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Abstract

Objectives: Academic burnout poses a challenge to the educational process. Higher education institutions have responsibilities similar to the ones
of management in business settings. These institutions are responsible for creating conditions conducive to development and, as such, may be
interested in verifying the presence of student burnout and pinpointing its causes. The purpose of this study was to answer these needs and develop
a scale to measure the effect of organizational factors that may predict student burnout. Material and Methods: This paper reports the results of
a study conducted on a sample of Polish students (N = 659) to construct and validate a multidimensional measure of organizational factors impact-
ing academic burnout, focusing on students. For background purposes and as a starting point, the authors used the concept of the areas of worklife
by Ch. Maslach and M. Leiter, who identified 6 areas of the work environment that affect the relationships people develop with their work, i.e., work-
load, control, reward, community, fairness, and values. Results: The authors assessed the factor structure, reliability, and construct validity and per-
formed confirmatory factor analysis of the new scale to measure 6 areas of academic life. Given the results of this study, the scale can be recommend-
ed as an adequate tool to measure organizational (academic) factors of burnout in students. Conclusions: The authors have validated the final scale,
which can be used to advance the understanding of the academic burnout phenomenon. Int ] Occup Med Environ Health. 2023;36(6):798-811
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INTRODUCTION is a problem of an increasing number of people func-

The modern academic environment has undergone sig-
nificant transformation over the past few decades. While
it continues to be a platform for intellectual development,
there has been growing concern over the prevalence and
impact of burnout among university students. The phe-
nomenon of professional burnout, noticed and analyzed

by researchers representing various scientific disciplines,
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tioning in the labor market and education environment.
It also concerns the academic environment, which is
the workplace for a large number of scientific, teaching,
technical, and administrative staff as well as students.
The academic space is a place of intensified activity,
which is supposed to lead to the realization of presumed
scientific and didactic goals. Subject to formal and legal

Corresponding author: Teresa Chirkowska-Smolak, Adam Mickiewicz University, Faculty of Psychology and Cognitive Sciences, Department of Work and
Organizational Psychology, Szamarzewskiego 89/AB, 60-568 Poznan, Poland (e-mail: chirko@amu.edu.pl).

Nofer Institute of Occupational Medicine, LddZ, Poland


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/3.0/pl/deed.en
https://doi.org/10.13075/ijomeh.1896.02173

THE AREAS OF ACADEMIC LIFE SCALE ORIGINAL PAPER

conditions at the national and local levels, academia also
undergoes changes generated by globalization, financial
requirements, or processes of redefining key values that
underlie extensive educational activities. Many aspects
of the work environment are changing, as well as the
requirements and organization of the student educa-
tion process. It is, therefore worth considering how these
transformations (and their consequences for the struc-
ture and climate of the university organization) translate
into student well-being.

Traditionally associated with professional work contexts,
the concept of burnout has recently found its relevance
in academic settings. Although the student group is not
strictly an employee group, it is nevertheless subject to
all the challenges of prolonged, committed activity and
active presence in the organization. As such, it is exposed
to the direct and indirect consequences of the difficulties
experienced by the larger professional academic commu-
nity. Paying attention to students seems particularly justi-
fied since burnout syndrome affects not only professional
groups but also other people who undertake an organized
form of activity [1], especially those who are on the (...)
front line, whose adaptability is limited — and who are
therefore most at risk for job burnout” [2, p. 58]. Academ-
icburnout, as a phenomenon that “develops in response to
prolonged and unmanageable stressors and affects directly
or indirectly all groups functioning within it, i.e., faculty,
teaching staff, administration, students” [3, p. 81], high-
lights the role of complexity within the university system
and should be considered from the perspective of each
group functioning within it. At the same time, the authors
can assume that burnout is a process of loss caused by
a mismatch between a persons needs and the demands
of the job [4]. This mechanism works on the principle of
feedback - the requirements shape the individual, while
they influence the place of their activity and those inter-
acting with them. In this sense, burnout is an organiza-

tion-wide problem, and organizational conditions are at

its core. Changing these conditions can have a feedback
effect on staff and students.

