USING THE JOB DEMANDS-RESOURCES
MODEL TO PREDICT BURNOUT AND
PERFORMANCE

Ar‘nqld B. ':Bakker, Evangelia Demerouti, éﬁd"fW‘illem Verbeke

The ]ob demands -resources (JD-R) model avas used to examine the relatlonsth between job
chamcterzstws, burnout, and (other-ratmgs of) performance (N = 146). We hypotheszzed that
job demands (e.g., work pressure and emotional demands) would be the most important an-
tecedents of the exhaustion component of lmmout which, in turn, would predict in-role per-
fovfmance (hypothesis 1). In contrast, job resources (e.g., autonomy and social support) were hy-
‘pothesized ‘10 be the most mzpoﬂant predtctors of extra-role pevformance, through their
relatzonsth with the disengagement component of burnout (hypothesis 2). In addition, we pre-
_dicted that ]ob resources would buffer the relationship between job. demands and exhaustion
~ (hypothesis 3), and that exhaustion would be positively related to disengagement (hypothesis 4).
“The results of . strictural equation mode ng analyses provided strong support for hypotheses 1,
’ 2 and 4, but rejected hypothesis 3. These indings support the JD-R model’s claint that job de-
mands and job resources initiate two psychdlogtcal processes, whzch eventually aﬁect organiza-

tional outcomes. @ 2004 Wlley Perzodtcals, Inc. .

' Introduction

affect job satlsfactlon and organizational
commitment, and creates’ ‘such undesired be-
haviors as personnel turnover ‘and. absen-

teeism (see Lee & Ashforth, 1996, for an ?'%;f‘others showing zero or positive relationships

overview), its relationship with an organiza-
tion’s most important outcome—namely, job
performance—has hardly received any re-
search attention. In fact, in Lee and Ash-
forth’s meta-analysis, the relationship be-
tween burnout and performance was not
even mentioned. In addition, the few studies

~reported in the literature thus far have shown
SR ~““inconsistent relationships between burnout
Although job burnout is known to negatlvely o

and performance, with somé studies showing
the expected negative: relatlonshlps (e.g.,
Bhagat, Allie, & Ford; 1995; Parker & Kulik,
1995; erght & Cropanzano, 1998), and

(e.g., Keijsers, Schaufeli, Le Blanc, Zwerts, &
Reis-Miranda, 1995; Lazaro, Shinn, &
Robinson, 1985; Randall & Scott, 1988).
One of the reasons for these mixed findings
may be that several studies only examined
the relationship between performance and
one dimension of burnout—exhaustion (e.g.,
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Wright & Cropanzano, 1998). In addition,
the majority of studies used self-reports and
did not distinguish between two types of per-
formance: in-role and extra-role performance.

The aim of the current study is to inves-
tigate how burnout may be related to other-
ratings of performance by using a theoretical
model that incorporates the core dimensions
of burnout and by employing adequate mea-

sures to capture in-role and extra-role perfor-

mance. We built upon the job' demands-re-

sources model of biuirnout (Demerouti,
Bakker,

mensions, exhaustion and disengagement,

role performance

Defmmg cmd Measurmg Job Burnout -

Burnout is a work—related stress syndrome’}:.-
that was originally - observed among those

who do people work” (Maslach & Jackson,

1986). However research of the past decade‘i“ i
has shown that the core dlmensmns ofi i
burnout-—exhaustion and eyn1c1sm or disen-*
gagement from work—can: be observed in:
virtually” any occupational group (Bakker,"
Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2002; Demerouti et - :
~ ‘can be used among occupations ‘within and
“outside human service professionéw. This in-
strument—called the Oldenbuig Burnout

al., 2001; Leiter & Schaufeli, 1996). Demer-

outi, Bakker, Vardakou, and Kantas (2003). '
have defined exhaustion as an extreme form =
of fatigue as a consequence of prolonged and’ -
.affective, and: cognltlve"f

intense physical,”
strain caused by prolonged exposuré to spe-
cific working conditions (or stressors; cf.
Aronson, Pines, & Kafry, 1983; Lee & Ash-

forth, 1993; Shirom, 1989). Dlsengagementf'

refers to distancing oneself from one’s work,
work objects (e.g., computers, recipients), or
work content (e.g., software programming,
providing services). It represents an extensive
and intensive reaction in terms of an emo-
tional, cognitive, and behavioral rejection of
the job and it delineates an occupational dis-
illusionment (cf. Freudenberger, 1974).

The third classical burnout component,
reduced personal accomplishment (Maslach
& Jackson, 1986), is excluded from our defi-
nition of burnout for several reasons. First,

Nachreiner; & Schaufeli,. 2001), . -
which delineates how the core burnout diz"
i (see also, Schaufeli,
both have different etiologies in organiza- * ' Schaap, & Kladler, 2001).
tional environments, and may subsequently ' -

have different effects on in-role and extra-

Ctory (MBI
:1996) is the,,rn;o‘s‘t often used instrument to
“assess burnout, in the present study, we ap-

there is accumulating empirical evidence
that exhaustion and cynicism (disengage-
ment) constitute the core of burnout,
whereas reduced personal accomplishment
plays a far less prominent role (Maslach,
Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001; Shirom, 2002).
Personal accomplishment has weak relation-
ships with the two other components of
burnout as well as with hypothesized an-
tecedents and outcomes (for a meta-analysis,
see Lee & Ashforth 1996). This supports the
notion that emotional exhaustion and disen-
gagement constitute a syndrome that is only

loosely related to personal “accomplishment

Bakker,. Hoogduin,
Second Leiter
(1993) has argued and shown that emotional

~exhaustion leads to cynicism/disengagement,
... whereas feelings of reduced personal accom-
pllshment develop independently. This is an-
-other’indication of the exceptional status of
= this particular burnout dimension. Flnally, it
rhas been suggested that personal. accom-
~plishment reflects an individual difference
~characteristic similar- to self—efflcacy (Cordes

& Dougherty, 1993)
‘Although the. Maslach Burnout Inven-
‘Maslach, Jackson, &_-Lelter,

plied an alternative measure of burnout that

Inventory (OLBI; Demerouti et al., 2001,
2003)—conceives burnout as a syndrome of
work-related negative experiences, including
feelings of exhaustion ‘and disengagement
Jrom work. The reason why we chose to em-

ploy this instrument is the distinctive feature
“of the OLBI compared to the MBI to include

both negatively and positively framed items.
Such a procedure is recommended by con-
ventional psychometric standards and has a
higher probability to avoid artifacts due to
acquiescence tendencies.

Burnout and Performance
Employees normally engage in two sorts of

performances: they accomplish in-role and
extra-role performance. In-role performance
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is defined as those officially required out-
comes and behaviors that directly serve the
goals of the organization (Motowidlo & Van
Scotter, 1994). Among other things, in-role
performance includes meeting organiza-
tional objectives and effective functioning
(Behrman & Perreault, 1984). In addition,
employees display extra-role activities (Mor-
rison, 1994). Extra-role performance is de-

fined as discretionary behaviors on the part:

of an employee that are beheved to directly
promote the effective functioning of an or-
ganization, without necessarily directly influ-

lems with colleagues (this is also known as a

behavior;. Organ & Paine, 1999).

work environment, Wthh in turn, is suppose:

to adversely affect an 1nd1v1duals ability to’
function in an efficient way (Fried, Ben- Dav1d b
Tiegs, Avital, &Yeverechyahu, 1998; McGrath -
1976). While plausible, - this’ notion has re-
ceived hztttle empirical support, The apparent
inconsistencies in the obtained associations -
between stressors and job performance have
led researehers to search for moderators of
these relationships (Fisher & Gitelson, 1983;
Fried et al.,"1998). For instance, several stud-
ies have examined the potential impact of con- -
textual and personal variables as moderators of -
the role stressor-job performance relationship

(Fisher & Gitelson, 1983). Another possibility
is to use mediators in the aforementloned rela-

tionship that directly indicate the fe‘r.nia;iried;iny-w :
dividual capacity. Burnout may be such a me-

diator since it represents an outcome of the
combined effect of several work characteristics
(Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli,
2000, 2001) and indicates the depletion of in-
dividual coping and energy resources (Hobfoll
& Freedy, 1993; Shirom, 1989).

