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Abstract

Burnout has a negative impact on organizational outcomes' efficiency and effectiveness, hence harming and
threatening its survival. The present study investigated the impact of job stress and self-efficacy on job burnout
dimensions. Participants in this research were 367 employees working in the private sector in Riyadh, Saudi
Arabia. The data were collected by using a questionnaire consisting of four sections. The results showed a
significant relationship between the three dimensions of job burnout. Also, the relationship between job stress and
emotional exhaustion (EE) and depersonalization (DP) dimensions was positive, whereas the personal
accomplishment (PA) dimension was negative. In contrast, self-efficacy showed a significant negative relationship
with EE and DP dimensions and a positive relationship with PA dimension. Moreover, the study revealed a
negative relationship between the independent variables, which are job stress and self-efficacy. In addition, the
results of path analysis supported these findings.
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1. Introduction

Job burnout in the field of labor productivity has been an active issue that has been addressed by many
practitioners and researchers. It does not only affect the individuals negatively, but it also costs the organizations
in the United States approximately US$50 to US$75 million annually (Mardani, Mardani, 2014). No doubt that
the human resources of an organization are one of its most valuable assets, and for an organization to achieve its
goals, it has to manage its human resources effectively and efficiently. Job burnout and self-efficacy are some of
the defining features of a person’s relationship with a career (Leiter, 1992). A number of studies found that job
burnout is a consequence of job stress, which is a significant factor in reducing efficacy in the workplace (Mardani,
Mardani, 2014). In addition, job stress points to a poor fit between an individual’s capabilities and their work
environment (Jamal, 1984). To be more precise, no report has shown any positive outcomes of job burnout for
employees, family/friends, employers, or society (Lambert, Qureshi, Frank, Klahm, & Smith, 2018). So not only
do these factors affect the individuals, but they also affect the organizations and society as a whole, which
emphasizes their importance even more. While burnout represents a vital and one of the foremost frequently
studied outcomes of job stress, self-efficacy is believed to protect workers from adverse job stress outcomes
because it can modify their beliefs (Shoji et al., 2016).

The current study adds to the literature in many ways. First, there is a gap in literature regarding
investigating the dimensions of job burnout based on job stress and self-efficacy among private sector employees
in Saudi Arabia. Second, no published studies could be found that included job stress and self-efficacy in the same
model as job burnout dimensions. Third, the study investigates the direct and indirect relationship between job
stress, self-efficacy and job burnout. Finally, this study aims to examine the impact of job stress and self-efficacy
on job burnout dimensions on employees in the private sector in Riyadh, Saudi Arabia.
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2. Literature Review
2.1 Theoretical Background and Hypotheses Development
2.1.1 Job Burnout

One of the most critical and expensive problems that HR has to deal with is burnout. Burnout was first
introduced by the psychiatrist Freudenberger in 1975 (Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001). It is defined as a
psychological syndrome caused by excessive work resulting in feelings of emotional exhaustion, detachment, and
lack of personal accomplishment (Maslach, 2003; Maslach & Leiter, 1997; Maslach et al., 2001). Maslach &
Jackson (1981) suggested that burnout has three dimensions: emotional exhaustion (EE), depersonalization (DP),
and a reduced sense of personal accomplishment (PA). When an individual feels emotionally worn out from work,
it reflects on the EE dimension. DP is evident when a person treats others in a very negative way to create a space.
The last dimension, reduced sense of PA, emerges when a person feels incapable of doing work (Maslach &
Jackson 1981; Maslach et al., 2001). Some research stated that burnout develops from chronic job stress, which
occurs when the job requirements do not match the worker's perceived abilities (Shoji et al., 2016). Not only that,
but also burnout has been found to be associated with many negative consequences on both individuals themselves
and people around them in the organization. Some of the vital problems caused by burnout are depression, weak
performance and absenteeism (Ali, Asad, &Yousaf, 2019). In general, it is believed that job productivity and
performance are impacted by job burnout (Bayani, & Baghery, 2018). A study was done to analyze the three
dimensions of job burnout by Rumschlag (2017) stated that male teachers, who endured EE might also become
depersonalized. According to Tony & Lilian (2002) EE that occurs due to environmental demands, increases DP.
Based on the theoretical results, the first hypothesis of this study was developed as the following:

H1: There is a positive relationship between EE and DP dimensions.