Therefore, it seems justified to diagnose the university as
an educational and working environment posing a risk of
the occurrence and development of academic burnout -
a phenomenon unfavorable from both the individual and
organizational point of view. At the same time, it should
be noted that in the spirit of the concept of the best-
known burnout researcher, Ch. Maslach, burnout is an
issue of the organization (or, more precisely, the condi-
tions created by it, in a broad sense) and not an individ-
ual problem. It is the responsibility of the institution to
monitor, prevent or counteract pathological phenomena,
which undoubtedly include burnout. The fact that it is
neither a binary phenomenon nor simple to eliminate
should not discourage management from diagnosing
the current state of affairs. However, there might be a cer-
tain difficulty in the lack of an adequate tool correspond-
ing to the needs of tertiary education institutions, which
would not only indicate the presence of the burnout phe-
nomenon in the university space but, most importantly,
precisely pinpoint its causes. Therefore, the authors have
aimed to provide tools for diagnosing the university envi-
ronment for signs of burnout among students, as these
may be an important starting point for creating practi-
cal recommendations for more effective management of
a student-friendly university.

Following the most popular concept of job burnout,
proposed and developed by Maslach and Leiter [5],
the authors defined burnout as a syndrome that develops
in response to chronic stress, which can be described as
physical and emotional exhaustion, cynicism (cold atti-
tude towards other people in the work environment; dis-
tance from the duties performed) and lack of professional
effectiveness [4,6]. Authors of this multidimensional con-
cept [7] are considering the interplay of stressors and an
individual’s personal resources as a continuum, at either

end of which is work engagement or burnout.
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One group of individuals about whom still little is
known regarding the extent of the occurrence and sever-
ity of burnout are the college students mentioned in
the introduction. Despite the growth of research inter-
est in the aforementioned group regarding their mental
health and well-being [8-10], it still needs to be deter-
mined to identify opportunities for measurement and
intergroup comparisons regarding professional burn-
out syndrome. In the Polish context, the available data
address burnout directly or indirectly by verifying stress
levels, but these are predominantly results concerning
medical students [11-15]. Meanwhile, with the trans-
formation of higher education, compounded by the chal-
lenges of the pandemic and the remote learning process,
the authors can presume that studying and the student’s
role are becoming more demanding.

Students, as an integral part of the university system, fit
the dimensions described in the multidimensional model
of burnout: they may experience overload and exhaustion
in terms of the duties imposed on them or the internal
pressure to achieve high results, they may defensively dis-
tance themselves from the university and their role in it,
and they may fail to identify with the mentioned values
in the face of the loss of intrinsic motivation and enthu-
siasm, which initially characterized their attitude toward
studying. They may experience themselves as ineffective
in the process of coping and even negatively evaluate their
efforts and competence. They also experience a deteriora-
tion of relations with other university groups: teachers,
administration, or each other. Developing negative atti-
tudes, an unwillingness to participate in the process of
studying, loss of enthusiasm, decreased activity, deterio-
rating relationships, exhaustion, and a belief that one’s
actions are pointless to have been some of the observable
emotional and behavioral indicators of student burnout.
Six areas of academic lifestyle can be a cause of burnout.
To better understand the antecedents and outcomes of

student burnout, it is imperative to dissect its underly-
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ing factors, notably the organizational factors. These
can often mirror those recognized in traditional occu-
pational settings but are experienced differently within
the academic sphere. Maslach and Leiter [6], in describ-
ing and researching the phenomenon of burnout, stated
that burnout is “always more likely to occur when there
is a large mismatch between the nature of the work and
the nature of the person doing the work” [6, p. 26-27]. It is
also important to assume that although burnout is a per-
sonal experience (and thus, they have a stake in coping
with it), the total responsibility for its course should not
be placed on the shoulders of a single individual. Ignoring
the organizational context — and thus denying any of its
responsibility in contributing to burnout - may account
for the ineffectiveness of remediation efforts, such as
those directed solely at the employee.
The authors of the concept have identified 6 key areas
that may be relevant to the employee-work relationship:
workload, control, community, fairness, rewards and
values [7]. These 6 areas of work life are also reflected in
academic environment. For students, analogous domains
emerge: academic load and flexibility, autonomy in learn-
ing, academic and social rewards, campus communi-
ty and peer interactions, fairness of evaluation and grad-
ing, and alignment between personal and institutional
values. These domains underline the organizational con-
text of student burnout, emphasizing how structural fac-
tors, rather than individual deficits, often play a pivotal
role in its Genesis.
By adapting and contextualizing this to the student-
academic environment relationship, deeper insights into
the causes, manifestations, and potential mitigation strat-
egies for student burnout can be gained. With regard to
student’s burnout, it refers to:
- Demand overload: burden resulting from the multi-
tude of duties, the irrational schedule of classes during
the day, week, and semester, and the necessity of per-

manent skills in self-education, which becomes even



THE AREAS OF ACADEMIC LIFE SCALE ORIGINAL PAPER

more significant during remote education and when
combining the process of studying with paid work and
family roles.

