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Abstract: 

The burnout syndrome has been recognized as a global public health problem by the WHO (ICD-11, 2018). The aim 

of this research is to describe the characteristics and prevalence of burnout in Mexican employees and its relationship 

with sociodemographic, labor, and organizational variables. The research was carried out in two studies. In study 1, 

476 workers participated, evidence of validity and reliability of the MBI-GS was found. In study 2, 1110 workers 

participated, descriptive and parametric analyzes were performed to find out the characteristics and prevalence of 

Burnout in the sample of participating workers. The prevalence of Burnout in the sample studied is 15.9%, to this 

result it is necessary to consider 34.8% of the workers who are "In Danger", so it can be pointed out that 50.7% have 

a high probability of suffering high damage to their physical, mental and social health. Groups identified with the 

highest percentage in Phase 4 "Burned" were Centennials (32.4%), Private Sector workers (18.1%) and Operating 

level workers (17.4%). This research provides relevant data of Burnout in Mexico, about scores, severity levels, 

prevalence, some relevant sociodemographic and occupational characteristics, in such a way that we point out that 

Burnout imply an occupational public health problem. 
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Resumen: 

El síndrome de desgaste ocupacional o burnout ha sido reconocido como un problema de salud pública a nivel 

mundial por la OMS. El objetivo de esta investigación es describir las características y prevalencia del Burnout en 

empleados mexicanos y su relación con variables sociodemográficas, laborales y organizacionales. La investigación 

se realizó en dos estudios. En el estudio 1, participaron 476 trabajadores, en el que se encontró evidencia de validez 

y confiabilidad del MBI-GS. En el estudio 2, participaron 1110 trabajadores, se realizaron análisis descriptivos y 

paramétricos para conocer las características y prevalencia del Burnout en la muestra de trabajadores participantes. 

La prevalencia del Burnout en la muestra estudiada es del 15.9%, a este resultado es necesario considerar al 34.8% 

de trabajadores que se encuentra “En Peligro”, por lo que se puede señalar que un 50.7% tiene una alta probabilidad 

de estar sufriendo daños graves a su salud, tanto física, mental como social. Los grupos que se identificaron con un 

mayor porcentaje en la Fase 4 “Quemados” fueron los Centennials (32.4%), los trabajadores de la Iniciativa Privada 

(18.1%) y los trabajadores del nivel Operativo (17.4%). Esta investigación proporciona datos relevantes del Burnout 

en México, sobre los puntajes, los niveles de gravedad, la prevalencia, algunas características sociodemográficas y 

laborales relevantes, de tal forma que señalamos que el Burnout significa un problema de salud pública laboral. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Burnout is a syndrome that has been recognized and studied 

since the 1970s and continues in force (Freudenberger, 1974; 

Leiter & Maslach, 2017; Maslach, 1976; Maslach & Pines, 

1977; Schaufeli, Leiter, & Maslach, 2009). This syndrome 

refers to a prolonged response to chronic stressors at a personal 

and relational level at work, determined from three dimensions 

identified as exhaustion, depersonalization/cynicism and low 

personal achievement / low professional self-efficacy (Maslach, 

Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001). As decades go by, its relevance has 

been confirmed by having a large body of knowledge, both 

theoretical and empirical, that it is a phenomenon present in any 

labor condition and that the consequences at the individual, 

organizational and social level, in general, can mean high costs 

and disadvantages. Therefore, in recent years, the need has 

arisen for various organizations to work to improve job quality 

and contribute to the wellbeing of their workers. 

Regarding its consolidation in terms of public health, in May 

2019, the World Health Organization (WHO) (ICD-11) 

incorporated Burnout to the international classification of 

diseases (QD85), specifically in the section of problems related 

with employment or unemployment, leaving the task of advance 

the research for its proper approach, from now to 2022. In this 

classification, Burnout was described as "a syndrome resulting 

from chronic stress at work that was not managed successfully", 

characterized by three components: an exhaustion feeling, 

cynicism or negative feelings related to work, and reduced 

professional efficiency, as it is addressed by various researchers 

in the world (Leiter & Maslach 2017; Salanova, 2006; 

Schaufeli, Maslach, & Marek, 2017). It is important to mention 

that at an international level, Burnout has been studied from 

different perspectives: Clinic (Freudenberger, & Richelson, 

1920; Pines 1993), Psychosocial (Buunk & Schauffeli, 1993; 

Cherniss, 1993; Maslach & Jackson, 1986), and Sociocultural 

(Gil-Monte, 2005; Moreno-Jiménez, Garrosa, Benevides-

Pereira, & Gálvez 2003). 

