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Summary: This study examined the factorial and convergent validity of the OLdenburg Burnout Inventory
(OLBI) and the Maslach Burnout Inventory – General Survey (MBI-GS) among 232 Greek employees from
different occupational groups (e. g., banking and insurance, chemical industry). Results of confirmatory factor
analyses supported the proposed factor structure for both instruments. In addition, the convergent and discriminant validity of the OLBI and MBI-GS was supported by the results of multitrait-multimethod analysis. Since
the OLBI subscales contain both positively and negatively phrased items, it is suggested to increase the psychometric properties of the MBI-GS by including the positively phrased items of the OLBI.

Over the past two decades, the assessment of burnout has
attracted the interest of many researchers, particularly
those who study the syndrome in the human services
sector. Researchers who want to assess burnout outside
this occupational domain are faced with a problem since
the most popular instrument for the measurement of
burnout, the Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI; Maslach
& Jackson, 1981a, 1981b, 1986; Maslach, Jackson, &
Leiter, 1996), was developed exclusively for use in human services professions. Accordingly, the three subscales of the MBI – Emotional exhaustion, Depersonalization, and Personal accomplishment – are applicable
only to employees who work with people. Hence, when
studying burnout outside the human services, either the
MBI has to be adapted or an entirely new instrument has
to be developed.
The central goal of the present study is to introduce
and test a new instrument for the measurement of burnout – the OLdenburg Burnout Inventory (OLBI; Demerouti, 1999; Demerouti & Nachreiner, 1998). We examine
the convergent and discriminant validity of the OLBI
vis-à-vis the Maslach Burnout Inventory – General SurEJPA 18 (3), © 2002 Hogrefe & Huber Publishers

vey (MBI-GS; Schaufeli, Leiter, Maslach & Jackson,
1996). The MBI-GS is an adaptation of the MBI-Human
Services Survey, in that it assesses burnout in a generic
sense. The OLBI is an entirely new instrument that can
be used in virtually every occupational context. This instrument aims to overcome one major psychometric
shortcoming of the MBI and the MBI-GS, namely, the
one-sided wording of the items.
Whereas the MBI-GS was initially developed for
English-speaking populations, the OLBI was developed
in Germany. In the current study, we administer both
instruments to a Greek sample after translating the original items of both burnout instruments. Thus, our second
goal was to investigate the psychometric quality of both
instruments in Greece, a country where employees’
burnout has not received much research attention in the
past. It is important to note that the factorial validity of
the MBI is not completely beyond question as some studies have reported fewer or more factors than the three
proposed (Schaufeli, Enzmann, & Girault, 1993). In addition, validation of the factor structure of the MBI-GS
and the OLBI in other cultures is still needed.
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Instruments for the
Measurement of Burnout
Several adaptations of the MBI have been proposed in
order to enable its application outside the human services. Among other changes, Golembiewski and colleagues
(e. g., Golembiewski, Boudreau, Munzenrider, & Luo,
1996; Golembiewski, Munzenrider, & Carter, 1983) substituted the term “co-worker” for “recipient.” Accordingly, “depersonalization” and “personal accomplishment”
were assessed in terms of how participants felt toward
work colleagues instead of recipients. This substitution
wrongly assumes that the two types of relationships –
service provider and recipient resp. worker and co-worker – are conceptually equivalent, which is unlikely to be
the case (Garden, 1987). Interpersonal relations with recipients are essential in the human services because they
are the main vehicles for achieving professional goals,
whereas relations with co-workers have a different
meaning and are indeed qualitatively different. Other researchers have substituted “recipients” in MBI-items
with “subordinates” or “teachers” when studying burnout among managers (Lee & Ashforth, 1990, 1993) or
students (Fimian, Fastenau, Tashner, & Cross, 1989;
Powers & Gose, 1986), respectively. Not surprisingly,
the internal consistency, particularly of the rephrased depersonalization subscale, is rather modest (i. e., Cronbach’s α is about .60). Moreover, Evans and Fisher
(1993) tested the equivalence of the original MBI and an
adapted co-worker version and found, as predicted by
Garden (1987), that depersonalization did not form a
coherent or meaningful factor in a sample of information
technology employees, whereas the three-factor solution
of the MBI was replicated among public-school teachers.
This result casts doubts on the elaborate work of Golembiewski and colleagues, which hinges on the generality
of the depersonalization and personal accomplishment
dimension across occupational fields. Thus, adapting the
MBI for use outside the human services by simply substituting other terms for “recipients” does not seem to be
an encouraging solution.
Recently, Schaufeli et al. (1996) developed the Maslach Burnout Inventory – General Survey (MBI-GS).
Based on the notion that emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal accomplishment can be
broadened beyond the interpersonal domain characteristic to the human services, they included three more generic burnout dimensions, labeled exhaustion, cynicism,
and professional efficacy. Clearly, these MBI-GS subscales parallel those of the original MBI. However, contrary to the earlier slight adaptations in the wording of
items, the MBI-GS includes different items that refer to
more general, nonsocial aspects of the job. Studies in
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Canada (Leiter & Schaufeli, 1996) and in The Netherlands (Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, in press) supported the invariance of the MBI-GS’s factor structure
across various occupational groups, including maintenance workers, nurses, software engineers, and managers. Also, its factorial structure seems to be invariant
across workers from the same company who are employed in three different countries – The Netherlands,
Sweden, and Finland (Schutte, Toppinen, Kalimo, &
Schaufeli, 2000). Moreover, initial studies with the MBIGS suggest that the phenomenon and process of burnout
takes the same form in occupations within and outside
human service professions (Leiter & Harvie, 1998;
Leiter, Harvie, & Frizzell, 1998; Leiter & Schaufeli,
1996).
However, the MBI-GS did not overcome one important psychometric shortcoming of the original version of
the MBI, namely, that the items in each subscale are all
framed in the same direction. Accordingly, all exhaustion
and cynicism items are phrased negatively, whereas all
professional efficacy items are phrased positively. From
a psychometric point of view, such one-sided scales are
inferior to scales that include both positively and negatively worded items (cf. Anastasi, 1988). It can, for instance, lead to artificial factor solutions in which positively and negatively worded items are likely to cluster
(cf. Doty & Glick, 1998). Indeed, some authors (Demerouti & Nachreiner, 1996; Lee & Ashforth, 1990) have
criticized the MBI on this point. For instance, Lee and
Ashforth (1990) argued that the item wording can be
seen as a problem since it offers an alternative explanation for the strong associations of exhaustion and depersonalization with psychological strain (generally negatively worded) and of personal accomplishment with
perceptions of performance (generally positively worded).
Besides the MBI-GS, a handful of researchers have
developed an entirely new instrument to measure burnout in other than human service occupations. Although
this approach seems most promising at first glance, results thus far have been rather disappointing. For instance, Sonnentag, Brodbeck, Heinbokel, and Stolte
(1994) investigated burnout among software developers
and came up with two burnout scales, which they labeled
“Lack of identification” and “Perceived pressure.” Although they claim that these scales correspond with Personal accomplishment and Emotional exhaustion in the
MBI, inspection of the items reveals that this is not the
case. For instance, Lack of identification is contaminated
with items that are usually found in organizational commitment inventories (e. g., “I like to stay at my workplace”). In a similar vein, Perceived pressure is confounded with cognitive representations of the working
conditions and does not refer to feelings of exhaustion.
EJPA 18 (3), © 2002 Hogrefe & Huber Publishers
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Thus, the construct validity of the scale is questionable.
Likewise, Ford, Murphy, and Edwards (1983) formulated 15 items that were supposed to measure burnout
across various occupational settings. Unfortunately, the
factorial validity of their measure was poor since different factors emerged in their corporate sector sample and
their human services sample. Thus, to date, newly developed alternative burnout instruments continue to lack
construct or factorial validity.
In the current research, we use an alternative measure
of burnout constructed and validated in Germany among
different occupational groups (Demerouti, 1999; Demerouti & Nachreiner, 1998). This new instrument, called
the OLdenburg Burnout Inventory (OLBI), includes two
dimensions: exhaustion and disengagement from work.
Exhaustion is defined as a consequence of intensive
physical, affective, and cognitive strain, i. e., as a longterm consequence of prolonged exposure to certain job
demands. This conceptualization corresponds to other
definitions of exhaustion (e. g., Aronson, Pines, & Kafry,
1983; Lee & Ashforth, 1993; Shirom, 1989). Contrary to
exhaustion as operationalized in the original MBI or
MBI-GS, the OLBI covers not only affective aspects of
exhaustion, but also physical and cognitive aspects. This
facilitates the application of the instrument to those
workers who perform physical work and those whose job
is mainly about processing information.
Whereas depersonalization in the original MBI refers
to distancing oneself emotionally from service recipients, disengagement in the OLBI refers to distancing
oneself from one’s work and experiencing negative attitudes toward the work object, work content, or one’s
work in general. While the depersonalization scale includes emotions that have a direct reference to recipients
(e. g., becoming impersonal, callous, hardening), the disengagement scale refers to emotions toward the work
task (e. g., uninteresting, no longer challenging, but also
“disgusting”) as well as to a devaluation and mechanical
execution of work. Moreover, disengagement items concern the relationship between employees and their job,
particularly with respect to their engagement, identification, and willingness to continue the same occupation.
Taken together, the scales differ in their content and the
objects to be valued and – in our conceptualization –
depersonalization is only one form of disengagement.
More similarities exist between the cynicism and disengagement scale. However, the cynicism items are more
restricted in their content than the disengagement items
and refer mainly to the (lack of) interest in the job and
job meaningfulness.
Professional efficacy is not considered here as a separate burnout dimension for several reasons (compare
also De Rijk, Le Blanc, Schaufeli, & De Jonge, 1998).
Leiter (1993) argued and showed that emotional exhausEJPA 18 (3), © 2002 Hogrefe & Huber Publishers