Lack of control: especially when the goals are ambi-
tious and the information on how to achieve them is
ambiguous [15]. This factor reflects opportunities or
the lack thereof to confer about the shape of the cur-
riculum and its organization, the scope of freedom in
the assimilation of knowledge, and its assessment.
Breakdown of community: which comprises interper-
sonal interactions occurring in the context of students
activity. For example, when those who are involved in
the educational process feel separated them from each
other (also physically), their contact becomes deperson-
alized, the sense of community disappears, and mutual
emotions calm down. Stimulating competition and
rivalry negatively affect the bonds formed and thus also
potential social support in the face of difficulties. Addi-
tionally, the conditions of uncertainty, the temporary
nature of degree programs, incomplete or interrupted
coursework, or domination of communication by ICT
tools do not encourage social involvement and psycho-
logical integration with the university community.
Insufficient reward: in the context of student function-
ing, the aforementioned remuneration is connected
with appreciating their efforts put into the realization
of teaching and organizational tasks, noticing student
efforts and motivating them to undertake an activity,
and a student’s sense of his or her fair treatment by
the lecturer.

Absence of fairness is defined by a lack of respect, trust,
and openness. Their presence maintains commitment,
while their absence contributes to the development
of burnout syndrome. The aforementioned values
become endangered when organizations focus on
the struggle for survival. In such conditions, the well-
being of employees and focus on community and

values important for the company become less criti-

cal. In the reality of academic functioning, the sense
of fairness is directly connected with the evaluation
process, i.e., clarity of its criteria and their consistent
application, and openness of communication in rela-
tions with all groups of university employees.

- Value conflicts, concerning the emotional-motiva-
tional sphere make the gratification of an activity go
beyond material means. Values influence the whole
relationship between the employee (or, in this case,
student) and their workplace, especially when they are
faced with a choice between the values they consider to
be their own and the possibilities of their realization in
a given workplace, or even when they have to pursue
values that they feel are mutually exclusive. In rela-
tion to students, what seems to be particularly impor-
tant is the clash of students” expectations with reality,
or the discrepancy between declarations regarding
the assumptions of the process of studying and their
actual realization in everyday practice.

The manifestation of burnout among students in relation
to these 6 areas is an uncharted territory, necessitating
rigorous exploration. Such research holds promise for
educational institutions, offering actionable insights to
foster environments that are conducive to student well-
being and success.

Recognizing the importance of these organizational fac-

tors and the absence of a comprehensive tool to measure

them in the context of student burnout, this paper intro-
duces a new measurement tool designed specifically for
this purpose. Evaluating these factors in a structured,
reliable manner is pivotal for universities and academ-
ic institutions, paving the way for effective interven-
tions and policies tailored to combat student burnout.

The introduction and validation of such a tool is not only

timely but also a significant stride towards safeguarding

the mental well-being of the student population.

Based on Maslach and Leiter’s concept of the 6 areas of

working life [7] the authors identified possible areas
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of organizational mismatch in the context of student activ-
ity. The proposed tool thus reflects the original concept in
terms of structure, but relates precisely to the functioning
of the group the authors are interested in — students — so
the identified areas of fit in terms of meaning and nomencla-
ture correspond to the specificity of the academic environ-

ment. This will be further discussed in the presented text.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

Ethics

This study was carried out in accordance with the recom-
mendations of American Psychological Association ethi-
cal guidelines and its detailed plan has been accepted on
May 5, 2021 by the local ethics committee at the Adam
Mickiewicz University, Poznan, Poland. The study includ-
ed non-clinical surveys, the authors used non-invasive
measures (self-ratings). A cover letter was included guar-
anteeing confidentiality and explaining the purpose of
the survey. No treatments or false feedbacks were given,
and no potential harmful evaluation methods were used.
Participation was completely voluntary, and participants
were given an opportunity to drop out at any time with-
out any negative consequences. The study was conducted
online using the MS Forms application, so only students
could take part in the survey. Written online informed
consent to participate in the survey was obtained by click-
ing on “T accept” Respondents were informed that they
could contact the researchers if they felt uncomfortable,

had questions or concerns.

Statistics

Measure

The objective is to present the structure and validation of
the Areas of Academic Life Scale to measure organization-
al risk factors for student burnout. The proposed scale is
a new diagnostic tool that may be used by researchers
interested in examining academic burnout in groups of

students.