Singh, Goolsby, and Rhoads (1994) pro-
vide some explanations why burnout should
affect behavioral outcomes such as job per-
formance. According to them, exhaustion di-
minishes the available energy of employees

~Taris, Schaufeli,

and leads to an impairment of the efforts put
into work. Moreover, burnout entraps em-
ployees in a negative, vicious spiral in which
they do not seek help or are not prone to
strive for changes in their situation, and, as a
result, they continue to perform ineffectively.
Finally, the experience of burnout reduces
employees’ self-confidence in solving work-
related problems (e.g., Bakker, Demerouti,
cha & Schreurs, 2003), and
therefore their: performance diminishes.
While these explanations are plausible, re-

_sults are somewhat less than convincing.
encing a person’s target productivity (Pod:--
sakoff & MacKenzie, 1994). Examples are
the willingness to help colleagues who have : -
heavy workloads or the avoidance of prob- -

‘More specifically, Schaufeli and Enz-

..mann (1998) traced five studles in which the

‘relatlonshlp between burnout -components,

as measured by the Maslach Burnout Inven-
*tory-Human Services Survey (MBI-HSS),
specific form :of ‘organizational citizenship =
’ : _ined. They reanalyzed the data and found

A génerally accepted notion in work psy-_",bjy‘
chology is that job stressors tend to reduce the - -
individual’s capacity to exert control over their

and “self-reported performance were exam-

that, 'on average, self- reported performance

- shared 5% of its variance with emotional ex-

“haustion, 4% with depersonahzatlon and 6%
with reduced personal accomphshment (p.
92). The studies that examined the relation-

5sh1p between exhaustion and others-rated or
u_objectlvely assessed performance resulted in
even lower explalned variance (only a meager

ion, several studies on:-burnout

~and ob]ectlve performance that inchuded not

only exhaustion, but also depersonalization
and (reduced) personal accomplishment

“Z;‘(Parker & Kulik, 1995; Wright & Bonett,
+:1997) failed to find relatlonshlps between the

latter two MBI dimensions and performance.
Even more surprising is the finding that while
some studies showed the expected negative
relationships between: ‘burnout dimensions
and performance (e.g., Bhagat et al., 1995;

- Parker & Kulik; 1995; Wright & Cropanzano
1998), others have shown zero or positive re-

lationships (e.g., Keijsers et al., 1995; Lazaro
et al., 1985; Randall & Scott, 1988).

Should we conclude that burnout is not
systematically related to objective perfor-
mance? We believe this conclusion is prema-
ture, since there are at least two reasons why
it is difficult to reveal a relationship between
burnout and objective performance. First,
the fact that researchers can explain only a
limited amount of variance in objective per-
formance may partly be attributed to the use

.. burnout
entraps
employees in a
negative,
vicious spiral in
which they do
not seek help or
are not prone
to strive for
changes in their
situation, and,
as a result, they
continue to
perform
ineffectively.
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of different sources of information, which
leads to an underestimation of the strength
of relationships (cf. Zapf, Dormann, & Frese,
1996). It may be expected that two sources
of information (e.g., a supervisor who as-
sesses performance and an employee who in-
dicates his/her burnout) have their own
unique causes of (statistically independent)
error variance. If one uses only one method,

the sources of error variance are the : ‘same.

The consequence of this is inflated correla-
tions. Second, and particularly relevant to

the present study, most researchers have not. .
made a distinction between in-role and extra:"

role performance For example, Wright and

Bonett (1997) used a one-item measure of -
global performance as assessed by the super- -
visors of ‘44 human service workers, and =
Wright and Cropanzano (1998) “'used' the. .
same measure of global performance i in their
ial workers. Superv1sors
global performance ratlngs may be based on
both in:role and extra-role behaviors shown -
by their subordinates and unrelated to any of -
the burnout dimensions if in-role and extra-
o development Resources may be located at
-the level of the organlzatlon (e.g., salary, ca-
- reer opportunltles, job security), ‘interper-

study among 52 §

role performance have different predlctors

Regarding extra-role performance, we
could only locate the study of Klein and Ver-
beke (1999), who reported that depersonaliza- ..
tion and reduced personal’ accomphshment g
but not emotlonal exhaustion had substantial - -

negative correlations with extra-role perfor-

mance. It can be hypothesized that it might be . -
difficult for employees who experience :
burnout to reduce their output or: quality of -
performance because of organizational sanc-
tions and reward systems. Instead, they might

choose to withhold behaviors that are discre-
tionary, such as organizational citizenship be-

havior, since this would not result in direct

consequences for themselves (Schnake,
1991). Indeed, as Schaufeli and Enzmann
(1998, p. 26) note, burned-out professionals
lose their concern for the organization and be-
come hypercritical, distrusting management,
peers, and colleagues, which corresponds, in
other words, to low extra-role performance.

The Job Demands-Resources Model

In the present study, we use the job demands-
resources (JD-R) model of burnout (Bakker,

Demerouti, De Boer, & Schaufeli, 2003; De-
merouti et al., 2000, 2001) to examine how
job characteristics and burnout contribute to
explaining variance in in-role and extra-role
performance. One central assumption of the
JD-R model is that although every occupation
may have its own specific work characteris-
tics associated with burnout, it is still possible
to model these characteristics in two broad

-‘eateg‘orie'S'—‘namely job demands and job re-

sources. Job demands refer to those physical,
psychological, social, .6r organizational as-
pects of the job that requmeAsustamed physi-

“cal and/or psychological (cognitive and emo-
. tional) effort and are therefore associated
“with certain physiological and/or psychologi-
. cal costs. Examples are a high work pressure,
..tole overload, emotional demands, and poor
: env1r0nmental conditions:: ‘

Job resources refer to those'physmal psy-
chologlcal social, or organizational aspects
of the job that are (1) functional in achieving

‘work goals; (2) reduce ]Ob demands. snd the

dssociated physiological and psychological
costs; or (3) stimulate personal growth and

sonal and social relations (e.g., supervisor
and coworker: support, team climate), the or-

ganization of work (e.g., role clarlty; partici-
* ‘pation in decision making), and the level of
“the task (e.g., performance feedback, skill va-
~ “riety, task significance, task identity, auton-
—omy). In fact, these latter working character-

istics are the classical job characteristics in
Hackman and Oldham’s (1976) model. In
general, job demands and resources are neg-
atively related, smce job demands such as a

~high work pressure and emotionally demand-
‘ing interactions with clients may preclude

the mobilization of job resources (see
Bakker, Demerouti, De Boer et al., 2003,
Bakker, Demerouti, & Euwema, 2003b; De-
merouti et al., 2000, 2001). In a similar vein,
high job resources such as social support and
feedback may reduce job demands.

A second assumption in the JD-R model
is that working characteristics may evoke
two psychologically different processes (see
Figure 1; the numbers in the figure corre-
spond with the hypotheses). In the first
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Figure 1. The Job Demands-Resources Model Abbliéﬁ to Burnout and’Perfor:mance.

process demandmg aspects of work (i.e; ,',
work overload) lead to constant overtaxmg‘
and, in the long run, exhaustion (e.g., Lee &
Ashforth, 1996; Leiter, 1993, erght & ‘fffﬂeffects of high Workload demands can accu-
Cropanzano, 1998). The literature on men- e
tal fatigue may be used to explain this
process. Mental fatigue is a response of the -
mind and body to the reduction in re-
sources dlie to mental task execution. It -

warns of the increasing risk of performance .
failure (Veldhuizen, Gaillard, & de Vries, -
2003). Under normal circumstancés, peo-
ple become tired by their everyday work ac- .
tivities, but their ‘energetical resources are

sufficient to meet the task demands. How-
ever, when a person is Workmg under high

levels of (mental) workload andis: alreadyg'
fatigued (e.g., at the end of a Workday)

extra energy to compensate fatigue has to
be mobilized through mental effort in order
to maintain task performance (Gaillard,
2001; Hockey, 1997; Hockey, Coles, &
Gaillard, 1986). The mobilization of extra
energy may result in (feelings of) acute fa-
tigue. A subsequent return to physiological
and emotional baseline levels is crucial. In-
complete recovery from workload demands
disrupts the energetic homeostasis, which
in turn may lead to chronic effects on

"'iuhealth and well- belng (Frankenhaeuser

1979; Frankenhaeuser & Johansson, 1986).