tion leads to depersonalization, whereas feelings of reduced personal accomplishment – that parallel professional efficacy – develop independently. Similarly, it has
been argued that whereas emotional exhaustion and depersonalization constitute the core dimensions of burnout (Green, Walkey & Taylor, 1991; Shirom, 1989), feelings of reduced personal accomplishment may also be
interpreted as a possible consequence of burnout
(Koeske & Koeske, 1989; Shirom, 1989). A meta-analysis of the correlates of the burnout dimensions confirms
the independent role of personal accomplishment (Lee &
Ashforth, 1996). It has also been suggested that personal
accomplishment reflects a personality characteristic similar to self-efficacy (Cordes & Dougherty, 1993). Added
to the fact that personal accomplishment is the weakest
burnout dimension in terms of significant relationships
with other variables (cf. Lee & Ashforth, 1996; Schaufeli
& Enzmann, 1998), this is another indication of the exceptional status of this particular burnout dimension.
A distinctive feature of the OLBI compared to the
MBI-GS (and the original MBI) is that the OLBI includes both negatively and positively worded items, so
that not only one end of the continuum, but both ends are
represented. In other words, the exhaustion and disengagement subscales include items that refer to its opposite – to vigor or energy and to drive or engagement,
respectively – which have to be reverse coded.

Objectives of the Study and
Strategy of Analysis
Since the MBI-GS and the OLBI have not been administered in Greece before, the first objective of our study
was to validate both instruments in a Greek population.
Specifically, we examined the suitability of individual
items in the scales and the reliability of the scales with a
sample of Greek employees. The study of Kantas and
Vassilaki (1997) with the MBI among Greek teachers
showed that the factorial structure of the MBI was not
influenced by the specific culture of the country. However, individual items had double loadings on a second
factor and the depersonalization scale had only a moderate reliability (α = .60).
Moreover, in the present study, the factor structure of
each instrument is tested by means of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Specifically, for each instrument separately, competing models are tested to examine which
model most closely fits the data. The proposed model for
the MBI-GS includes three correlated latent factors: exhaustion, cynicism, and professional efficacy. This model is tested against the two-factor model, in which ex-
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MBI EX1
MBI EX2
MBI EX3
MBI EX4
MBI EX5
OLBI EX1