[JOMEH 2023;36(6)

Therefore, the authors used the 2 tools to conduct the

study:

— Maslach Burnout Inventory — General Scale for Students
(MBI-GSS) was used to measure the result variable —
academic burnout [16]. The MBI-SS in Polish adapta-
tion [17] consists of 15 items that constitute 3 scales:
Exhaustion (5 items; e.g., “I feel tired at the end of
a day at university”), Cynicism (4 items; e.g., “I doubt
the significance of my studies”), and Personal Accom-
plishment (6 items, positively worded; e.g., “During
the class I feel confident that I am effective in get-
ting things done”). All the items are assessed using
a 7-point Likert scale, from 0 (never) to 6 (always).

— Areas of Academic Life Scale — a diagnostic tool pro-
posed by the present authors, which was used to
measure the organizational risk of student burnout
(defined as a student’s fit to the 6 areas of academic
functioning).

Applying them together allowed to assess the factor

structure, reliability and structural accuracy of the new

scale designed to measure the 6 areas of academic life.

Participants

The participants included 659 students from Adam
Mickiewicz University in Poznan, Poland. Students
were invited by e-mail to participate in the survey and
those who were interested could entirely freely choose to
take part in it. The sample consisted of 94% female and
4.7% male students of the following majors: pedagogy,
special education, and preschool and primary education.
The program in pedagogy has 2 levels (a 3-year bachelor’s
degree and a 2-year complementary master’s degree), and
the programs of the other mentioned majors last 5 years,
being teacher training studies. Among the students of
the 2-level programs in the field of pedagogy, there are
students of the following specializations: elementary
education and pedagogical therapy, care and educational

pedagogy, resocialization, counseling and psychologi-
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cal assistance, and vocational counseling. Two-thirds
of the respondents (68%) studied full-time. They were
students from all years of study, and for programs with
advanced degrees, the major they took for graduate stud-
ies was for most of them (62.4%) a continuation of their
undergraduate studies. Within the sample, 41.5% of them

worked.

RESULTS

IBM SPSS Statistics 27 was used to perform the analyzes.
The confirmatory factor analysis was performed using
R Project’s Library Iavaan [18].

Item development

First, the authors created a list of items as the initial foun-
dation of the scale. These items were included in the anal-
ysis to determine whether they represent 6 areas of aca-
demic life. The data collected on the retained items were
analyzed to determine the underlying factor structure of
the items.

The initial list of items were based on a review of the lit-
erature and on personal and anecdotal experience so
that each dimension could contain a representative set
of items. After consultations with target population
judges (students attending the authors’ MA seminars),
the authors dropped the items that did not correspond to
the intended dimensions (areas of academic life) or were
redundant in terms of wording. The authors retained
5-7 items for each area of academic life. The scale used
in the initial analysis consisted of 41 items. Students
rated the degree to which they felt that they experienced
the situations mentioned. Responses were given on a Lik-
ert-direction scale with the anchors being strongly dis-
agree (1) and strongly agree (5).

A higher score reflects a higher quality of academic
life for most items. This means that they are positively
worded and consistent with scoring; however, some items

are worded inversely. To ensure that higher scores rep-

resent a higher quality of academic life, these inversely
formulated items must be recoded (that is, a score of
1 becomes 5, 2 becomes 4, 3 remains 3, 4 becomes 2, and
5 becomes 1). Only for the workload scale a higher score
reflects a higher workload.

To produce the most parsimonious scale possible, explor-
atory factor analysis (EFA) was applied to the 41-item
measure to isolate items that performed well across dif-
ferent criteria. To determine which items should be
removed, the authors searched for those with a factor
loading of <0.30. Next, the authors inspected all
the factor loadings to ensure that an item was not more
strongly associated with any factor other than the one
for which it was intended (if it was, it was eliminated).
When making decisions, the authors also considered
the content of the items and their theoretical compatibil-
ity with the measured construct. The authors were inter-
ested in whether the tool still covers all relevant aspects
of a given phenomenon. Applying these criteria resulted

in the removal of 16 of the 41 items.

Extraction of factors

The purification process produced a 25-item scale
with 3-6 items for each potential dimension. Before
the study, the authors initially adopted a model based
on the concept of 6 areas of professional life proposed by
Maslach and Leiter [7]. This theory pointed to a strictly
defined number of factors. However, the authors did not
assume that the data structure would be the same for
students’ academic performance, nor did the authors
fix the number of factors to extract and decide if a solu-
tion with more or fewer factors would be more appro-
priate. Therefore, EFA was performed to investigate
the factor structure of the questionnaire and reveal the
latent factors underlying the academic factors of stu-
dents’ burnout.