When' incomplete recovery takes place, the

~mulate- gradually, carrying over from one
“day to ‘the next (Craig & Cooper, 1992;
ﬂ’Frankenhaeuser, 1980; Frankenhacuser &
Johansson, 1986; Gaillard, 2001; Ursin,

1980). Veldhuizen et al. (2003),i"“yusing of-

_fice tasks in order to simulate a working day,
-~ found that exhausted participants (assessed

with the emotional exhaustion subscale of
the Maslach Burnout Inventory; Maslach &
Jackson, 1986) had problems investing suf-
ficient energy in theirtasks. Moreover, their
performance results decreased since they

- reacted more slowly and produced a smaller
“number of correct responses. Exhausted

subjects seemed to be unable to perform
particularly well in the evening, although
they tried to invest more effort than their
nonexhausted counterparts.

This implies that when people become
exhausted under the influence of environ-
mental demands, they will not be able to
perform well because their energetical re-
sources are diminished. Thus, the impact
of job demands on job performance should
be mediated by the feelings of (enhanced)

87
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exhaustion (cf. Hockey, 1993). Therefore,
we formulated the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: Job demands (and not job re-
sources) will be the most important an-
tecedents of in-role performance, through
the experience of exhaustion. Thus, we ex-
pect that exhaustion will play a mediating

role in the relationship between _]Ob de— o] ‘
" vation -of resources (COR) theory predicts

mands and in-role performance

In the second pro‘c‘e’ss‘ proposed by the

JD-R model, a lack-of job resources precludes
actual goal accomphshment which causes”

failure and frustration (Bakker, Demerouti,

De Boer et al.;2003). Usually, when employ- -
ces do possess resources (such as support .
from colleagues or having the ability to or-
ganize one's own work) they tend to go be-.
yond actual goal: accomplishment (job craft-
ing; Wrzesniewski. & Dutton, 2001)." For. .
instance,” Wayne, Shore, and Liden (1997) o
showed: that perceived organizational support - -

predlcted citizenship. behavior, which in-

cluded helping one another and helping new .
colleagues to orient and 50 take over for the
In addition, “as . Goodman and. .
Svyantek (1999) claim, ‘¢ontextual or extra-"
role performance derives from the psycholog- ..
ical contract between employees and organi-""
zation. Tbe,{psychologlcal contract prescribes -

manager

the manner. in which organizations reward

employees for extra effort above their task.
performance (Makin, Cooper, & Cox, 1996).
It establishes reciprocity rules showing how
employees’ extra effort is rewarded by the or-"

ganization (Goodman. & Svyantek 1999).
However, when organizations do not provide
or reward employees with job resources, the

1976) or of not being rewarded for extra ef-
fort above task performance (cf. Goodman &
Svyantek, 1999).

When the external environment lacks re-
sources, individuals cannot reduce the poten-
tially negative influence of high job demands
and they cannot achieve their work goals. Ad-
ditionally, they cannot develop themselves
further in their job and organization. Conser-

that in such a situation, employees will expe-
rience a loss of resources or failure to gain an
investment (Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll & Freedy,

‘3571993) Moreover, in order to reduce this dis-
.comfort or job stress, employees will attempt
",\to minimize losses.

With the “intention of
achieving equity without having further neg-

~ative, personal consequences (like, for in-
- stance; when they lower their in-role perfor-
; mance) they will most probably reduce their

discretionary inputs (Schnake, 1991). In

othier words, we expect that in order to attain
uthelr main resources (or equity between in-

puts and outputs), employees will engage in

\loss-based selection’ (Freund, Li, & Baltes,

1999) 'specifically - seeklno to reduce extra-

role performance and focusmg more on in-
~role performance In short, it can be- hypoth
- esized

that  when employees lack job
resources, eXtra role performance wrll suffer

-accordmgly (see also Figure 1).

Hypothesis 2: Job resources (and not job
demands) will be the most important pre-
dictors of extra-role performanee, through
their influence on disengagement. Thus,
we expect that disengagement will play a
mediating role in the relationship between
job resources:and extra-role performance.

long-term consequence is withdrawal from = ¢

work, and reduced motivation and commit-
ment (Bakker, Demerouti, De Boer et al.,
2003a; Demerouti et al., 2001), and this
takes away one of the primary mechanisms by
which extra-role performance is supported by
the organization (Goodman & Svyantek,
1999). We believe that in such a situation a
reduction of motivation or withdrawal from
work can be an important self-protection
mechanism that may prevent the future frus-
tration of not obtaining work-related goals
(cf. Antonovsky, 1987; Hackman & Oldham,

‘Interactions between Job Demands and

Resources

One of the assumptions in the JD-R model
that has received little research attention so
far is that job resources may buffer the im-
pact of job demands on stress reactions, in-
cluding burnout. This assumption is consis-
tent with the demand-control model (DCM;
Karasek, 1979) and the effort-reward imbal-
ance (ERI) model (Siegrist, 1996), but ex-
pands these models by claiming that several
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different job resources can play the role of
buffer for several different job demands.
Which job demands and resources play a role
in a certain organization depends upon the
specific job characteristics that prevail.
Thus, whereas the DCM states that control
over the execution of tasks (autonomy) may
buffer the impact of work pressure on job
stress, the JD-R model expands this view and

states that many different types. _of% ]Obde-

mands and job resources ‘may"interact in
predicting job stress.

In their study among four home-care or-
" ~haustion. More specifically, the relation-

ganizations, Bakker, Demerouti, Tarls et al;
(2003) found évidence for the bufferlng role
of job resources.

( More specifically, they :
found that the impact of job demands (e.g., -

extent to which the onset of a stressor is pre-
dictable (e.g., role ambiguity and feedback),
(b) the extent to which the reasons for the
presence of a stressor are understandable
(e.g., through information provided by super-
visors), and (c) the extent to which aspects of
the stressor are controllable by the person
who must experience it (e.g., job autonomy;
Kahn & Byosiere, 1992). This leads to our

third hypothesis (see also Figure 1).

Hypothesis 3: ]ob reéources buffer the re-
latlonshlp between ]Ob demands and ex-

* ship between job demands and_exhaustlon
~-will be stronger for employees with few

-+ “(versus many) resources.

workload, physical demands, and patient ha- = -

rassment) on feélings of exhaustion was par- * =
ticularly strong if home-care professionals. ‘
possessed ' few resources (e.g., autonomy,
possibilities for professional development, -
performance feedback). In a similar vein, 1ni;:
their study among over 1,000 employees of a-
large institute for hrgher education, Bakker,’
Demerouti, & Euwema (2003) showed: that

(autonomy, social support

coaching; and feedback).