EXHAUSTION

OLBI EX2
OLBI EX3
OLBI EX4

OLBI

OLBI EX5
OLBI EX6
MBI CY1
MBI CY2
MBI CY3
MBI CY4
MBI CY5

MBI-GS

OLBI DI1

ATTITUDE

OLBI DI2
OLBI DI3
OLBI DI4
OLBI DI5
OLBI DI6
OLBI DI7
MBI PE1
MBI PE2
MBI PE3

EFFICACY

MBI PE4
MBI PE5
MBI PE6

Figure 1. Graphical presentation of the MTMM model, including two method factors (OLBI and MBI-GS) and three trait factors (Exhaustion, Attitudes,
Efficacy).
Note:
MBI EE1: item 1 of the exhaustion subscale of the MBI-GS
MBI CY1: item 1 of the cynicism subscale of the MBI-GS
MBI PE1: item 1 of the professional efficacy subscale of the MBI-GS
OLBI EE1: item 1 of the exhaustion subscale of the OLBI
OLBI DI1: item 1 of the disengagement subscale of the OLBI
EJPA 18 (3), © 2002 Hogrefe & Huber Publishers
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haustion and cynicism collapse in one latent factor (the
core dimensions of burnout) and professional efficacy
forms the second factor. The third model includes only
one latent factor (i. e., burnout) and assumes a one-dimensional structure of the MBI-GS. In a similar vein, the
proposed structure of the OLBI includes two correlated
latent factors, exhaustion and disengagement. A second
model, called the wording model, includes two correlated latent factors: a factor operationalized by all negatively phrased items and a factor operationalized by all positively phrased items (independent of whether the items
belong to the exhaustion or disengagement subscale).
With this model, we are able to examine the extent to
which the factor structure is an artifact of the scale construction. Finally, the one-factor model assumes a onedimensional structure of the OLBI, by including only
one latent factor.
The second objective of the study was to investigate
whether both instruments measure the same burnout
construct. Since the exhaustion and cynicism dimensions
of the more established instrument (MBI-GS) are more
restricted in their content than the exhaustion and disengagement dimensions of the OLBI, and include only
one-sided phrased items, it is of theoretical and practical
interest to see whether the MBI-GS dimensions can be
expanded by including items of the OLBI. To meet this
objective, simultaneous confirmatory factor analyses for
both instruments were conducted.
Specifically, CFA was used to test the hypothesis that
the responses on these items underlie the burnout components, namely, exhaustion, negative attitudes (i. e., depersonalization and disengagement), and professional
efficacy, as well as the two instruments. This relies on the
criteria of Campbell and Fiske (1959) for multitrait-multimethod matrices and corresponds to the methodology
proposed by Bagozzi (1993). Specifically, we tested the
trait model, which hypothesizes that the variation in the
items can be explained fully by the underlying traits (the
burnout components) plus errors – without any differentiation among instruments. The burnout items were included as observed variables and the burnout components as correlated latent factors. Exhaustion was operationalized by five MBI and six OLBI items, negative
attitudes by five cynicism and seven disengagement
items, and professional efficacy by six separate items.
The method or instruments model rests on the assumption that the structure is determined not by the burnout
components, but by the two instruments. This model does
not take into consideration the different burnout components. It includes the 29 burnout items and two correlated
latent method factors. Sixteen items measured the MBIGS, whereas the OLBI was operationalized by 13 items.
The third model represents the multitrait-multimethod
(MTMM) model or the correlated trait/correlated method
EJPA 18 (3), © 2002 Hogrefe & Huber Publishers

model (Eid, 2000). This model is displayed in Figure 1
and combines both previous models. It includes again all
burnout items and two categories of latent factors: (a) the
three burnout components (traits) that are correlated and
(b) the two instruments (methods), which also correlate
with each other. Accordingly, correlations between burnout components and methods were not included. Each
item has therefore two loadings: one on a burnout dimension and one on a method factor. Similar to Bagozzi’s
(1993) approach, we tested whether the two instruments
have discriminant validity. This was done by constraining
the correlations among the instruments in the MTMM
model to 1 and by comparing this model with the original
MTMM model (using the χ² difference test).
The MTMM model assumes that the method effects
can be explained by a single latent method factor, which
is a rather strong assumption. Moreover, among the shortcomings of the model (see Eid, 2000) is that it frequently
leads to overfitting and ill-defined solutions (Bagozzi,
1993). To avoid these problems, Marsch and Grayson
(1995) proposed the CFA model with correlated traits and
a correlated uniquenesses model or multitrait-correlateduniqueness model (MTCU). This model includes the
three traits (burnout dimensions) as correlated latent factors. The effects of methods under the MTCU are represented as correlations among error terms of the items that
are measured by the same method-instrument instead of
method factors (cf. Marsh & Grayson, 1995). This permits one to capture differential influence of each method
instrument on the items corresponding to that instrument,
leading in most cases to well-defined solutions. The comparison between the MTMM model and the MTCU model tests the unidimensionality of method effects (i. e.,
whether the method effects associated with each method
instrument form a single latent method factor).
Finally, we examined the influence of demographic
variables on burnout as measured with both instruments,
since such effects have been found in other countries
than Greece (for an overview, see Schaufeli & Enzmann,
1998). In this analysis, we concentrate on the relationship between burnout on the one hand, and gender, age,
educational level, work experience, and organizational
tenure on the other hand.

Method
Participants and Procedure
In March 1999, the third author distributed a questionnaire among a sample of 350 Greek employees, including clerical staff (secretaries, operators), managerial staff
(financial managers, human resource managers), but
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also bankers, chemists, veterinarians, biologists, pharmacists, insurance employees, lawyers, economists, and
statisticians. Eight organizations were approached, two
large organizations from the public sector and six small
organizations from the private sector. Participants were
recruited at their workplace, after informative meetings
with representatives of the management and personnel
departments of the organizations involved. Specifically,
employees who were at their workplace during the day
of the study execution were approached and kindly requested to fill out the questionnaire in private. Afterwards they could post it in a special box at the workplace.
The confidentiality and anonymity of the answers was
emphasized. A total of 232 useful questionnaires were
returned (response rate 66%). Of the participants, 45%
were employed in the private sector and 55% worked in
comparable jobs in the public sector. The final sample
includes 137 females (59%) and 95 males (41%). Half of
the sample (52%) was older than 40 years. Most participants were married (62%), and 39% had a university
degree. Our sample is therefore more highly educated,
somewhat older, and includes more women than the total
Greek workforce. The mean work experience was 16
years (SD = 8.72), and mean organizational tenure was
11 years (SD = 8.44).