The authors first examined model assumptions. The fac-

torability of the data was assessed with the Kaiser-Meyer—
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Olkin (KMO) statistic. The total KMO was 0.8, indicat-

ing that, based on this test, the authors could probably

conduct a factor analysis. Having the result of Bartlett’s
test of sphericity, which allows rule out the variables in

the dataset that were essentially uncorrelated (p < 0.001),

the authors proceeded with the factor analysis.

The final 25 items appear in Table 1, which presents

the results of the exploratory factor analysis. The principal

components extraction method was used, in combination
with a Varimax rotation (with Kaiser normalization).

The authors adopted a 6-factor solution. In total, the fac-

tors accounted for 56.39% of the variance, which is

a satisfactory result, consistent with the analyses cited

in the research review by Lee [19]. The authors labeled

the factors based on the item content.

The 4 factors mirrored work life areas: workload, con-

trol, community, and values. The next factor was labeled

teaching quality and comprised 2 of Leiter’s areas of work
life: fairness and rewards. The final factor, unique for aca-
demic life, was labeled administration.

— 'The first factor — teaching quality - comprised 6 items,
with the highest loading on item 20 (“Academic teach-
ers praise us when we are active in the classroom”).
This factor reflected items measuring Leiter’s areas of
work life: fairness (3 items) and rewards (3 items).

- Thesecond factor — workload - comprised 4 items, with
the highest loading on item 1 (“I feel that the number
of duties at the university is too big for me”).

- The third factor - values — comprised 5 items, with the
highest loading on item 23 (“The content assimilated in
college seems to me detached from life, too ‘theoretical™).

- The fourth factor - administration — comprised 3 items,
with the highest loading on item 14 (“I feel that dealing
with administrative matters at my university is burden-
some and badly organized”).

- The fifth factor - community - comprised 3 items,
with the highest loading on item 11 (“We support each

other in my student group”).

[JOMEH 2023;36(6)

— The sixth factor - control — comprised 4 items, with the
highestloading on item 6 (“During my studies, T have alot
of freedom in constructing my own course of study”).

There were 3 double-loading items: 5 (“I feel that only

imitating or reproducing the content presented by lec-

turers is viewed positively at the university”), but it
loaded considerably higher on factor 4 (control) than on
factor 1 (values); 12 (“I can count on the understanding
and support of my lecturers”) loaded higher on factor

2 (teaching quality) than on factor 4 (control); and 21

(“The classes I attend are interesting for me”) loaded

higher factor 1 (values) than 2 (teaching quality). Since

each was conceptually more meaningful in the catego-
ries of the factors with the higher loadings, they were
retained there.

Correlations among the 6 factors were also computed,

which showed, as expected, that the distinguished factors

were related to each other. Table 2 shows the correlation
matrix between these factors. These correlations were sig-

nificant but only weakly or at most, moderately.

Invariance across the forms of studies

The authors also examined the scale invariance by the
form of studies (full-time or extracurricular studies).
To test the invariance the authors performed MGCFA.
First, a model for configural invariance was estimated,
then for metric invariance, where factor loadings within
groups were fixed. Then a model for scalar invariance was
estimated, where regression intercepts were additionally
fixed, and finally, a model for strict invariance, where
residuals within comparison groups were fixed. To evalu-
ate model fit, various fit indices were used: comparative
fit index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), normed fit
index (NFI), root mean squared error of approximation
(RMSEA), and standardized root mean squared residual
(SRMR).

Analysis of the Areas of Academic Life Scale invari-

ance by the form of studies is presented in Table 3.
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Table 1. Factor pattern matrix for the 25-item scale (rotation converged in 6 iterations) in students (N = 659), study conducted online in May—July 2021,