2.1.2 Self-Efficacy and Job Burnout

Self-efficacy is a concept that is frequently mentioned in relation to the human behavior and attitude.
According to Albert Bandura (1994), the psychologist who first proposed the concept, self-efficacy can be defined
as the extent to which one’s personal judgement of their own capabilities can play a part in their ability to perform
an action successfully. Additionally, he suggested that there are four main sources through which self-efficacy is
developed. First, and the most effective source, mastery experiences. Success and failure in performing something
can affect a person’s self-efficacy greatly. Success would strengthen the sense of self-efficacy while failure would
weaken it. Second, vicarious experiences. Seeing other people perform an action successfully would affect one’s
self-efficacy positively. Third, social persuasion, which is verbal encouragement. Being told that a person has what
it takes would help them in overcoming self-doubt and improving their chances of succeeding. Lastly,
psychological reactions. People’s self-efficacy can be significantly affected by their reactions to situations, which
include stress, negative emotional tendencies, and misinterpretations of physical states. How these reactions are
perceived and interpreted has a great impact on their sense of self-efficacy as well as their health. For instance,
people with a high sense of self-efficacy would view challenging situations as exciting and motivating while people
with a low sense of self-efficacy would be anxious and weakened, which is why self-efficacy can influence
people’s lives and professional careers.

There are many studies and research papers that have linked self-efficacy to job burnout (Yulianti,
Atomzeal, & Arina, 2018; Celik & Kahraman, 2018; Shoji et al., 2016). According to these studies, when
challenges arise, people with a high sense of self-efficacy usually make an effort and try to improve their situation.
Contrarily, those with a low sense of self-efficacy tend to do the opposite, which would likely lead to job burnout.
A study was done on the relationship between self-efficacy and job burnout by Savas, Bozgeyik, & Eser (2014),
which confirmed that people with a low sense of self-efficacy experience job burnout more than their counterparts
with a high sense of self-efficacy. Another study by Topuzov, Malykhin, Aristova, & Shamne (2020) indicated
that there is a cause-and-effect relationship between the high level of burnout and the low level of self-efficacy.
Furthermore, the findings of a study by Giindiiz (2012) stated that there is a strong negative relationship between
self-efficacy and both EE and DP, and a significant positive relationship between self-efficacy and PA. Moreover,
the research paper on Iranian teachers stated that there is a direct and indirect relationship with the three dimensions
of job burnout. The researchers found that self-efficacy correlated negatively with EE and DP, but related
positively with the third dimension of burnout, which is PA (Bayani, & Baghery, 2018). Taking the theoretical
studies into consideration, the following hypothesis was established as:

H2: There is a positive relationship between self-efficacy and PA, and a negative one between the other
two dimensions of job burnout.

2.1.3  Self-Efficacy and Job Stress

Self-efficacy is considered to be the belief of the individual’s ability to overcome difficult situations.

When self-efficacy improves, it decreases job stress (Atai, & Ozyaral, 2021). Not to mention, self-efficacy plays
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a role in reducing the negative impact of job stress. There is an inverse correlation between job stress and self-
efficacy, where the increase of skills decreases work pressure (Batool, Atta, & Rize, 2020; Naoreen, Mohsin, &
Farooqi, 2020; Shin & Kong 2017). Furthermore, the results of the study done by Alejandro, Michelle, Amy, &
Bettye (2017) found that there is a statistical relationship between job stress and self-efficacy. Therefore, the third
hypothesis was formulated as:

H3: There is an inverse relationship between job stress and self-efficacy.

2.1.4 Job Stress and Job Burnout

Stress is the most frequent emotion we come across throughout the day, which has a negative impact on
both our health and performance. It is a tense physical or emotional feeling that happens when the individual
cannot respond to the pressures that are unmanageable (Ho, 2018). Researchers do not have a fixed definition for
job stress. Vasan (2018) defined job stress as an employee's adverse physical and emotional reaction to job
requirements being inconsistent with their competence and needs; hence ambiguous job assignments, lack of
development, lack of promotion, and job insecurity cause stressful situations. Also, Lambert et al., (2018) defined
it as an individual feeling difficulty, anxiety, concern, and depression related to work. According to the latest
statistic done by Health and Safety Executive in Great Britain in 2020 regarding job stress, anxiety and depression,
they found that the overall number of those cases was higher than the last period. It was almost 1,700/100,000
workers compared to 2,440/ 100,000 workers.

