higher than in healthcare workers before COVID-19 (Hong, Trang, Cam, Trang, & 

Trang, 2022; Lê, Phạm, & Nguyễn, 2023; Nguyen, Kitaoka, Sukigara, & Thai, 2018; Nguyen, Le, & Vo, 2020 )  but 

lower than healthcare workers during COVID-19 (Nguyễn & Vũ, 2021).  
 
4.2. Effect of Workload, Self-Efficacy and Stress on Burnout 

This study found that workload, perceived stress and self-esteem predicted teacher burnout in different ways. 
Workload as measured by the number of roles officially assigned to teachers did not directly predict teacher 
burnout. Burnout is not the result of increased quantity of work rather  a higher workload can even increase a 
teacher’s sense of personal achievement as found in the negative correlation between workload and lack of personal 
achievement. This result provides support for the conceptualization of workload as a psychological concept rather 
than the quantity of work (Kantowitz, 1987).  

Perceived stress and self-efficacy had direct effects on teacher burnout: stress increased burnout while self-
efficacy reduced burnout. This study further highlighted the importance of stress coping and self-perception in 
teachers’ mental health as previous studies have confirmed the role of these teacher-related factors on burnout 
(Oliveira et al., 2021; Park & Shin, 2020). Burnout occurs when teachers are unable to cope with the stress of their 
work. In this study, stress was negatively correlated with total burnout, emotional exhaustion and 
depersonalization implying that teachers who fail to cope with work stress will feel exhausted and detached. 
However, teachers who have a high level of self-efficacy or confidence in their abilities to do tasks are less inclined 
to experience burnout.  Self-efficacy helps teachers feel more capable to teach, organize the classroom and deal with 
students’ disruptive behaviors (Brouwers & Tomic, 2000; Friedman, 2003), thereby helping them maintain work 
productivity and work relationships better.  

The notable findings of this study are the significant moderating effect of self-efficacy and the non-significant 
mediating effect of stress in the workload-burnout relationship. We predict that workload increases stress which in 
turn increases burnout but this mediation effect was not supported in this study. This finding contradicts popular 
belief about the quantity of work as a predictor of stress and burnout yet it fits into the psychological framework of 
stress and burnout.  

Self-efficacy moderated the effect of workload on burnout. In teachers with low self-efficacy, workload 
significantly predicted burnout. When teachers did not believe in their professional ability, increased workload 
would increase their risk of burnout. However, in teachers with high self-efficacy, this effect disappeared implying 
that burnout was unrelated to the number of tasks assigned to the teachers. In other words, self-efficacy acts as a 
protective factor for teachers. In the case of Vietnamese teachers, all teachers receive mandatory training on school 
counseling as a part of annual national wide teacher professional training programs. It is plausible that the training 
has made teachers feel more capable in managing students and dealing with their own problems, thereby increases 
their self-efficacy and reduce their burnout even though many teachers are doing the multiple duties without 
monetary benefits.      
 
4.3. Implications for Reducing Teacher Burnout   

The findings of  this study point out the importance of enhancing teacher stress management and self-efficacy 
in protecting them from burnout. Burnout prevention is not about reducing the quantity of work; it is about 
making teachers increase their self-efficacy and reduce their stress. School managers need to target teachers’ stress 
coping skills and provide a teacher support system to make teachers feel more capable.  

It is interesting to note that existing interventions to reduce teacher burnout tend to focus on stress 
management and social support seeking such as teaching coping skills, relaxation techniques, mindfulness and  
social-emotional skills (Oliveira et al., 2021)  but a meta-review on teacher burnout interventions found small effect 
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sizes of these interventions (Iancu, Rusu, Măroiu, Păcurar, & Maricuțoiu, 2018).These methods primarily address 
stress management while largely ignoring self-efficacy. When  self-efficacy becomes a target in intervention, 
burnout can be reduced (Ghasemi, Herman, & Reinke, 2023).  
 