Poznan, Poland

Factor
[tem i
values teachllng workload control  administration community
quality
| feel that the number of obligations at the university is too big forme ~ —0.132 -0.121 0.760 -0.094 -0.117 -0.047
Teachers flood us with materials to be prepared for classes -0.139 -0.102 0.764 -0.090 -0.122 0.027
[ find the content | am learning incomprehensible or too difficult -0.325 —0.155 0.564 -0.075 -0.014 -0.008
to acquire on my own.
[ fulfill my university duties at the expense of other activities 0.022 -0.021 0.615 -0.398 0.002 -0.081
(e.g., time with my family or hobbies) or rest
[ feel that only imitating or reproducing the content presented 0.313 0.115 -0.096 0.566 0.144 0.008
by lecturers is viewed positively at the university*
I have a great deal of freedom in constructing my individual course 0.136 0.231 —0.054 0.668 0.115 0.089
of study at the university
As students, we have influence on decisions made at the university 0.182 0.264 -0.093 0.549 0.121 0.096
[ do not have the ability to modify or adjust my schedule 0.027 0.018 -0.214 0.623 0.010 0.067
to accommodate other responsibilities*
[ have good relationships with my fellow students 0.087 0.110 0.111 0.173 0.052 0.696
In my group, there is rivalry (achievements, grades, popularity)* 0.121 0.022 -0.222 -0.008 0.012 0.706
In my student group, we support each other 0.052 0.183 0.020 0.070 0.090 0.834
I can count on understanding and support from my lecturers 0.168 0.554 —0.296 0.339 0.115 0.036
I have good contact with the administrative staff of the faculty, 0.022 0.145 -0.023 0.106 0.748 0.038
e.g., student services office staff, dean’s office
[ feel that handling administrative issues at my university is tedious 0.136 0.062 -0.081 0.120 0.860 0.062
and poorly organized*
I feel that | am not well-informed on administrative matters 0.137 0.166 -0.141 0.075 0.755 0.057
or the university’s formal requirements*
[ feel that | am fairly evaluated by my teachers during classes 0.238 0.619 -0.143 0.068 0.062 0.145
[ know and understand the criteria for assessment and grading 0.067 0.578 -0.217 -0.186 0.11 0.046
University teachers appreciate our achievements 0.154 0.664 —0.041 0.358 0.150 0.082
University teachers generally recognize our efforts 0.171 0.649 —0.096 0.353 0.126 0.108
University teachers praise us when we are active in classes 0.144 0.625 0.081 0.157 0.066 0.060
The classes | attend are interesting for me 0.644 0.318 -0.062 0.090 -0.045 0.109
| feel that | learn many things unnecessarily* 0.776 0.066 -0.212 0.129 0.087 0.034
The content | acquire during my studies seems disconnected 0.810 0.087 -0.175 0.135 0.109 0.089
from my life, too “theoretical™*
The content taught at the university seems to me to be outdated 0.708 0.120 -0.155 0.125 0.148 0.063
and obsolete*
[ am convinced that the knowledge | acquire will be useful 0.594 0.264 0.035 0.116 0.068 0.075

in my future job

Loadings >0.40 are bolded.
* Reverse-coded items.
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Table 2. Correlation matrix between factors in students (N = 659), study conducted online in May—July 2021, Poznan, Poland

Correlation
Factor

1 2 3 4 5
1. Worklad -
2. Control —-0.401%* -
3. Community —0.144%* 0.232%* -
4.Teaching quality —0.387** 0.510** 0.321%* -
5. Values —0.380%* 0.438** 0.232%* 0.499%* -
6. Administration —0.256** 0.317** 0.172%* 0.376** 0.338**

*p < 0.01.

Table 3. Model fit indices based on Satorra-Bentler [23] correction for robust standard error computation in students (N = 659), study conducted online
in May—July 2021, Poznan, Poland

Model X df p CFl TL RMSEA (95% Cl) SRMR
Configural 1631.711 764 <0.001 0.995 0.995 0.039(0.036-0.041) 0.051
Metric 1655.695 787 <0.002 0.987 0.986 0.042 (0.039-0.045) 0.056
Scalar 1802.165 810 <0.003 0.983 0.982 0.044 (0.041-0.047) 0.057
Strict 1872.996 840 <0.004 0.982 0.982 0.044 (0.041-0.047) 0.059

CFl — comparative fit index; df — degrees of freedom; RMSEA — root mean square error of approximation; SRMR — standardized root mean square residual;

TLI - Tucker-Lewis index.

Estimation method: diagonally weighted least suares (DWLS); optimization method: nonlinear minimization, bounded (NLMINB).

Table 4. Model comparision — scaled difference test (method: Satorra-Bentler [23]) in students (N = 659), study conducted online in May—July 2021,

Poznan, Poland

Model X df X2 diff df diff Pr(>y?)
Configural 852.2695 764 - - -
Metric 1023.9053 787 46.22636 PE] 0.0028031
Scalar 1114.2708 810 147.42633 PE] <0.00001
Strict 1165.2568 840 70.12444 30 0.0000467

X’ diff — difference in y% df — degrees of freedom; df diff — difference in degrees of freedom; Pr(>x2) — probability greater than the ¥ value.

The configural invariance model provided a good fit
to the data, suggesting that the factor structure was
equivalent across the 2 groups tested. The metric
invariance model, which postulates invariant factor
loadings across groups, fitted the data well. The scalar
invariance model, which assumes equal item intercepts
across all groups, and the strict invariance model also
fitted the data well.

[JOMEH 2023;36(6)

Comparing configural, metric, scalar, and strict invari-
ance models by the form of studies (Table 4) has shown
significant differences.