Also, there are many studies that linked the negative impact of job stress and job burnout in different
industries. For example, the results of a study of student affairs professionals indicated a strong positive correlation
between job stress and job burnout (Mullen, Malone, Denney, & Dietz, 2018). Another study, done on police
officers in India to test the impact of stress on the three dimensions of job burnout, showed a significant relationship
between the increase of EE and the decrease of PA (Lambert et al., 2018). According to Guo et al., (2016), job
stress positively affected the EE and DP dimensions of job burnout, and negatively affected the PA dimension in
the staff nurses in China. Thus, the final hypothesis was explored in this study as the following:

H4: There is a direct and strong positive relationship between job stress and EE and DP dimensions and
a strong negative relationship with AP.

2.2 Research Model

depersonalization

Self-Efficacy :
emotional

/ exhaustion
Job Stress

personal
accomplishment

Figure I: Research Model
3. Methodology
3.1 Participants

This study was conducted in Riyadh, Saudi Arabia. The statistical population in this study includes all
employees in the private sector in the capital city of Saudi Arabia. The statistic was dragged from the official
website of the General Authority for Statistics, which is a Saudi government agency responsible for collecting,
classifying, and analyzing statistical data from multiple sources. According to the last statistic of 2020, we chose
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a random sample that consists of 385 participants, and in which the sample size was determined using Richard
Geiger's formula. However, to prevent skewed results, we excluded 18 participants due to the extreme values they
displayed, which contradicted the scale purposes. So, the final sample size was 367 participants.

3.2 Data Collection

To collect the data for this study, a questionnaire was used, which consisted of three sections as well as
the demographic data section. The questionnaire was shared with the sample size via google forms. The
instruments used in the questionnaire are the following:

The Maslach Burnout Inventory scale was used to measure job burnout (Maslach & Jackson, 1986). It is
composed of 22 items that measure the three aspects of burnout: EE (9 items), DP (5 items), and decreased PA (8
items). The items are rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always). The high scores in EE
and DP and low scores in PA indicate high level of burnout. In the current study, the Cronbach's alpha reliability
coefficient for the entire questionnaire was .75. EE was .83, DP was .73, and PA was .82.

To measure employees’ job-stress, a questionnaire developed by Parker & De-Cotiis (1983) was used.
There are 13 items in this questionnaire, and a 5-point Likert scale that ranges from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree). The questionnaire consists of two scales, which are time stress and anxiety that an employee has
perceived at work. The Cronbach’s alpha value for this scale was .88.

Employees’ self-efficacy was measured using the New General Self-Efficacy Scale (NGSE) proposed by
Chen, Gully, & Eden (2001) which is an adapted version of the General Self-Efficacy Scale (SGSE) developed by
Sherer et al., (1982). Although the NGSE scale is shorter, it demonstrated high reliability, and a higher predictive
validity than the SGSE scale (Chen et al., 2001). It consists of 8 items, and a 5-point Likert scale that assesses a
general sense of perceived self-efficacy, and in which (1= strongly disagree; 3= neither agree nor disagree; 5=
strongly agree). The Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient for the scale was .87.

3.3 Data Analysis

The analysis in the research has been carried out using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
(SPSS) version 26 and Analysis of Moment Structures (AMOS) version 26. At the first stage of analyzing the data,
it is checked for inconsistent responses. Then, correlation variables were computed for correlations between
quantitative variables. Regression analyses were performed on all variables, then a path analysis technique was
utilized to determine the best model fit.

4. Results
4.1 Job Burnout Dimensions

A correlation test utilized all three dimensions of job burnout, and all three were correlated. EE dimension
was positively correlated with DP P <.001, and negatively with PA P = .01. In the same way, DP was negatively
correlated with PA P=.01.
4.2 Self-Efficacy and Job Burnout

The correlation between self-efficacy and the three dimensions of job burnout was tested and yielded
significant correlations. Both EE and DP dimensions had a negative correlation with P < .001 and P = .007
respectively. However, the PA dimension had a positive correlation with P <.001.