Measures
Both questionnaires were translated into Greek and
backtranslated to the language in which they had originally been developed. Specifically, two Greek psychologists living in the United Kingdom translated the MBIGS, and two Greek psychologists living in Germany
translated the OLBI, independent from each other. The
translations of both persons for each instrument were
checked for accuracy by the research team. They were
highly similar and resulted in the original items when
backtranslated.
The MBI-GS
The MBI-GS (Schaufeli et al., 1996) assesses burnout
with three subscales, namely, Exhaustion, Cynicism and
Professional competence. Exhaustion was measured
with five items, such as: “I feel emotionally drained from
my work.” The second burnout dimension, Cynicism,
was also assessed with five items, including “I have become less enthusiastic about my work.” Finally, Professional efficacy was assessed with six items, including “I
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can effectively solve the problems that arise in my work”
(Cronbach’s α = .78). All items were scored on a sevenpoint rating scale, ranging from (0) “never” to (6) “every
day.” High scores on exhaustion and cynicism and a low
score on professional efficacy are indicative of burnout.
In the present study, exhaustion correlates positively
with cynicism (r = .29, p < .001) and negatively with
professional efficacy (r = –.15, p < .05). The correlation
between cynicism and efficacy was r = –.33 (p < .001).
The OLBI
The OLdenburg Burnout Inventory (OLBI) was originally developed in German and measures burnout with two
dimensions: Exhaustion and Disengagement. The six
items of the Exhaustion subscale are generic and refer to
general feelings of emptiness, overtaxing from work, a
strong need for rest, and a state of physical exhaustion.
Example items are “After my work, I regularly feel worn
out and weary,” and “After my work, I regularly feel
totally fit for my leisure activities” (reversed) (1 = totally
disagree, 4 = totally agree). Two of the exhaustion items
are reversed coded. Disengagement refers to distancing
oneself from the object and the content of one’s work and
to negative, cynical attitudes and behaviors toward one’s
work in general. This subscale comprises seven items,
including “I frequently talk about my work in a negative
way,” and “I get more and more engaged in my work”
(reversed). Similar answering categories as for exhaustion were used. Four of the seven disengagement items
are reversed coded. The correlation between the two
OLBI subscales was .44 (p < .001).*
The OLBI was constructed and validated in an independent study among 293 German employees from various occupational fields, including human service professionals and blue-collar workers (Demerouti &
Nachreiner, 1999). Exploratory and confirmatory factor
analysis confirmed its two-dimensional factor structure.
Discriminant and convergent validity was examined by
relating the OLBI to the BMS questionnaire (in German:
Belastung, Monotonie, Sättigung; Plath & Richter,
1984), a reliable and valid instrument measuring shortterm effects of strain at work such as satiation, monotony, stress, and mental fatigue. Results of a series of firstand second-order factor analyses supported the OLBI’s
discriminant validity: Both burnout dimensions could,
for example, be discriminated from measures of mental
fatigue (i. e., reduced performance efficiency), and satiation (i. e., a state of irritability and reluctance to continue work tasks). More specifically, it was found that the

* The questionnaire and correlation matrices are available from the first author on request. The original version of the OLBI includes 15 items
or eight disengagement and seven exhaustion items (see Demerouti, 1999; Demerouti & Nachreiner, 1998). Because of lack of space in the
present study two items were excluded: “I cannot imagine another occupation for myself” (disengagement, reversed); “There are days that I
feel already tired before I go to work” (exhaustion).
EJPA 18 (3), © 2002 Hogrefe & Huber Publishers
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Table 1. Descriptives, Cronbach’s αs, and product-moment correlations of all the scales in the study (N = 232).
Mean

SD

α

1

2

MBI-GS
1. Exhaustion
2. Cynicism
3. Professional efficacy

2.67
2.38
4.99

1.34
1.45
.95

.80
.71
.79

.29**
–.15*

–.33**

OLBI
4. Exhaustion
5. Disengagement

2.32
2.23

.58
.68

.73
.83

.60**
.46**

.25**
.60**

3

4

–.16*
–.40**

.44**

Note. ** p < .01; * p < .05.
Table 2. Indices of overall fit for alternative factor structures of the MBI-GS and the OLBI separately (N = 232).
Model

χ2

df

p

GFI

RMSEA

PCLOSE

NFI

CFI

IFI

MBI-GS
Proposed
Two-factor
One-factor
Revised
Null

250.38
516.62
725.55
174.38
1312.32

101
103
104
91
120

.001
.001
.001
.001
–

.88
.75
.65
.92
.49

.08
.13
.16
.06
.21

.001
.001
.001
.063
–

.79
.61
.45
.87
–

.86
.65
.48
.93
–

.86
.65
.49
.93
–

OLBI
Proposed
Wording
One-factor
Revised
Null

217.04
323.70
328.02
102.42
994.82

64
64
65
54
78

.001
.001
.001
.001
–

.87
.79
.79
.94
.46

.10
.13
.13
.062
.23

.001
.001
.001
.131
–

.78
.68
.67
.90
–

.83
.72
.71
.95
–

.84
.72
.72
.95
–

Note. χ2 = chi-square. df = degrees of freedom. p = significance level. GFI = goodness-of-fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of
approximation; PCLOSE = significance level for RMSEA; NFI = normed fit index; CFI = comparative fit index; IFI = incremental fit index.

items of both burnout subscales loaded on the intended
separate factors, whereas the items of the BMS subscales
loaded on other factors. Furthermore, the study supported the convergent validity of the OLBI, by showing that
both burnout dimensions were related only to the conceptually most relevant constructs. Exhaustion was significantly related to mental fatigue (r = .52, p < .05), but
not to satiation (r = .00), whereas disengagement was
significantly related to satiation (r = .53, p < .05), but not
to mental fatigue (r = –.10, n.s.).

fit index (CFI) and the incremental fit index (IFI; Bollen,
1989). The latter three fit indices are less sensitive to
sample size. In general, models with fit indices ≥ .90 and
an RMSEA ≤ .05 indicate an acceptable fit. Furthermore,
it should be noted that the measurement errors of the
items were required to be uncorrelated in all models (unless other indicated) in order to rule out extraneous factors inducing systematic covariance between items, except for the hypothesized latent factors (Gerbing & Anderson, 1984).