The authors interpreted the value of the Satorra-Bentler
scaled x* (SBx?) with caution since, with such large sam-
ples, the chi-square likelihood ratio tests may give sig-
nificant results even with practically negligible deviations

from invariance [20].
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Table 5. Models deltas of robust indices in students (N = 659),
study conducted online in May—July 2021, Poznan, Poland

Model ACFI ARMSEA ASRMR
Configural — metric 0.008 -0.003 —0.005
Metric—scalar 0.004 -0.002 -0.001
Scalar—strict 0.001 0.000 -0.002

ACFI - change in comparative fit index; ARMSEA — change in root mean square
error of approximation; ASRMR — change in standardized root mean square
residual.

So the authors further examined models deltas of robust
indices (Table 5). It was assumed that a decrease in
CFI <0.01 and an increase in RMSEA >0.015 indicate sig-
nificant differences within groups. For SRMR, an increase
of 0.01 for scalar and strict invariance, and 0.03 for metric
invariance, indicated significant group differences [21].
Such a decrease in CFI and TLI nor an increase in RMSEA
was not observed in any case.

Therefore, it can be assumed that measurement invari-
ance of the Areas of Academic Life Scale was fully con-
firmed across the form of studies, suggesting that indi-
viduals of both groups of students understood the scale

items in very similar ways.

Reliability
The authors considered one aspect of reliability: internal
consistency. The internal consistency coefficients (Cron-

bach’s ) for the 6 factors were good enough and satisfac-

tory for the newly developed scale. The observed inter-
nal consistency coeflicients for the 6 factors ranged from
a = 0.64 to a = 0.82. The observed internal consistency
coeflicient for the total scale was a = 0.68 (Table 6).

Construct validity

Finally, the authors evaluated construct validity. In the
survey, the authors included the outcome variable for
construct validation: academic burnout. The correlations
among the 6 areas and of the 6 areas with the three sub-
scales of the MBI-GSS are displayed in Table 7.

All 6 areas of academic life were significantly correlat-
ed with the three dimensions of student burnout, with
the highest correlation coefficients between workload
and exhaustion and between values and cynicism (with

a negative relationship).

DISCUSSION

Psychosocial conditions in the academic environment
are important for student functioning. Their academic
engagement and well-being depend to a large extent on
the conditions provided by the academy: an imbalance
between organizational demands and student needs can
cause stress, which, in the absence of coping resources,
can contribute to the development of burnout syndrome.
Universities, despite their rigorous nature, should ideally
be sanctuaries for exploration, learning, and personal

development. However, burnout, with its detrimental

Table 6. Descriptive statistics for the 6 factors and Cronbach’s a in students (N = 659), study conducted online in May—July 2021, Poznan, Poland

Factor Min. Max SD Skewness Kurtosis Cronbach’s a
Workload 1.00 5.00 3.3 0.73 -0.06 -0.30 0.72
Control 1.00 4.75 2.82 0.69 -0.28 -0.14 0.65
Community 1.00 5.00 3.76 0.74 -0.72 0.77 0.64
Teaching quality 1.00 5.00 3.47 0.56 -0.33 0.60 0.77
Values 1.00 5.00 2.95 0.76 0.01 -0.49 0.83
Administration 1.00 5.00 2.84 0.85 0.03 -0.05 0.74
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Table 7. Correlation between burnout and areas of academic life in students (N = 659), study conducted online in May—July 2021, Pozna, Poland

Spearman’s p coefficient

Academic life area -
burnout — exhaustion

burnout — cynicism burnout — personal accomplishment

Workload 0.489**
Control -0.333**
Community —0.168**
Teaching quality —-0.319%*
Values —0.398**
Administration -0.223**

0.374** -0.225%*
-0.369** 0.259**
—0.234** 0.188**
-0.361** 0.300%*
-0.586™* 0.354**
—0.256%* 0.120%*

*p < 0.01.

impact on mental health, scholastic achievements, and
future occupational prospects, jeopardizes this ideal [17].
Recognizing its root causes, particularly organizational
aspects, is not just advantageous but essential. This recog-
nition is pivotal for designing a robust measurement tool
to gauge organizational factors contributing to student
burnout. Acknowledging these facets allows stakehold-
ers to develop strategic interventions, ensuring students
navigate the academic world successfully.