The buffer hypothesis is consistent with -
Kahn and Byosiere (1992), who argue that :
the buffering or interaction effect can occur.
between any pair of variables in the stress-
strain sequence, They claim that propérties of =
the work srtuation, as well as characteristics..
of the individual, ¢an buffer the effects of a~

stressor. The buffering variable can reduce
the tendency of organizational properties to

generate spec1flc stressors, alter the percep- T

tions and cognitions evoked by such stressors,
moderate responses that follow the appraisal
process, or reduce the health-damaging con-
sequences of such responses (Kahn &
Byosiere, 1992, p. 622). Social support is
probably the most well-known situational
variable that has been proposed as a potential
buffer against job stress (e.g., Haines, Hurl-
bert, & Zimmer, 1991; Johnson & Hall, 1988;
see Van der Doef & Maes, 1999, for a re-
view). Other characteristics of the work situ-
ation that may act as moderators are (a) the

,; (
ddded to the JD-R mode} Leiter" s model
- states that feelings of exhaustion evoke cyni-

Flnally, we explore whether Lelters
1993) ‘process model of . burnout may be

cal attitudes toward work as employees at-

- tempt to gain emotional distance from their
job as a way of coping with stress (cf. es-
( jdape/émotion—focusfed coping; Latack &
several job demands only influenced birnout “‘jfi,Ha‘lVloivro, 1992). This model has been sup-
if employees possessed- few job. resources-;: . ported - by several studies (e.g., Bakker,
supervrsory" " Schaufeli; Slxma, Bosveld, & Van Dieren-

- donck, 2000; Cordes, Dougherty, ‘& Blum,

1997). Thus, we assume that exhaustion fos-
tered by job demands may evoke psychologl-

_cal withdrawal (cf. Bakker, Demerouti, Taris,
et al.,, 2003). Or, in terms of our fourth and
final hypothesrs

Hypothesis 4: Exhaustion Y‘hés a positive re-
lationship with disengagement.

Note that . this” Iatter hypothesis implies that
“the two basic processes proposed by the JD-R

model are not totally independent. More
specifically, inclusion of Leiter's process
model in the JD-R model means that job de-
mands are not only related to (reduced) in-
role performance (through exhaustion), but
also to (reduced) extra-role performance. The
combination of hypotheses 1, 2, and 4 im-
plies the following sequence: job demands —
exhaustion — disengagement — extra-role
performance (see also Figure 1). Thus, the
compensatory strategy used to deal with high

Social support
is probably the
most well-
known
situational
variable that
has been
proposed as a
potential buffer
against job
stress.
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demands will eventually lead to exhaustion,
and exhaustion will lead to withdrawal from
work (disengagement). This disengagement,
in turn, will lead to decreased extra-role per-
formance. Nevertheless, we expect that job
demands will be the most important an-
tecedents of in-role performance, through the
experience of exhaustion, whereas job re-
sources will be the most important predictors

of extra-role performance, through their in-

fluence on dlsengagement
_Me’thod

Participants and Procedure

matched by using a unique code for each set
of questionnaires. Participants and their col-
leagues could send back the questionnaires

separately with stamped envelopes. Two and

four weeks after the distribution of the ques-
tionnaires, reminder phone calls were made.
A total of 146 employees and their col-
leagues filled out and returned the question-
naire (response rate was 53%). The sample
includes 65 males (45%) and 81 females
(55%). Their ages ranged from 21 to 62 years
with an average of 38 years (sd = 10.66). The
majority of the sample had a university de-
gree (36%) or higher vocational training
(32%). Organizational tenure was 14 years
(sd =11.20), and 86% of the sample were

. (28.,5%), communications. (6.9%),
iment (13.2%), education (1:4%), health care
,,«..1‘(12 5%), culture and recreation services
S 5 (8 3%), or other (4.9%). '
The participants in the present study were

employed in-several different sectors and job
positions. Warr (1990) has advised to include. .
such a broad range of jjob positions for the test
of relationships between job characteristics -
and outcomes because this would increase thei.f"' £
probablhty to find variation in job characteris- - -
tics. After a first phone call, supervisors from
several small and large companies received a
letter explamlng the goal of the study., Three‘;h

days later, they were contacted by telephone
again to ask how many questlonnalres could *
be sent. In total, 274 questionnaires were dis-.
tributed to a total of 11 companies. In the ac-"
companying letter, the anonymity and confi-. .
dentiality “of the data were emphasized. In *
addition, péi’ticipants were instructed to ask:
one colleague to fill out one separate page in- -
cluding questlons regarding in-role‘and extra-
role performance The dyads were later -

salaried. Since we did not ask participants at
which company or institute they worked, we
do not know how many different organiza-
tions were included in the study. However,
what we do know is that most participants
worked with people (72%); 23% worked pri-
marily with information and 5% worked pri-
marily with things. They were employed in
the fo]lowmg sectors: industrial work (6.9%),
-constructlon (.7%), trade (5.6%), pubs and
restaurants (1 4%), ‘transportation (8.3%), fi-
nancial institutions (1. 4%) business services
govern-

o M easures

]olo De*/nands. Three joh':"_yd‘eknlan-d_sj poten-
tially related to burnout were included in

the questionnaire—workload, emotional

rdemands and work-home conflict, Work-

load was based on a Duitch version (Furda,
995) of Karasek’s (1985) job content in-
Sﬁtrument The scale includes five items
that refer to quantitative, demandlng as-
the job. Examples are “Do you
have too . muCh work to do?” “Do you have
to work very fast>" and “How often does it
occur that you have to work extra hard to

finish your work?” Responses, could be
~made on a five-point scale (1 = never, 5=
~ valways). Emotional demands were based on
~a scale developed by Van Veldhoven and

Meijman (1994) and included four items.
Examples are “Does your work put you in
emotional situations?” and “Do the people
who you meet through your work intimi-

i 1d2§f,.é," you?” (1 = never, 5 = always). Finally,
‘work-home conflict was assessed with three

items, based on Geurts (2000). For exam-
ple: “How often does it happen that your
work schedule makes it difficult for you to
fulfill your domestic obligations?” and
“How often do you find it difficult to fulfill
your domestic obligations because you are
constantly thinking about work?” (1=
never, 5 = always).

Job Resources. Three job resources were in-
cluded in the questionnaire—autonomy, pos-
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sibilities for professional development, and
social support from colleagues. Autonomy
was assessed with a three-item scale, based
on Karasek’s (1985) job content instrument.
Example items are “I can decide myself how
I execute my work” and “On my job, I have
freedom to decide how I do my work” (1 =
never, 5= always). Possibilities for profes-
sional development were measured with the

three-item scale of Bakker, Demerouti; Taris - :

et al. (2003), including “\My‘:Work offers me
the opportunity to learn neéw things” and “I
have sufficient possibilities to develop myself

at work” (1 =totally disagree, 5 =totally.
three items of the scale developed by Van :
Example
items are “Can you ask your colleagues for
help if necessary> and “Can you count on
your colleagues when you face dlfflcultles at .
work?” (1 = never; 5= always). All responses
were coded such that higher scores referred -
to higher job demands and more job re-

agree). Social support was measured with

Veldhoven ‘and Meijman (1994).

sources, respectrvely

Bumout’"The Oldenbnrg‘Burnout Inventory
(OLBI; Demerouti et al.; 2001, 2003) mea-
sures the two core dlmenswns of burnout: ex- .
haustion and disengagement. The eight items
of the exhaustion subscale . are generic and - -Smith, Organ, and Near’s (1983) organiza-

refer to general feelings of emptiness, overtax-

ing from work, a strong need for rest, and a

state of physical exhaustion. Example items
are “After my work, I usually feel worn out
and weary” and “After working, I have enough -
energy for my leisure activities” (reversed) (L:
Four~

= totally disagree; 4 = totally agree).
items were positively worded and four nega-
tively. Disengagement refers to distancing one-

self 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 also comprises eight items, including
“It happens more and more often that I talk
about my work in a negative way” and “I feel
more and more engaged in my work” (re-
versed). Similar answering categories to the
ones employed for exhaustion were used.
Again, four items were positively worded and
four negatively.! The positive and negative ex-
haustion and disengagement items were pre-
sented in mixed form. A recent study among

232 Greek employees from different occupa-
tional groups (e.g., banking and insurance,
chemical industry) examined the factorial and
convergent validity of the OLBI and the
Maslach Burnout Inventory—General Survey
(MBI-GS; Demerouti et al., 2003). Results of
confirmatory factor analyses supported the
proposed factor structure for both instru-
ments. In addition, the convergent and dis-
criminant Vahdlty of the OLBI vis-a-vis the
MBI-GS was supported by the results of mul-
titrait-multimethod analyses.