4.3 Self-Efficacy and Job Stress

Self-efficacy and job stress were significantly negatively correlated with P = .03.
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4.4 Job Stress and Job Burnout

The correlation between job stress and the three dimensions of job burnout was tested and yielded
significant correlations. Both EE and DP dimensions had a positive correlation with P <.001. However, the PA
dimension had a negative correlation with P <.001.

Table 1 Summary of Correlations, Means, and Standard Deviation for Scores on the Job Burnout, Job Stress
and Self-Efficacy

Variables EE DP PA Job Stress SD
EE 2.86 72
DP 36% 2.08 .80
PA - 14w - 13% 3.52 70
Job Stress 55 37w -.24%* 3.28 81
Self-Efficacy - 19% 14 40%* 1% 411 63

EE, Emotional Exhaustion; DP, Depersonalization; PA, Personal Accomplishment. *p < .05, two-tailed. **p
<.01, two-tailed.

4.5 Job Stress, Self-Efficacy and Job Burnout Dimensions

A linear regression analysis was done between the three job burnout dimensions, and both job stress and
self-efficacy, which resulted in three significant regression models. The first regression model for EE dimension
was significant [R? = .32, F(2,364) = 85.28, P <.001] with both job stress and self-efficacy. The second regression
model for DP dimension was significant [R? = .15, F (2, 364) = 31.03, P < .001] with both independent variables.
The final regression model for PA dimension was significant [R? = .20, F (2, 364) = 44.06, P < .001] with job
stress and self-efficacy.

Table 2 EE Dimension and Job Stress and Self-Efficacy

Model B ) t P
Job Stress 48 54 12.31 <.001
Self-Efficacy -15 .13 -2.96 .003

EE, Emotional Exhaustion

Table 3 DP Dimension and Job Stress and Self-Efficacy

Model B p t P
Job Stress 35 36 7.32 <.001
Self-Efficacy -13 -.10 -2.09 037

DP, Depersonalization

Table 4 PA Dimension and Job Stress and Self-Efficacy

Model B S t P
Job Stress -17 -20 413 <.001
Self-Efficacy @ 38 7.92 <.001

PA, Personal Accomplishment
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4.6.1 Research Model Fit Using Path Analysis

Path analysis was utilized to check the study’s hypotheses, which resulted in the default model to be the
perfect fit for goodness fit. Fit indices from the default model [}’ = 1.338 P=.512, x*/df=0.669 RMSEA=.000,
CFI=1.000, GFI=.999, AGFI=.989, and NFI=.995].

pdepersonalization

Self-Efficacy

emotional

exhaustion
/

Job Stress

personal
accomplishment

Figure 2 Path Analysis

Table 5 The Fit Indices of Default Model

Model e df y2/df RMSEA CFI GFI AGFI NFI

Default Model 1.338 2 0.669 .000 1.000 .999 .989 995

RMSEA, Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CFI, Comparative Fit Index;
GFI, Goodness-of-fit; AGFI: Adjusted goodness-of-fit; NFI, Normed-fit index

4.6.2 Path Coefficients in Default Model

Path Coefficients analyses showed similar results to the linear regression analysis, where self-efficacy
had a negative direct effect with job stress and both EE and DP dimensions, but a positive direct effect on PA
dimension. Nevertheless, job stress showed a positive direct effect with all variables except PA dimension, which
was negative. Finally, EE dimension revealed a positive direct effect with DP dimension.

Table 6 Standardized Direct, Indirect, and Total Effects in the Default Model

Self-Efficacy Job Stress EE
Variables

D.E. LE. T.E. D.E. LE. T.E. D.E. LE. T.E.
Job Stress -.11 .000 -.11 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
EE -13 -.06 -.19 .54 .000 54 .000 .000 .000
DP -.07 -.07 -.14 25 11 36 21 .000 21
PA 38 .02 40 -20 .000 -.20 .000 .000 .000

EE, Emotional Exhaustion; DP, Depersonalization; PA, Personal Accomplishment; D.E., Direct Effect; I. E.,
Indirect Effect; T. E., Total Effect
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5. Discussion