The purpose of this study was to analyze the validity of
the new scale to measure academic factors of student burn-
out. Overall, the examination of responses from a large
sample of Polish university students supports the valid-
ity of the 6-factor structure of the Areas of Academic Life
Scale. The authors used the burnout questionnaire to verify
the authors’ construct’s validity. In the authors’ research all
correlations between academic life subscales and burnout
subscales were significant, their directions were consistent
with theoretical assumptions. While the authors acknowl-
edge that the observed correlations are also on weaker side,
it's worth noting that even weak correlations can be of prac-
tical significance, especially in context where other factors
can play a considerable role (e.g., personal factors explain-
ing academic burnout). Moreover, in some fields or with
certain variables, stronger correlations may not be common

due to the multifactor nature of the construct being stud-

[JOMEH 2023;36(6)

ied. Very similar results of correlations between work areas
and occupational burnout were obtained by Leiter and
Maslach [7] for Areas of Worklife Scale (AWS), in their study
the highest correlation of the AWS and the MBI-GS was
between workload and exhaustion (0.54) while the lowest
was between workload and efficacy (0.04).

The internal consistency of the subscales is satisfac-
tory. The model of the scale fits the empirical data well
in the groups of full-time and extracurricular students.
The model fit was very good: and was sufficient to accept
the Areas of Academic Life Scale factor validity. Therefore,
it can be assumed that full-time students will use the scale
similarly to extracurricular students. The Areas of Academic
Life Scale appears also to be a reliable instrument for mea-
suring organizational factors of academic burnout. Given
that the authors’ scale is in the initial stages of development,
the observed reliability is promising and suggests potential
for refinement and further validation. Taken together, these
findings suggest that the newly developed scale can form an
important addition to studying factors that contribute to stu-
dent burnout. The authors also recommend further research
to improve the scales reliability in the future and validity
tests, such as predictive validity in longitudinal research.
The 6 distinguished areas of academic life mostly corre-
spond to the areas of professional life proposed by Leiter.

Four elements are the same between the 2 scales. How-
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ever, there are also differences — 2 areas of work con-
tributed to one academic factor: fairness and rewards.
It was called the Teaching quality. With regard to work,
the discretionary factor included the items of remunera-
tion and recognition. With regard to the academic life of
students, remuneration does not apply, and appreciation
of the effort put into studying is perceived by students
as fair. There is also a new factor, Administration, which
addresses how students perceive their treatment in col-

lege and the organization of the teaching process.

Limitations

There are also several limitations to the current research.
First, in the current study, the authors assessed the inter-
nal psychometric features of the new scale without refer-
ring to students from different fields of study or different
types of universities. This happened because the authors’
collaboration for participant recruitment was primar-
ily with institutions offering pedagogy courses. In this
regard, it is also worth pointing out that women pre-
dominated among the authors’ respondents. Women are
often overrepresented among pedagogical students and it
is reflected in the authors’ sample. The goal of the authors’
study was to provide initial validation for the instrument,
and while the sample is not as diverse as the authors might
desire, it offers valuable insights into the environmental
factors for a group of students in general. The authors rec-
ognize that it will be important to collect additional data
and conduct a separate CFA to provide a more robust vali-
dation of the authors’ instrument. As for now, the authors
agree that the findings from this sample might not gen-
eralize to male students or students from other fields.
Secondly, the internal consistency of the 2 subscales is
slightly lower than 0.7, but this measurement applies to
the shorter (3-item) subscales.

Finally, as the authors’ data are based on a single measure-
ment wave, the authors were not able to test them for test-

retest reliability. Future research should address this issue.

CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, as with professional burnout, academic
burnout develops as a result of stress. Consequently, it
affects students’ well-being and their engagement in
learning. As increasing demands and scarcity of resources
make stress a common occurrence in the academic work
environment [22] it is worth considering a diagnosis of
the organization in terms of its impact on students. Just
as organizational factors play a crucial role in profession-
al burnout, they are equally, if not more, significant in
the context of student burnout. Recognizing and address-
ing these mismatches can offer a proactive approach in
preventing or mitigating the detrimental effects of burn-
out among university students.

The academic experience, despite its rigors, should ideally
be a time of exploration, learning, and personal growth.
Burnout, with its deleterious effects on mental well-being,
academic performance, and future professional life, under-
mines this ideal. As such, understanding its root causes,
especially the organizational factors, is not just beneficial
but imperative. By doing so, stakeholders can pave the way
for strategic interventions, ensuring that students not only
survive but thrive in the academic landscape. People who
are employed at universities in decision-making, manage-
rial and executive positions should be able to locate specific,
dysfunctional areas of the organization in such a way as to
effectively intervene and counteract the burnout of employ-
ees or students, which is not only an issue for an individual

but also a problem of workplace compatibility [6, p. 51].
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