Results

Intercorrelations of the MBI-GS and OLBI
Scales

All CFAs were conducted using the AMOS computer
program (Arbuckle, 1997). The maximum likelihood
method was used to examine the covariance matrix of the
items. The analysis assessed the factor structures with the
goodness of fit index (GFI), the root mean square error
of approximation (RMSEA) and its significance level
(PCLOSE), the normed fit index (NFI), the comparative

Table 1 presents reliability estimates and intercorrelations of the MBI-GS and OLBI scales. All scales of both
instruments exhibited reliabilities greater than .70. The
highest interscale correlation resulted between the parallel scales of both instruments, namely: (1) the two scales
of Exhaustion and (2) Cynicism and Disengagement.
Furthermore, the OLBI scales Exhaustion and Disen-

EJPA 18 (3), © 2002 Hogrefe & Huber Publishers

E. Demerouti et al.: Burnout Instruments

gagement correlate somewhat higher with each other
than Exhaustion and Cynicism as measured by MBI-GS.

Factorial Structure of the MBI-GS and
OLBI
Table 2 displays the results of the CFA of the several
plausible models for each instrument separately. Both
models yielded a significant χ² value, indicating that neither model fitted the data. Furthermore, results indicated
that neither model met the criterion of .90, although the
values of the proposed model approach this value for
both instruments.
Examining item loadings for the MBI-GS revealed that
all items had significant loadings on the intended factors,
except item 3 of the Cynicism subscale of the MBI-GS
(“I just want to do my work and not be bothered”). This
latter finding is consistent with other studies with the
MBI-GS (Schaufeli & Van Dierendonck, 2000). In addition, four of the MBI-GS items yielded significant modification indices (p < .05) for loading on one other factor
(meaning that the fit would improve significantly if the
item were allowed to load on that factor; see Sörbom,
1975), and two more items yielded significant indices on
two other factors. This reflects ambiguity in these items,
which do not specify the content that was mentally rehearsed. In contrast, all OLBI items loaded significantly
on the intended factor and only three items yielded significant modification indices for another factor.
In addition, the χ² difference test revealed that the
proposed models for both instruments were significantly
better than any other alternative model. For example, for
the MBI-GS, the three-factor structure was better than a
two-factor structure (∆ χ2 (2) = 266.30, p < .001) or a
one-factor structure (∆ χ2 (3) = 475.23, p < .001). In a
similar vein, the proposed two-factor structure for the
OLBI including the dimensions of exhaustion and disengagement was better than the wording model (its χ² value
is 106.66 points higher than that of the proposed model
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with equal degrees of freedom) or the one-factor model
(∆ χ2 (1) = 110.98, p < .001).
Finally, the estimated correlation between exhaustion
and cynicism was .33 and between cynicism and professional efficacy –.42. The estimated correlation between
exhaustion and professional efficacy was not significant
(r = –.16, n. s.). The OLBI subscales exhaustion and disengagement had an estimated correlation of .52.

Improving Model Fit
AMOS provides information about how to improve the
rather poor fit of the original proposed three-factorial and
two-factorial model for the MBI-GS and the OLBI, respectively. An inspection of the modification indices reveals that both models would improve if correlations
among the uniquenesses were included. By modification
indices greater than 5 we allowed correlated uniquenesses only within each dimension, since items that belong
to the same dimension and have been rated with the same
response format might be influence by similar measurement errors (Byrne, 1989). These models (labeled revised model in Table 2) were significantly better than the
proposed models, and for both instruments almost all fit
indices were above the criterion .90, while the RMSEA
was .06.

Convergent Validity of the Burnout
Instruments
Table 3 displays the overall fit indices of the competing
models for the MTMM analysis. In general, all models
have large χ² in relation to the degrees of freedom, indicating a poor fit. This is not unexpected, given that the
model includes no less than 29 observed variables. According to Bentler and Chou (1987), for models with
more than 20 variables it is very unlikely to find a wellfitting model. Therefore, we will concentrate on the χ²
difference test.

Table 3. Indices of overall fit for alternative factor structures of MBI-GS and OLBI simultaneously (N = 232).
Model
Instruments
Traits
MTMM
MTMM constrained
Revised MTCU
Null

χ2
1471.64
1027.71
829.94
844.05
532.77
2886.57

df

p

GFI

RMSEA

PCLOSE

NFI

CFI

IFI

376
375
345
346
319
406

.001
.001
.001
.001
.001
–

.62
.77
.81
.81
.87
.34

.11
.09
.07
.07
.05
.16

.001
.001
.001
.001
.210
–

.49
.64
.72
.71
.82
–

.56
.74
.81
.80
.92
–

.56
.74
.81
.80
.92
–

Note. χ²2 = chi-square. df = degrees of freedom. p = significance level. GFI = goodness-of-fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error
of approximation; PCLOSE = significance level for RMSEA; NFI = normed fit index; CFI = comparative fit index; IFI = incremental fit
index.
EJPA 18 (3), © 2002 Hogrefe & Huber Publishers
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The MTMM model proved to be superior to both the
trait and the instruments model, ∆ χ2 (30) = 197.77, p <
.001 and ∆ χ2 (31) = 641.70, p < .001, respectively. Thus
both content- and instrument-related differentiation
seems to be substantial. Furthermore, the model that assumes no discriminant validity for the instruments
(MTMM Constrained) was also significantly worse than
the MTMM model. This means that the correlation between the instruments is not unified. In fact, the MTMM
model provided an estimated correlation between the
MBI-GS and OLBI of .74 (p < .001).
The MTMM model revealed acceptable values for parameter estimates, another indication of the plausibility
of the model. All items loaded significantly on the trait
factors except for item 3 of the Cynicism subscale (MBIGS). In general, the loadings on the trait factors (i. e.,
burnout dimensions) were higher than the loadings on
the instrument factors. The estimated correlation between exhaustion and attitudes was r = .42, (p < .001),
and between attitudes and professional efficacy r = –.26
(p < .001). Exhaustion and Professional efficacy were
not significantly correlated.
Because of computation problems the MTCU could
not be calculated, probably because the minimum recommendations of traits = 4, methods = 3 and N > 250
(see Marsh & Grayson, 1995) could not be achieved (cf.
traits = 3, methods = 2, N = 232). Additionally, one of the
traits, Professional efficacy, was measured by only one
method (MBI-GS). Instead of including all correlations
among the uniquenesses of one method we included only
those that were proposed by the modification indices (>
5). This model (called revised MTCU, Table 3) resulted
in a satisfactory fit and was significantly better than the
more restricted MTMM model (∆ χ2 (26) = 297.17, p <
.001), indicating that the method-instrument effects are
not unidimensional. The estimated correlations were: .71
(p < .05) between attitudes (i. e., Disengagement/Cynicism) and Exhaustion (as measured by both instruments), –.34 (p < .05) between Professional efficacy and
Exhaustion, and –.54 (p < .05) between Professional efficacy and Attitudes. The highest correlation among the
error terms of the OLBI items was .36 (p < .05), while
for the MBI-GS items this was .71 (p < .05).
In conclusion, results of the CFA show that the MBIGS and the OLBI have high convergent validity, although they are not identical. Moreover, all items of Exhaustion (of both instruments) loaded significantly on an
Exhaustion factor, while the items of Cynicism and of
Disengagement had significant loadings on an Attitudes
factor. This means that the subscales measuring exhaustion as well as the subscales measuring “negative attitudes toward work” of both instruments can be collapsed. This is supported by an additional principal axis
factoring analysis with the items of both instruments.
EJPA 18 (3), © 2002 Hogrefe & Huber Publishers