4.4. Strength and Limitation 

This study is the first to measure burnout among teachers in Vietnam. This study contributes to the vast 
worldwide literature on burnout in educational settings and its antecedents. The fact that being given more duties 
increases self-efficacy among teachers might reflect an interesting cultural phenomenon. Maslach mentioned the 
areas of work life in which reward plays an important role in employee’s engagement. It is possible that in 
collectivistic cultures where social recognition for personal effort is important, the role of rewards especially 
intangible rewards becomes even more significant.  

This study still has some limitations. The sample size is still small and the subjects in the sample are very 
similar to each other from educational to cultural background, so it is important for readers to keep this in mind 
when generalizing the findings to other contexts.    
 

5. Conclusion 
This study examined burnout among teachers in Vietnam and tested how teacher-related factors interact with 

each other to affect burnout. Several teachers displayed clear signs of emotional exhaustion and many asserted a 
medium level of burnout. The non-significant mediation relationship between the number of duties and burnout 
and the significant direct effect of stress on burnout show that stressed teachers are likely to have burnout  but 
teachers holding multiple duties might not feel stressful, so stress does not explain the connection between 
workload and burnout. The significant moderation effect of self-efficacy on burnout even though teachers are 
assigned multiple tasks, so long as they feel capable of the work, they face a lower risk of burnout. This study 
provides support for burnout and workload as psychological concepts  and opens up suggestions for psychological 
training program to enhance teachers’ self-efficacy as a protective factor from burnout.    
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Appendix 
The appendices present the instruments used in this study to collect data.  
A. OSTES  
Please rate these items on a scale of 1 (nothing) to 9 (a great deal) 
1. To what extent can you use a variety of assessment strategies?  
2. To what extent can you provide an alternative explanation or example when students are confused? 
3. To what extent can you craft good questions for your students?  
4. How well can you implement alternative strategies in your classroom?  
5. How well can you respond to difficult questions from your students?  
6. How much can you do to adjust your lessons to the proper level for individual students? 
7. To what extent can you gauge student comprehension of what you have taught?  
8. How well can you provide appropriate challenges for very capable students?  
9. How much can you do to control disruptive behavior in the classroom?  
10. How much can you do to get children to follow classroom rules?  
11. How much can you do to calm a student who is disruptive or noisy? 
12. How well can you establish a classroom management system with each group of students? 
13. How well can you keep a few problem students from ruining an entire lesson?  
14. How well can you respond to defiant students?  
15. To what extent can you make your expectation clear about student behavior?  
16. How well can you establish routines to keep activities running smoothly?  
17. How much can you do to get students to believe they can do well in schoolwork?  
18. How much can you do to help your students value learning?  
19. How much can you do to motivate students who show low interest in schoolwork?  
20. How much can you assist families in helping their children do well in school?  
21. How much can you do to improve the understanding of a student who is failing?  
22. How much can you do to help your students think critically?  
23. How much can you do to foster student creativity?  
24. How much can you do to get through to the most difficult students?  
 
B. MBI-ES 
Please rate these items on a scale of 0 (Never) to 6 (Everyday) 
1. I feel emotionally drained from my work 
2. I feel used up at the end of the work day 
3. I feel fatigued when I get up in the morning and have to face another day on the job  
4. Working with people all day is really a strain for me 
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5. I feel burned out from my work 
6. I feel frustrated by my job 
7. I feel I’m working too hard my on my job 
8. Working with people directly puts too much stress on me 
9. I feel like I’m at the end of my rope 
10. I can easily understand how my students feel about things 
11. I deal very effectively with the problems of my students 
12. I feel I’m positively influencing other people’s lives through my work  
13. I feel very energetic 
14. I can easily create a relaxed atmosphere with my students 
15. I feel exilarated after working closely with my students 
16. I have accomplished many worthwhile things in the job 
17. In my work, I deal with emotional problems very easily 
18. I feel I treat some students as if they were impersonal ‘objects” 
19. I’ve become more careless toward people since I took this job  
20. I worry that this job is hardening me emotionally 
21. I don’t really care what happens to some students 
22. I feel students blame me for some of their problems 
 
C. Stress measurement 
How stressful is your job?  
1(no stress)----2----3----4----5----6----7----8----9----10 (very stressful) 
  
D. Demographic questions 
1. Gender 
2. Age 
3. School 
4. Years of teaching experience 
5. Number of positions officially assigned at school 
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