. In-role performance was assessed with
nine items, based on Goodman and Svyantek

1999). Example items are “Demonstrates ex-
pertise in all job-related tasks” and “Achieves

 the objectives of the job.” Colleagues of the
"{]partlclpants were asked to indicate the extent

to which they found each: statement charac-
teristic of the participant {0 = not at all char-

,b’”‘aCteI‘IStIC 6 = totally charactenstlc)

- Extra-role performance is deflned as ac-

tiOns that go beyond what is stated i"n’formal
~job descriptions and that increase organiza-

ional effectiveness (McKenme Podsakoff, &

; Fetter 1991). The 1nstrument utilized in the

present research was Goodman and Svyan-

ctek’s (1999) measure and included: seven

tems. They . based their instrument on

tional citizenship behavior measure, and la-
beled their measure “altruism,” characterized

_as citizenship behavior toward ‘individuals.
~‘Example items used by the observers (col-

leagues) are “Willingly attend_siftrnctions not

- required by the organization, but helps in its

overall image,” and “Takes initiative to orient
new employees to the department even
though not part of his/her job description.”

-'The same answer categories as for in-role
: performance were used.

Strategy of Analysis

In order to test the JD-R model, we performed
structural equation modeling (SEM) analyses
using the AMOS software package (Arbuckle,
1997). The fit of the model to the data was ex-
amined with the adjusted-goodness-of-fit
index (AGFI) and the root mean square error
of approximation (RMSEA). Further, the non-
normed fit index (NNFI), the comparative fit

Extra-role
performance is
defined as
actions that go
beyond what is
stated in formal
job descriptions
and that
increase
organizational
effectiveness.
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index (CFI), and the incremental fit index
(TFT) are utilized. In general, models with fit
indices > .90 and an RMSEA < .08 indicate a
close fit between the model and the data
(Browne & Cudeck, 1989; Hoyle, 1995). The
six job characteristics were modelled in two la-
tent factors, one representing job demands
(three indicators) and the other job resources
(three indicators), which were treated as ex-

ogenous variables in the model. The  two "

burnout dimensions—exhauistion and disen-
gagement—were included as endogenous,

mediating Variab’lef‘s:.'" The two multi-item .
scales were treated as single indicators of each

construct. We ‘corrected for measurement

error by setting the random error variance as- *
sociated with each construct equal to the -
product of its variance and the quantity one
minus the estimated. reliability (Bollen, 1989) S
This approach has been used in several  previ-
ous studies (e.g., Frone Russell, & Cooper
1992; Schaubroeck ‘Cotton, & ]ennmgs,jfv
1989) and the utlhty of this approach has .
been supported by “a study by Netemeyer,
Johnston; and Burton (1990). Finally, in-role -
and extra-role performance were each’ 1nd1—‘if
cated by the multi-item scales 1ntr0duced be- .
fore and included as endogenous outcome:
variables. Correction for measurement error ..
was realized similar to the pro;‘cedure followed "

for the two burnout scales. Finally, the latent
factors of job demands and resources were al-
lowed to correlate, and the hypothesized rela-
tionships were included in the model.

Results
Descriptive Statistics

“Table I shOWs the means, intercorrelations,
and the internal’ consistencies (Cronbach’s
alpha) of the scales 1ncluded in the analyses.
As can be seen from this table, most scales
“show reasonable to good reliabilities. Note,
w_?‘however that the reliability Coefflclents for
“work pressure and autonomy are somewhat
~low (Cronbach’s alpha is .69 and :68, respec-
.. tively). Preliminary analyses revealed. that de-
mographic variables were. not. ‘substantially
related to the model components and that

-’f‘mclusmn of these variables:in the structura]

equation model did not significantly affect
the results. They were: therefore . omitted
“from further analyses. 5

- Several relationships from Table 1 are
“worth noting. First, the raw scores of the three
_job demands are only marginally (not signifi-

‘m’:cantly)'re ated to the other ratings of in-role

;’performance while among the job resources
: ;pOSSIbllltleS for professmnal development

1P W Means, Standard Dev1at10ns, Internal Conswtenmes" (Standardlzed Alphas—on the Dlagonal) and Correlations

between the Variables (N = 146)

Range M éd - o 2 3

1. Work pressure (1-5) 2.96 .80 (69) : Y
2. Emotional demands (1-5) 1.98 .67 32%% (.80')’ R
3. Work-home interference (1-5) 1.82 .65 47%% 0 33%F(\72)
4. Autonomy (1-5) 3.78 .73 17 .20% 24%%
5. Possibilities development (1-5) 3.81 77 27%%18* 19%
6. Social support (1-5) 4.14 63 —10  —14  —29*F
7. Exhaustion (1-4) 2.09 44 29%% 0 24%*%  38%*
8. Disengagement (1-4) 2.16 S50 —12  —16  —-.04
9. In-role performance

(other) (0-6) 4.22 .94 15 .00 .08
10. Extra-role

performance (other) (0-6) 4.17 .95 .20% .08 .14

4 5 6 7 8 9 10

(.68)

48%* (.86)

21 31F%(.81)

-05 —13 =32%*% (.75)

—43%*% _70%* —35%%  35%% (.81)

.03 11 .10 —23%  —16% (.90)

.10 22%% .08 —18% —24%* [73%* (.88)

*p<.05, ** p<.0l.
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particularly related to other-ratings of extra-
role performance. Second, both exhaustion
and disengagement are significantly and nega-
tively related to in-role and extra-role perfor-
mance. Third, several job demands and re-
sources show unexpected positive relationships
with each other. These relationships will be ad-
dressed in the discussion section.

Dimensionality of Job Demands and
Resources e

The next step in the. analyses was to test the

dimensionality of the job demands—resources S
~was particularly due to the ‘path between
~job resources and exhaustion.' Therefore,
',tv_"'\thls path was included in a second model
- {M2). This revised model fit closely to the
(i.e., the speclflc ‘working conditions). The =
spec1f1c workmg conditions were the 1nd1ca-
- With the exception of the AGFI which is

measurement miodel. The obsetved variables

were, in this case, all items measuring the -

working conditions. These were used as the
indicators of the first-order latent factors

tors of two second order latent factors: JOb_”,’”
_sensitive to sample size, all fit indices have
_values higher than .90; and the RMSEA is
.08 (see second row in Table I0).

demands . and job resources. This measure--
ment model showed ‘d reasonable fit to the’
data: x* (202) = -306.07, AGFI=.81;
RMSEA— .06, NNFI=.90, CFI1=.92, IFI"
=.92. All items had 51gmflcant loadmgs on

the intended working - condltlons, and all
worklng conditions had' SIgmflcant loadings
. f:'fcoeffIClent,'d

on the lntended second- order latent factors.”

Probably more important, the proposed
measurement model was significantly better
than a model including only one second-
order latent factor (i.e., the general working
environment), AX? (1) =21.75, p <.001.

Test of the Job Demands-Resources Model

SEM analyses were used to test the JD-R

- -model and hypotheses 1, 2, and 4 (see Fig-

ure 1). The results showed that the pro-
posed model did not’ fit adequately to the

_ data (see first row in Table II). Inspection of

the modification indices showed that this

data and was significantly better than the
initial model, AX> (1)=18. 58, p< .001.

~Importantly, all indicators loaded signifi-

cantly on the intended latent factors, and the
; _proposed relationships in the JD-R were sig-
-nificant, and in the expected direction. The

the _path from job demands to

Re:slfilts of Structural Equation Modeliﬁgz,wﬁ_i::it Indices of the Job Demands-Resources Model
and the Alternative Models, Standardized Maximl]imé Likelihood Estimates (N = 146) .