Three factors resulted from this analysis according to the
scree-plot criterion with eigenvalues λ1 = 7.78, λ2 = 3.25,
and λ3 = 2.11. These factors explained together 45.27%
of the total variance. The first factor included all items
measuring attitudes (Cynicism and Disengagement), the
second factor included all items measuring exhaustion,
and the third factor included all efficacy items.

Demographic Variables and Burnout
Finally, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA)
showed that participants employed in the public sector
(N = 128) had significantly higher levels of exhaustion
as measured by the OLBI (F (1, 226) = 7.41, p < .01),
disengagement (F (1, 227) = 5.15, p < .05), and cynicism
(F (1, 224) = 13.63, p < .001) as well as lower levels of
professional efficacy (F (1, 221) = 4.24, p < .05) than
participants employed in the private sector (N = 104).
Only regarding exhaustion as measured by the MBI-GS
were no significant differences between the sectors
found. Because of the significant differences in burnout
scores between the sectors, the effects of the other demographic variables on burnout were examined after controlling for the work sector. After adding the working
sector as a covariate in an analysis of variance, no significant effects of the demographic variables could be found
on any of the burnout subscales.

Discussion
The present study examines the factorial and convergent
validity of a Greek version of two recently developed
burnout instruments that measure burnout independent
of the occupational context. Results provide evidence for
the three-factor structure of the Maslach Burnout Inventory – General Survey (MBI-GS) across various occupations in Greece. Although a study by Kantas and Vasilaki
(1997) supported the factorial validity of the human services version of the MBI (Maslach & Jackson, 1986),
information regarding the factorial validity of MBI-GS
was still missing in the Greek population. Moreover, the
study replicated the two-factor structure of the OLdenburg Burnout Inventory (OLBI), with exhaustion and
disengagement as separate but interrelated factors. Both
instruments conceptualize and measure burnout independent of the occupational context and underscore the
general tendency and validity of expanding burnout to
occupations outside the human services. Burned-out human service professionals may feel exhausted by the
emotionally demanding contacts with their patients or
clients and treat them in a depersonalized way. In other
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occupations, burnout includes the same basic elements,
yet its manifestation differs (Demerouti, Bakker,
Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001; Demerouti & Nachreiner, 1998) and more generic symptoms occur (exhaustion and cynicism/disengagement). Thus, for example,
employees in the chemical industry may get exhausted
as well and become cynical about the contribution they
are making to their organization’s performance.
Results of the CFA indicate that both instruments have
some problems, which mainly concern the high, shared
content by certain items. This might have inflated the
goodness-of-fit of the alternative models and resulted in
significant χ² values. Dropping the flawed items and retaining the best items from each subscale might be a way
to improve the psychometric properties of the instruments. However, special attention should be given to
cynicism scale of the MBI-GS, which has only satisfactory internal consistency (α = .71). This reminds us of
the low internal consistency of depersonalization (the
parallel scale of cynicism) in the study of Kantas and
Vassilaki (1997) among Greek teachers. The same applies to a lesser extent also to the exhaustion scale as
measured by the OLBI.
Results of multitrait-multimethod analysis including
both the OLBI and MBI-GS scales showed that both
types of factors, namely, the burnout components and the
instruments, could explain the responses to the various
items. However, the estimated correlation between the
factors “MBI-GS” and “OLBI” was .74, which supports
the convergent validity of the two instruments. The convergent validity of the instruments is strengthened by
two further results. First, the bivariate correlations between the exhaustion subscales and between the cynicism and disengagement subscales were .60 (p < .001).
Second, exploratory factor analysis showed that the exhaustion items of both scales loaded only on one factor,
and that the cynicism and disengagement items form
another single factor. However, constraining the correlation between the two instruments to unity resulted in a
worse model indicating that the instruments have some
differences. This result is not surprising since the OLBI
is broader in its scope than the MBI-GS, and each measurement instrument has different answer categories (a
4-point scale for the OLBI and a 7-point scale for the
MBI-GS) that may have suppressed the correlations between the items of the MBI-GS and the OLBI.
The present study makes two important contributions.
First, the simultaneous administration of two corresponding burnout instruments provides information regarding whether it would be meaningful to expand the
more commonly used MBI-GS. Since the MBI-GS and
the OLBI are substantially invariant, their parallel subscales can be used to pool the better items regarding their
theoretical and psychometrical contribution. Because the
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MBI-GS includes only one-sided formulated items, for
psychometrical reasons it is advisable to enrich the scale
by adding items measuring the opposite of each dimension. This can be achieved by adding the positively worded items of both OLBI subscales, exhaustion and disengagement, to the corresponding subscales of MBI-GS.
Moreover, such a revision would result in an increase in
the reliability coefficient of the cynicism subscale (α =
.75), which could have been even higher if both instruments had the same answer categories.
A second contribution of this study is the investigation
of a heterogeneous Greek population regarding job burnout. Since the item to factor assignment for the Greek
sample was identical to that of other cultures, the validity
of the burnout construct (as measured by both instruments) was confirmed. Moreover, by using the Dutch
norm scores (Schaufeli & Van Dierendonck, 2000) to
classify the Greek respondents in low, medium, high, and
very high levels on the three MBI-GS dimensions, we
found one-third to half of the sample experiencing high
or very high levels of each dimension. This might be an
artifact of our sampling method since our sample is not
representative of the Greek population; or it might be due
to a lower difficulty level of the translated MBI-GS items
in Greek (than in Dutch). Nevertheless, our study generally supports the relevance of the burnout syndrome for
Greek employees. Further studies including more representative samples are necessary to examine the external
validity of our findings and to clarify the reasons behind
the relatively high levels of burnout in Greece (as compared to The Netherlands).
A final interesting finding is the significant differences in burnout levels between the private and public sector, which is consistent with recent Dutch findings (Bakker, Schaufeli & Van Dierendonck, 2000). The fact that
employees from the public sector reported higher scores
on all burnout subscales may be explained by the different conditions that prevail in each sector. In general,
whereas the Greek public sector offers life-long job security, the private sector offers more flexibility, better
financial rewards and promotion possibilities, but exposes the employees to higher job demands and requires
more engagement, skills and competition. These differences regarding the specific working conditions may
have contributed to the differences in experienced burnout in the private and public sector.
A limitation of the present research is that our sample
has not been randomly selected from the entire population of the universes of jobs. Basically, this calls into
question the generalizability of the present findings. The
present study has to be considered as one of the first
attempts to investigate burnout independent of the type
of occupation, and offers suggestions for a further improvement of the MBI-GS.
EJPA 18 (3), © 2002 Hogrefe & Huber Publishers
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In conclusion, this study is one of the first attempts to
conceptualize and measure burnout as one end of a continuum that ranges from engagement to burnout. This
research direction has recently been proposed by Schaufeli and Bakker (2001; Schaufeli, Salanova, GonzálezRomá & Bakker, in press) and by the authors of the
MBI-GS (Maslach et al., 1996; Maslach & Leiter, 1997).
The present study shows that the inclusion of positively
phrased items can indeed improve the psychometric
properties of burnout measurement instruments and reduce method artifacts due to one-sided questionnaires
(Doty & Glick, 1998).