The aim of this study was to investigate the impact of job stress and self-efficacy on job burnout
dimensions among employees in the private sector in Riyadh, Saudi Arabia. The study found a significant
relationship between the three dimensions of job burnout, where EE and PD were positively related, and PA was
negatively related. These findings support the first hypothesis, which is consistent with the other studies that
examined job burnout. Maslach, & Jackson (1981) argued that when an individual feels emotionally exhausted
from work, that reflects positively on the EE and DP dimensions, and negatively on the last dimension, which is
PA. Also, Rumschlag (2017) concluded that high levels of EE can lead to depersonalization. Moreover, Tony &
Lilian (2002) stated that environmental demands that trigger EE could increase DP.

Self-efficacy revealed a significant negative relation with EE and DP dimensions, and a positive
relationship with PA dimension. In the same manner, the regression models of the three dimensions of job burnout
with self-efficacy showed similar outcomes. This is consistent with the results of a previous study by Bayani, &
Baghery (2018). Topuzov et al., (2020) pointed out that high level of burnout and low level of self-efficacy have
a cause-and-effect relationship. Further, self-efficacy and EE and DP dimensions have a strong negative
relationship while self-efficacy and PA have a positive relationship (Giindiiz, 2012).

The independent variables, which are job stress and self-efficacy, were negatively related. This supports
the assertion that there is a negative relationship between job stress and self-efficacy. Hence, a person with high
level of self-efficacy would be more prone to deal with work stress effectively. Therefore, self-efficacy is a
convenient way of measuring job stress (Alejandro et al. 2017; Batool et al., 2020; Naoreen et al. 2020).

Finally, like the regression model results, the relationship between job stress and the job burnout
dimensions showed a high positive connection with EE and DP dimensions, and a negative connection with PA
dimension. Mullen et al. (2018) stated that there is a strong positive relationship between job stress and job burnout.
Job stress impacts EE and DP positively; however, it impacts PA negatively (Guo et al., 2016).

5.1 Strengths & Limitations

This study was designed with the goal of identifying the connection between job burnout dimensions, and
both job stress and self-efficacy. The focus of this study was one of its strengths, especially since this is a new
field of investigation in Saudi Arabia and could open up new possibilities and opportunities. Another strength was
that the study did not rely on free-form self-reporting to collect data from subjects, but rather used standardized
assessments of the job burnout, job stress and self-efficacy to collect responses. However, out of the 385
participants’ responses, 18 were discarded due to their inconsistency and use of extreme values, which is
incompatible with the scale’s purposes.

5.2 Implications

The importance of this study in the field of labor is to prevent employees’ job burnout and its
consequences. Hence, the human resources department could periodically assess the employees’ self-efficacy to
reduce the probability of developing job stress and job burnout. Since self-efficacy can affect job stress, employers
should utilize that, and enhance employees’ self-efficacy. There are many methods to enhance the self-efficacy of
the employees, which can range from simple yet effective practices such as observing role models deal with
difficult situations successfully and sending the employees motivational notes that are designed to enhance self-
efficacy, to organizational interventions such as job enrichment, job enlargement, and relevant training (Jackson,
2002; Parker, 1998).

5.3 Recommendations

While taking into consideration the implications of this study, further research is recommended in this
area. It is also recommended to use other methods to investigate the impact of self-efficacy on job stress and job
burnout as well as conducting programs that are designed to increase self-efficacy and measure their effects on job
burnout and job stress. Researching how to increase employees’ self-efficacy and to ensure its stability seems to
be a very important area. To make more generalizable inferences, more studies should be done using both
qualitative and quantitative methods. In addition, future studies should consider different methods to measure the
self-efficacy variable more accurately. Including bigger geographical areas is recommended, too.
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6. Conclusion

Job burnout is found in literature to be an outcome of high levels of job stress and low levels of self-
efficacy (Shoji et al., 2016). In this study, the relationships between job burnout dimensions, job stress and self-
efficacy were investigated. Employees with higher levels of job stress are more likely to develop job burnout
whereas employees who score higher on self-efficacy are less likely to show signs of job burnout. These findings
could save organizations a lot both financially and emotionally as preventing job burnout is more effective than
dealing with its consequences.
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