Model ’ XZ X df i
M1. JD-R model 7579 732
M2. JD-R model, revised e 57.21 31
M3. Alternative model L.56,96 30
M4. Alternative model S ‘5'5';3'4.';4"‘ 229
M5. Direct effects model 5342 29
Mé. Direct effects model 55.25 29
M?7. Final, revised JD-R model 53.93 30
MO. Null model 664.73 45

AGFI RMSEA NNFI .° CFI IFI
.85 .09 85 .90 .90
.88 08 91 94 94
88 .08 .90 .94 .94
88 08 .90 .94 .94
88 .08 91 .94 .94
.88 .08 .90 .94 .94
.88 .07 91 .94 .95
.50 25

Note. x> = chi-square; df = degrees of freedom; GFI = goodness-of-fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approx-
imation; NNFI = non-normed fit index; CFI = comparative fit index; IFI = incremental fit index; M2 = Revised JD-R
model, including the path from job resources to exhaustion; M3 = Alternative model, including the path from job de-

mands to disengagement; M4 = Alternative model, including the paths from exhaustion to extra-role performance, and

from disengagement to in-role performance; M5 = direct effects model, including the paths from job demands to in-role
performance, and from job resources to extra-role performance; M6 = direct effects model, including the paths from job
demands to extra-role performance, and from job resources to in-role performance; M7 = Final, revised JD-R model, in-
cluding the path from job resources to exhaustion, and the path from job demands to in-role performance.
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exhaustion was positive and highly signifi-
cant (y=.77; t=4.76, p<.001), whereas
the coefficient of the path from job resources
to disengagement was negative and highly
significant (y =—.82;t =-8.75, p <.001). In
addition, the Coeffl(:1ent of the additional
path from job resources to exhaustion was
negative (y=-.52; t=-4,10, p<.001).
However, consistent with the JD-R model,

job resources were more strongly. l”el'é\l”téd‘-tb"V

disengagement than to exhaustion (critical
ratio for differences between parameters =

3.42, p<.01), and job demands were more -
strongly related-to exhaustion:than joh re:

sources (Crltlcal ratio for differences =
5.23, p<.001).

the variance in extra-role performance.

to disengagement, this path was included in

the model (M3). As can be seen from Table:
II, this modification hardly affected the fit
indices, AX? (1) =.25, n.s. In addition, out- "
put inspection revealed that the relatlonshrp"f

between job demands and disengagement
was not significant ('y—‘— 09; t =—.51, n.s.).
A second alternative model to be tested in-

cluded the paths from exhaustion to ‘extra-

role performance, and from disengagement
to in-role performance (M4). This model was
also not better than the revised JD-R model
(M2), AX? (2) = 1.87, n.s., and the two addi-
tional paths were not significant (exhaustion
a extra-role performance, B=-.02, t<1,
n.s.; disengagement — in-role performance,
B=—.13, (t=-1.21, n.s.).

In a next step, two direct effects models
were tested. The first model (M5) included
direct relationships between demands and
in-role performance, and between job re-

- -above .90
~and an. RMSEA of .06. All parameters in
. this final model are significant, p’s <.05.

In order to test the alternatlve possibility ~"
that the latent factor job demands is related -

sources and extra-role performance. Table 11
shows that this alternative model signifi-
cantly improved on M2, AX? (2) =3.79, p<
.05. However, output inspection revealed
that only the direct relationship between job
demands and in-role performance was signif-
icant, y=.24, t=1.86, p<.05 (job re-
sources — extra-role performance, y= .17, ¢
<1, n.s.). The second direct effects model

.ﬁ (M6) lncluded the direct paths from job de-

mands to extra- ro}le performance, and from
job resources to in-role performance. Consis-
tent. with the JD-R model, these additions

‘did not improve the fit between the model
w_?kand the data, AX*> (2) =1.96, n.s., and the
* " additional paths were not 81gn1flcant (job de-

Furthermore, the coefficient of the -
path from: exhaustlon to in-role perfor-
mance was B=—.18 (t=-2.32, p< 05),,\”,,
whereas the coefflClent of the path from =
dlsengagement to extra-role performance-”-’f
was B==21 (t=-3.05, p<.01). Flnally,i.f‘“z~
the covarlatlon between job demands and - -
]Ob resources was ‘B =.38 (t=3.06, p<

01). The revised JD-R-model explained
56% of the variance in exhaustion, 86% of
the variance in drsengagement 3% of the.
variance in in-role performance, and 4% of:

mands — extra-role performance: y= .06, t

<1, ns; job resources — in- role perfor-
- mance, y=.13,1=1.39, ns.).

Taken together, these: flndlngs suggest

that the proposed model should be modi-

fied by including the path from job re-

‘sources to exhaustion, and the direct path

from job demands to in-role performance.
Table 11 shows that this model (M7) fits
Closely -to the data, with all fit-indices
(except the AGFI, whlch is .88),

The final model is displayed in Figure 2. In

sum, job demands are the most important
~_antecedents of in-role performance, prima-
“rily through the experience of. exhaustion
“Acf. hypothesis 1). Job resources, on the
~other hand, are the most important predic-

tors of extra-role performance, through
their influence on disengagement (cf. hy-
pothesis 2). This final model explained 8%
of the variance in in- -role performance and

'8% of the variance in extra-role perfor-
‘mance. Note that job resources are also

negatively related to exhaustion. In addi-
tion, our findings are consistent with hy-
pothesis 4: Exhaustion has a positive rela-
tionship with disengagement.

Interactions between Job Demands and
Resources

According to hypothesis 3, job resources
buffer the relationship between job demands
and exhaustion. In order to test this hypoth-
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Figure 2. Méximum Likelihood'Estkimates of the Reviséd JDR MOdéI of B'urnout and Performance (N = 146). k

esis, a new model was buﬂ‘t,@fetaining all
variables and relationships included in the .-

final, reviSéd JD-R model (see Figure 2), ex-

cept job resources. This model treats “job de-. °
mands” as the only exogenous latent variable
in the model: The model was tested Withfi?
multigroup SEM-. analyses for -employees '
with few versus many job resources (cf, Agui- "

nis, 2001; Schumacke\r;&‘LomaX, 1996).
These subgroups were formed following a

~“few job resources” group. The results of
multigroup analyses showed that the uncon-
© strained model did not fit better to the data
_than the constrained model, AX? { 1) <1, ns.
~This means that hypothesis 3 was rejected,;
. job resources did not buffer the impact of job

demands on exhaustion. However, through
the analyses to test priot hypotheses 1, 2,
and 4, job resources were found to have a
main effect on exhaustion.

median-split procedure, where employees .

who scored lower than the median on the
factor including each of the three specific re-
sources were considered as the “few job re-
sources” group. The others were considered
as the group with many job resources.

The hypothesis would be confirmed if
the model where the coefficient of the path
from job demands to exhaustion is con-
strained to be equal in both groups would
show a worse fit to the data than the uncon-
strained model, and if the job demands—ex-
haustion parameter would be higher for the

Discussion

Although most scholars and managers would
agree that employee performance is of utmost
importance for organizations’ effectiveness,
thus far, research on the relationship between
job burnout and performance has been scarce
and produced mixed findings. We argued that
the main reason for these mixed findings is a
lack of a sound theoretical basis. This study
therefore sought to investigate the relation-
ship between burnout and performance using
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the job demands-resources model (Bakker,
Demerouti, De Boer et al., 2003; Demerouti
et al., 2000, 2001). Two main hypotheses
were formulated, namely that job demands
would be the most important predictors of in-
role performance, through their relationship
with the exhaustion component of burnout
(i.e., chronic feelings of physical, cognitive,
and emotional fatigue), whereas job re-

sources would be the most 1mp0rtant predlc-"

tors of extra-role performance, through their
relationship with the disengagement dimen-

sion of burnout, (distancing oneself . from
one’s work, work objects, or Work content)i

The results were greatly supportive of both
hypotheses, with some qualifications.

The starting point for our analysis was -
the OLBI, which includes feelings of ex-
haustion and disengagement from work as. .
the core dlmensmns of burnout. Exhaustlon o
as defined by the OLBI not only implies af-. .
fective exhaustion but also physical and -
cognitive. exhaustlon, whereas dlsengage—
ment includes an extenswe and intensive
reaction -in terms of an -emotional, cogni-
tive, and behavioral rejection of the'job.
Next, we introduced two central dlmenswns
of performance: in-role perfprmance, which*
gauges the activities strictly required on the .
which

refers to'those activities that enhance the .

job, and extra-role performance,

collective ‘character of the organization. In

order to avoid common-method variance:
problems, we asked participants’ colleagues -
to evaluate part1c1pants in-role and extra-

role performance

Differential Effects of ]ob Demunds omd

Resources

The central idea in this article is that the dé-

mands and resources that exist within em-
ployees’ working environments both have dif-
ferential effects on in-role and extra-role
performance. The JD-R model was indeed
capable of explaining variance in other-rat-
ings of performance in the predicted way.
These findings are consistent with Bakker,
Demerouti, De Boer et al.’s (2003) study,
which showed that job demands were the
most important predictors of exhaustion, and
indirectly of absence duration during the

one-year follow-up (an indicator of health
problems), whereas job resources were the
most important predictor of reduced com-
mitment (a form of disengagement), and in-
directly of Time 2 absence frequency (an in-
dicator of reduced motivation).