References
Anastasi, A. (1988). Psychological testing (6th ed). New York:
Macmillan.
Arbuckle, J.L. (1997). Amos users’ guide version 3.6. Chicago:
Smallwaters Corporation.
Aronson, E., Pines, A.M., & Kafry, D. (1983). Ausgebrannt. Vom
Überdruß zur Selbstentfaltung [Burnout: From tedium to personal growth]. Stuttgart: Klett-Cotta.
Bagozzi, R.P. (1993). An examination of the psychometric properties of measures of negative affect in the PANAS-X scales.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 65, 836–851.
Bakker, A.B., Demerouti, E., & Schaufeli, W.B. (in press). The
validity of the Maslach Burnout Inventory – General Survey:
An internet study. Anxiety, Stress, and Coping.
Bakker, A.B., Schaufeli, W.B., & Van Dierendonck, D. (2000).
Burnout: Prevalentie, risicogroepen en risicofactoren [Burnout: Prevalence, risk groups and risk factors]. In I.L.D. Houtman, W.B. Schaufeli & T.W. Taris (Eds.), Psychische vermoeidheid en werk: Cijfers, trends en analyses [translation
please] (pp. 65–82). Alphen a/d Rijn, The Netherlands: Samsom.
Bentler, P.M., & Chou, C.P. (1987). Practical issues in structural
modeling. Social Methods & Research, 16, 78–117.
Bollen, K.A. (1989). Structural equations with latent variables.
New York: Wiley.
Byrne, B.M. (1989). A primer of LISREL: Basic applications and
programming for CFA models. New York: Springer-Verlag.
Campbell, D.T., & Fiske, D.W. (1959). Convergent and discriminant validation by the multitrait-multimethod matrix. Psychological Bulletin, 56, 81–105.
Cordes, C., & Dougherty, T.W. (1993). Areview and an integration
of research on job burnout. Academy of Management Review,
18, 621–656.
De Rijk, A.E., Le Blanc P.M., Schaufeli, W.B., & De Jonge, J.
(1998). Active coping and need for control as moderators of the
job demand-control model: Effects on burnout. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 71, 1–18.
Demerouti, E. (1999). Burnout: eine Folge konkreter Arbeitsbedingungen bei Dienstleistungs- und Produktionstätigkeiten
[Burnout: A consequence of specific working conditions
among human services, and production tasks]. Frankfurt/Main:
Peter Lang.
EJPA 18 (3), © 2002 Hogrefe & Huber Publishers

Demerouti E., Bakker, A.B., Nachreiner, F., & Schaufeli, W.B.
(2001). The job demands – resources model of burnout. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 499–512.
Demerouti, E., & Nachreiner, F (1996). Reliabilität und Validität
des Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI): Eine kritische Betrachtung [Reliability and validity of the Maslach Burnout Inventory: A critical approach]. Zeitschrift für Arbeitswissenschaft, 50,
32–38.
Demerouti, E., & Nachreiner, F. (1998). Zur Spezifität von Burnout für Dienstleistungsberufe: Fakt oder Artefakt? [The specificity of burnout in human services: Fact or artifact?]. Zeitschrift für Arbeitswissenschaft, 52, 82–89.
Demerouti, E., & Nachreiner, F. (1999). Burnout as an outcome
of job demands, job resources and specific short-term consequences of strain. Paper presented at the 5th European Conference on Organizational Psychology and Health Care, Ghent,
Belgium.
Doty, D.H., & Glick, W.H. (1998). Common methods bias: Does
common methods variance really bias results? Organizational
Research Methods, 1, 374–406.
Eid, M. (2000). A multitrait-multimethod model with minimal
assumptions. Psychometrika, 65, 241–261.
Evans, B.K., & Fischer, D.G. (1993). The nature of burnout: A
study of the three-factor model of burnout in human service
and non-human service samples. Journal of Occupational and
Organizational Psychology, 66, 29–38.
Fimian, M.J., Fastenau, P.A., Tashner, J.H., & Cross, A.H. (1989).
The measure of classroom stress and burnout among gifted and
talented students. Psychology in the Schools, 26, 139–153.
Ford, D.L., Murphy, C.J., & Edwards, K.L. (1983). Exploratory
development and validation of a perceptual job burnout inventory: Comparison of corporate sector and human service professionals. Psychological Reports, 52, 995–1006.
Garden, A.M. (1987). Depersonalization: A valid dimension of
burnout? Human Relations, 40, 545–560.
Gerbing, D.W., & Anderson, J.C. (1984). On the meaning of within-factor correlated measurement errors. Journal of Consumer
Research, 11, 572–580.
Golembiewski, R.T., Boudreau, R., Munzenrider, R.F., & Lou, H.
(1996). Global burnout: A worldwide pandemic explored by
the phase model. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.
Golembiewski, R.T., Munzenrider, R., & Carter, D. (1983). Phases
of progressive burnout and work site covariants: Critical issues
in OD research and praxis. Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 19, 461–481.
Green, D.E., Walkey, F.H., & Taylor, A.J.W. (1991). The three-factor structure of the Maslach Burnout Inventory. Journal of Social Behavior & Personality, 6, 453–472.
Kantas, A., & Vasilaki, E. (1997). Burnout in Greek teachers: Main
findings and validity of the Maslach Burnout Inventory. Work
& Stress, 11, 94–100.
Koeske, G.F., & Koeske R.D. (1989). Construct validity of the
Maslach Burnout Inventory: A critical review and reconceptualization. Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 25, 131–144.
Lee, R.T., & Ashforth, B.E. (1990). On the meaning of Maslach’s
three dimensions of burnout. Journal of Applied Psychology,
71, 630–640.
Lee, R.T., & Ashforth, B.E. (1993). A further examination of managerial burnout: Toward an integrated model. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 14, 3–20.
Lee, R.T., & Ashforth, B.E. (1996). A meta-analytic examination

E. Demerouti et al.: Burnout Instruments

of the correlates of the three dimensions of job burnout. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81, 123–133.
Leiter, M.P. (1993). Burnout as a developmental process: Consideration of models. In W.B. Schaufeli, C. Maslach, & T. Marek
(Eds.), Professional burnout: Recent developments in theory
and research (pp. 237–250). Washington, DC: Taylor & Francis.
Leiter, M.P., & Harvie, P.L. (1998). Conditions for staff acceptance of organizational change: Burnout as a mediating construct. Anxiety, Stress & Coping, 11, 1–25.
Leiter, M.P., Harvie, P.L., & Frizzell, C. (1998). The correspondence of patient satisfaction and nurse burnout. Social Science
& Medicine, 37, 1–7.
Leiter, M.P., & Schaufeli, W.B. (1996). Consistency of the burnout
construct across occupations. Anxiety, Stress and Coping, 9,
229–243.
Marsh, H.W., & Grayson, D. (1995). Latent variable models of
multitrait-multimethod data. In R.H. Hoyle (Ed.), Structural
equation modeling: Concepts, issues, and applications
(pp. 177–198). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Maslach, C., & Jackson, S.E. (1981a). Maslach Burnout Inventory. Human Services Survey. Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press.
Maslach, C., & Jackson, S.E. (1981b). The measurement of experienced burnout. Journal of Occupational Behavior, 2, 99–113.
Maslach, C., & Jackson, S.E. (1986). Maslach Burnout Inventory:
Second edition. Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press.
Maslach, C., Jackson, S.E., & Leiter, M.P. (1996). Maslach Burnout Inventory. Manual (3rd ed.). Palo Alto, CA: Consulting
Psychologists Press.
Maslach, C., & Leiter, M. (1997). The truth about burnout: How
organizations cause personal stress and what to do about it.
San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Plath, H.E., & Richter, P. (1984). Ermüdung – Monotonie – Sättigung – Streß. BMS. Verfahren zu skalierten Erfassung erlebter
Beanspruchungsfolgen [Fatigue – monotony – satiation –
stress. BMS. Instrument for the measurement of experienced
strain reactions]. Berlin: Psychodiagnostisches Zentrum.
Powers, S., & Gose, K.F. (1986). Reliability and construct validity
of the Maslach Burnout Inventory in a sample of university
students. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 46,
251–255.
Schaufeli, W.B., & Bakker, A.B. (2001). Werk en welbevinden:
Naar een positieve benadering in de Arbeids- en Gezondheidspsychologie [Work and well-being: Toward a positive approach in Occupational Health Psychology]. Gedrag & Organisatie, 14, 229–253.

307

Schaufeli, W.B., & Enzmann, D. (1998). The burnout companion
to study and practice: A critical analysis. London: Taylor &
Francis.
Schaufeli, W.B., Enzmann, D., & Girault, N. (1993). Measurement of burnout: A review. In W.B. Schaufeli, C. Maslach, &
T. Marek (Eds.), Professional burnout: Recent developments in
theory and research (pp. 199–215). Washington, DC: Taylor &
Francis.
Schaufeli, W.B., Leiter, M.P., Maslach, C., & Jackson, S.E. (1996).
The Maslach Burnout Inventory – General Survey. In C. Maslach, S.E. Jackson, & M.P. Leiter, Maslach Burnout Inventory
manual (3rd ed.). Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists
Press.
Schaufeli, W.B., Salanova, M., González-Romá, V., & Bakker,
A.B. (in press). The measurement of burnout and engagement:
A confirmatory factor analytic approach. Journal of Happiness.
Schaufeli, W.B., & Van Dierendonck (2000). Maslach Burnout
Inventory: Nederlandse Versie [Maslach Burnout Inventory:
Dutch version]. Lisse, The Netherlands: Swets & Zeitlinger.
Schutte, N., Toppinnen, S., Kalimo, R., & Schaufeli, W.B. (2000).
The factorial validity of the Maslach Burnout Inventory – General Survey across occupational groups and nations. Journal of
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 73, 53–66.
Shirom, A. (1989). Burnout in work organizations. In C.L. Cooper
& I. Robertson (Eds.), International review of industrial and
organizational psychology (pp. 25–48). New York: Wiley.
Sonnentag, S., Brodbeck, F.C., Heinbokel, T., & Stolte, W. (1994).
Stressor-burnout relationship in software development teams.
Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 67,
327–341.
Sörbom, D. (1975). Detection of correlated errors in longitudinal
data. British Journal of Mathematical and Statistical Psychology, 28, 138–151.

Evangelia Demerouti
Utrecht University
Department of Social and Organizational Psychology
P.O. Box 80140
NL-3508 TC Utrecht
The Netherlands
Tel. +31 30 253-4812
E-mail E.Demerouti@fss.uu.nl

EJPA 18 (3), © 2002 Hogrefe & Huber Publishers