First, when demands are high—specifi-
cally when workload, emotional demands, and
work-home conflicts are elevated—it becomes

difficult for. eemployees to allocate their atten-

tion and energy efficiently because they have
to engage in greater activation and/or effort
and. this, in turn, negatively affects their per-

‘ formance. Moreover, our findings are consis-
“tent with and expand findings. of previous
. studies on performance. For 1nstance, Wright
. and Bonett (1997) found that, ‘among the
- “burnout dimensions, only exhaustion was neg-
atively related to in-role performance Their

longltudlnal study revealed nonsignificant re-

v’»‘lamonshlps between depersonalization (a
- human-service-related form of dlsengage—
ument) and performance (as rated by. supervi-

sors). Also, Cropanzano, Rupp, and  Byrne

~(2003) found that emotlonal exhaustlon was

SIgnlflcantly negatlvely related to in-role per-

formance as rated by supervisors, while the ef-
fect of emotional exhaustion on organizational
f:"CItlZenShlp behavior was fully mediated by or-

ganlzatlonal cqmmltment (a measur‘eﬂthat cor-

- responds in a way to our disengagement di-
- ‘mension). Additionally, the flndlng that the
“two burnout dimensions were strongly related
" to (in-role or extra-role) performance while
.~ perceptions of work characteristics were unre-
= lated to it has also been reported in the litera-

ture. Accordingly, role prgbleins (conflict, am-
biguity, overload; Schaubroeck & Fink, 1998;
Singh et al., 1994), ‘workload (Schaubroeck &

~ Fink, 1998) skill utilization (Schaubroeck &
"Fink, 1998), job control, and social support

(Sargent & Terry, 2000; Schaubroeck & Fink,
1998) were not related to overall measures of
performance.

Extra-role performance, on the other
hand, is a reflection of people’s availability of
resources within the organization—specifi-
cally when autonomy, social support, and
possibilities for professional development are
high. In exchange for the availability of re-
sources, employees are willing to go beyond
their personal roles and engage in activities
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that benefit the organization as a whole.
These findings on extra-role performance are
fairly unique, since previous studies have
mainly related this aspect of performance to
volitional variables associated with individual
differences in motivational characteristics,
predispositions, or person-environment fit
(Goodman & Svyantek, 1999). While task
autonomy was related to contextual perfor-

mance, another term for extra-role perfor-

mance (Gellalty & Trving, 2001), organiza-
tional support did not foster organizational
citizenship behavior in the study of Lambert
(2000).
(1995) found that job involvement (a moti-

vational Varrable that comes close to our :=
[dis]engagement measure) was positively re- -

lated to organizational citizenship behavior.

What makes our findings noteworthy is =
that they link specrﬁc aspects of organizations -
to two ‘specific psychologlcal mechanisms, ~ (¢f. Pines & Aronson, 1988).An individual’s at-
which, in turn, explain two different dimen-
sions of performance In fact, the JD-R model
makes the burnout syndrome straightforward -
and assessable to management intervention.
High demands in an employee’s job generate‘
decrements in primary task performance, be-
cause they diminish people’s. ablhty to perform
~l998) Put differ-"=""
ently, if management is capable of reducmg
the demands—for instance, by means of pro-

well (Wright & Cropanzano,

viding employees a better focus or by requiring

them to have a proper workload—(burned-out) .
employees’ performance should increase. The
JD-R model suggests that extra-role¢ perfor-
mance is also a reflection of the organizational - -
environment but more. specrflcally a‘reflection

of the available resources, and, once again, re-
sources imply such job characterlstlcs like au-

tonomy, social support, and possﬁnhﬂes for -
self-growth. When employees notice that they

have resources available and are not presently
overwhelmed by job demands, they, in ex-
change for those resources, tend to engage in
pro-organizational actions.

This research project on the relationship
between the JD-R model and extra-role per-
formance is in line with Organ and Paine’s
(1999) argument that researchers ought to
better articulate what it is in the organiza-
tional environment that kindles employees’
investment in extra-role behaviors. As we are

Similar. to our frndlngs, Munene i
~work exhaustion consequences. Accordingly,
- individuals experiencing feelings of exhaustion
 will be motivated to find out what the causes
f"v_"rof their feelings are. How individuals perceive

moving toward an era in which people work
in teams and must be able to form cross-func-
tional teams, the employee’s ability to engage
in extra-role performance has become key,
but management now is better able to stimu-
late those crucial behaviors. Building upon
Organ and Paine’s (1999) suggestion, the or-
ganizational resources identified in this study
are probably a better starting point for inter-

;Ventlons and concrete measures than the ear-

lier positive ‘affective states to which extra-
role behavior has beén linked.

__Our findings are also consistent with
Moore’s (2000) causal attribution approach to

the cause of their exhaustion and attribute the
blame has enormous consequences for action

tribution for the cause of their exhaustion

forms the basis for dec151ons about how to act

~in order to bring about a dlscontlnuance of

such feelings. Thus, attribution theory is used

 to model reactions to exhaustion. Although at-
o trlbutlons were not directly investigated in the
_present: tudy, our findings are in keeping with

Moore’s (2000) approach Results showed that

feelings of exhaustion were positively related to
disengagement. This suggests that employees

psychologically withdrew from their work in

_cases where they felt exhausted (see also
- Bakker et al., 2000; Leiter & Maslach, 1988).
In addition, results showed that job demands

were the most important predictors of exhaus-
tion, which, in turn, contributed to explaining
in-role performance. Thus, exhausted individ-
uals were most likely to follow the strategy of

;,_threducmg their effort, thereby lowering the im-
“pact of external demands on their feelings of

fatigue. In a similar vein, results showed that
(lack of) job resources were the most impor-
tant predictors of disengagement, which, in
turn, was a unique predictor of extra-role per-
formance. This suggests that those employees
who were disengaged limited their organiza-
tional citizenship behaviors, thereby recipro-
cating the lack of job resources.

In general, our model could explain 8% of
both in-role and extra-role performance. These
percentages are clearly higher than those re-

.. the JD-R
model makes
the burnout
syndrome
straightforward
and assessable
to management
intervention.
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It follows that
in jobs with
high job
demands and
limited job
resources,
employees
develop
exhaustion and
disengagement,
that is,
burnout.
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ported in previous studies using other-ratings
of performance (about 1%; Schaufeli & Enz-
mann, 1998). Still, it seems that burnout, in
contrast to the prevailing view, is not strongly
linked to (low levels of) actual performance.
What can we conclude from that? Either
burnout or diminished well-being in general is
indeed not a good predictor of work-related
performance, or the instruments used for mea-

suring job performance (including-th’e*'oﬁés"}

used in our study) are not adequate. As Arvey
and Murphy (1998) proposed, we need to eval-

uate a wide variety of organizational activities -
using a larger number of predictor vehicles in -

order to have a greater likelihood that perfor-
mance will be ‘more predictable.

Other Relattonsths in the JD-R Model i

Job resources dld not have a bufferlng ef—
fect on the relatlonshlp between job de- .
mands and exhaustion (hypothesis 3). T]’llS‘f_i“"
result is. 1ncon81stent ~with the findings of . .1
Bakker; Demerout1 & Euwema (2003) and_yﬂf_n
Bakker; Demerouti, Taris et al. (2003), who
found that several JOb resources were Capa—‘;
ble of diminishing the impact of job de-
mands on exhaustion. The .nonsignificant
interaction effect may be attributable to the ..
specific demands and resources included in
the current study, as well as the type of job.

positions that were investigated. Note, how-

ever, that many studies on the interactions -
proposed by Karasek’s (1979) DCM and the
extended demand-control-support. model
(DCS; ]ohnson & Hall, 1988) have similarly " -

failed to produce significant results (cf. De
Jonge & Kompier, 1997; Schreurs & Taris,
1998; Van der Doef & Maes, 1999). This

means that resources such as autonomy and

social support from colleagues only have
limited capability of buffering the undesired
impact of job demands (e.g., workload,
emotional demands) on work-related strain
(including exhaustion).

In contrast, job resources were directly
and negatively related to exhaustion, al-
though the strength of this relationship was
significantly weaker than the predicted rela-
tionship between job demands and exhaus-
tion. This finding is not in line with earlier
findings (Bakker, Demerouti, De Boer et al.,

":speakmg

2003; Demerouti et al., 2000, 2001), but
indicates that a lack of resources can pro-
duce feelings of fatigue as well. We can only
speculate about the reason for this finding,
but evident in the present study was that
two of the three job resources (autonomy
and possibilities for self-growth) were
higher when job demands were higher. This
suggests that those employees who could

-courit an resources in their working envi-

ronment were also .the ones who were ex-
posed to the most job ‘demands. Neverthe-
less, our findings suggest that the

'development of each burnout component is
cinfluenced by a specific constellation of
““work conditions. When job demands are
- high, employees experience primarily ele-
~vated levels of exhaustion, whereas disen-
. gagement is affected to a lesser extent (and
‘that through the experience of exhaustion).
- When job resources are lacking, employees
. prlmarlly show high levels of diséngage-
‘ment, whereas exhaustion is affected to a

lesser extent. It follows that in jobs with
igh job demands and limited job resources,
employees develop exhaustion and disen-
gagement, that.is, burnout. Generally
there seems to be two' main
processes, that take place in the Worklng en-
vironment. The first process is ‘a stress

process that initiates from job demands and
- results in exhaustion. The second process is
“motivational in nature and is driven by the
“availability of resources and resulting feel-
~4ings of dedication. When :réesources are

lacking, individuals experlence cynicism to-
ward their jobs.

Finally, the present study also substanti-
ated the proposed relationship between the

;';;'two “burnout components, namely, exhaus-
‘tion and disengagement (hypothesis 4). Con-

sistent with Leiter’s (1993) process model of
burnout, feelings of exhaustion were posi-
tively related to disengagement. The burnout
literature seems to systematically find evi-
dence for this relationship (e.g., Bakker et
al., 2000; Cordes et al., 1997) and, conse-
quently, this relationship should be added to
the JD-R model. Apparently, employees at-
tempt to gain emotional distance from their
job as a way of coping with their work-related
feelings of exhaustion.
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Strengths and Weaknesses

Some weaknesses of this study should be
mentioned as well. First, we used cross-sec-
tional data to examine presumed causal rela-
tionships between the variables in the JD-R
model, and the response rate was 53%.
Therefore, the present findings are tentative
until replicated in studies with a higher re-

sponse rate and longitudinal de51gns For ex-

ample, one may argue that ‘in-role perfor—
mance is also an antecedent of job demands,
since working hard and doing well in one’s job

may posmvely influence the percéption of job.
w;‘source managers and consultants, the model

demands. Indeed, evidence for such reversed

causal effects has been found in some previ- : -
ous longitudinal studies (see Zapf et al.,
1996, for an overview). On the positive side, -
however, our findings were basically in line
with our. hypotheses and consistent w1th pre- .
vious research (Bakker Demerouti, De’ Boer_”,b’”

et al., 2003; Demeroutl et al., 2001).- Al

though some of our.measures were h1ghly"4_‘_,
correlated (e.g., exhaustron and d1sengage~'f

ment, in-role and extra-role performance), we

found strong evidence for: two processes: a
stress process and a motwatlonal process. In
addition; we used a heterogeneous sample of

employees from several orgamzatlons Thus,

our flncllngs seem generalizable over different -
companies and working environments. An-_

other positive feature of our study is that we

used peer ratings of performance, which may.
be less subject to common method variance
than self-reports. A second weakness of this
study is that we could only 1ncorporate afew -
job demands and resources in ourquestion-

naire. Future studies may include more job
characteristics in order to test the full poten-

tial of the JD-R model in predicting | burnout, :

and performance. Finally, we restricted our
analysis to only one type of extra-role perfor-
mance: altruism. Future studies are needed
to examine whether similar results are found
when using other organizational citizenship
behavior dimensions, such as conscientious-
ness, courtesy, and sportsmanship.

Practical Implications

The JD-R model assumes that whereas every
occupation may have its own specific risk

mal’lClS
“companies, employees are confronted with

factors associated with burnout, these factors
can be classified in two general categories
(i.e., job demands and job resources), thus
constituting an overarching model that may
be applied to various occupational settings,
irrespective of the particular demands and re-
sources involved. The central assumption of
the JD-R model is that burnout develops—ir-
respective of the type of job or occupation—

‘when (certain) job demands are high and

when (certaln) job resources are limited.
This implies that the JD-R model can be

_used as a tool for human resource manage-

ment. In close collaboration: with human re-

has now been applied in over 130 different or-

5 ganizations in the Netherlands. Because every
©occupation may have its own unique risk fac-

tors of burnout, we have started to use a two-
stage procedure in our orgamzatlonal research

‘with 'the JD-R model. The first qualzmtwe
- phase of the research includes exploratory in-

terviews with job 1ncumbents from different

~ layers of an organization (e.g., representatlves

from management, staff, shop floor). The in-

terviews, which last approximately 45 min-
_ utes, lnclude open questions about the jobs of
-the interviewees and refer to positive and neg-
" ative aspects. The incorporation of a quallta-
“tive phase in the research is valuable because
it can generate knowledge about unexpected,

organization-specific job demands and job re-

_sources that will be overlooked by lnghly stan-
»'dardized approaches. For example, it is con-

ceivable that in one organization (e.g., a
production company), employees are exposed
to high physical job demands, whereas in an-
other organization (eg , an insurance com-
pany), employees are not exposed to such de-
at all. In addition, in certain

mergers, which may cause job insecurity and
role ambiguity. Such organization-specific job
demands can be traced in the exploratory
qualitative phase.

In the second phase of the research, the
job demands and job resources potentially as-
sociated with burnout are operationalized in
items and scales and incorporated in a tailor-
made questionnaire. All employees from an
organization are then invited to fill out this
questionnaire. This enables a quantitative

The
incorporation
of a qualitative
phase in the
research is
valuable
because it can
generate
knowledge
about
unexpected,
organization-
specific job
demands and
job resources
that will be
overlooked by
highly
standardized
approaches.
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analysis of the job demands and job re-
sources that have been identified qualita-
tively and that potentially play a role in the
development of burnout. The analysis usu-
ally concentrates on differences between
departments and job positions in terms of
job demands, resources, and burnout and
its consequences. In some projects, man-
agers participate in JD-R workshops before

the start of the study so they can learn- how

to use the information. that will become
available. The subgroup analyses can pro-
vide clear indications for interyentions,

since they highlight the strengths and the
weaknesses of departments and job posi-
tions. Tailor-made interventions are then
possible, aimed at reducing the identified
job demands and increasing the most im-
portant job resources, which, in turn, may
decrease the risk for burnout and conse-
quently improve performance at the task
and contextual level.

We wish & fthélnk Wiesje Monster and
Myrthe Boswinkel for thelr help with data

Collectlon
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NOTE

1. The original OLBI (Demerouti et al., 2001,
2003) included fifteen items: seven exhaus-
tion items (four negatively and three positively
worded items) and eight disengagement items
(five negatively and three positively worded
items). The OLBI was slightly adjusted by
adding one positively framed exhaustion item
and rephrasing one negatively framed disen-
gagement item. Thus, we used a balanced in-
strument including eight negatively framed

and eight positively framed items.
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