 

Burnout investigation in Mexico 

Historically, working conditions in Mexico have not been 

favorable, and although the right for a dignified and decent 

work is contemplated in the Mexican Constitution, the Federal 

Labor Law (LFT) and the Federal Regulation on Safety and 

Health at Work (RFSST) where employers are obliged to have 

working conditions that prevent risks for the safety and health 

of workers, including psychosocial risks. However, this aspect 

related to the psychological health of the worker had been 

ambiguous until relatively recently (RFSST, 2014). The most 

recent is the publication of NOM-035-STPS-2018 Psychosocial 

risk factors at work-Identification, analysis and prevention, 

which specifies obligations for both employers and workers on 

specifications to be met, among the which points to Burnout as 

a negative effect on the health of workers that needs to be 

specifically evaluated when required. This does not exclude the 

need to diagnose and prevent psychosocial risks in order to 

eradicate them and promote a healthy work environment.  

The experience in the study of Burnout in Mexico is recent; we 

can identify it around 25 years ago (Pines & Guendelman, 

1995), and it has been studied mainly in health professionals 

and teachers, with a limited methodology. That represents an 

important reason to continue increasing the empirical evidence 

that describes the prevalence, and that validates tools that allow 

us to approach to this syndrome (Juárez, Idrovo, Camacho, & 

Placencia, 2014). 

 

Burnout measuring instruments 

The evaluation of psychological variables represents a 

necessary task, considered as an empirical approach that 

constitutes the basis of theoretical explanatory models of the 

phenomenons (Muñiz, 1998). Notwithstanding this 

consideration in Burnout's study, the different instruments for 

evaluating the syndrome allow for the feedback and evolution 

of the concept (Schaufeli, Leiter, & Maslach, 2009).  

The self-application questionnaire is the most widely used 

method to estimate Burnout, and different instruments have 

been developed that respond to different conceptualizations of 

the syndrome but that generally coincide in evaluating the 

perception of physical and emotional exhaustion, as well as in 

the distancing response towards users. 

Even though various questionnaires have been used for 

detection and evaluation of this syndrome in other countries, in 

Mexico, the experience recognizes the Maslach Burnout 

Inventory (MBI) as the most widely used, in up to 90% of the 

research generated on this topic (Juárez-García, Idrovo, & 

Camacho-Ávila, 2014; Schaufeli, Leiter, & Maslach, 2009). 

The MBI has three versions, for health and human services 

professionals, for students, and the general population (Maslach 

& Jackson, 1986; Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter, 1997).  

It is necessary to mention that Uribe (2010) developed the 

Occupational Wear Scale (EDO, for its initials in Spanish), 

which consists of 110 items to measure both the three factors of 

Burnout and psychosomatic factors, this instrument is validated 

and standardized for the Mexican population using a sample of 

2,225 subjects. Each instrument has a differentiated utility. 

Because the EDO is a long instrument, it can present practical 

complications for professionals labor and organizational. 

However, it has the advantage of measuring psychosomatic 

factors in the same application that gives a basic knowledge of 

the impact of Burnout on the participant's health. For their part, 

the MBI versions, being short, have practical advantages, 

especially when it comes to applications for medium or large 

organizations. On the other hand, the versions of the MBI, it is 

short, have practical advantages, especially when it comes to 

applications to medium or large organizations. 

As it is a syndrome that can seriously affect the health of 

workers, it is necessary to continue its research to get to know 

it better, to have valid and reliable instruments to identify 

vulnerable groups, and to test effective first, second, and third-
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level interventions (WHO, 2010; WHO, 2018). Another 

important aspect regarding public occupational health 

prevention policies in Mexico is the startup of the NOM-035-

STPS-2018 Psychosocial risk factors at work, in which Burnout 

is identified as one of the adverse effects of the presence of high 

levels of psychosocial risk factors, which indicates that it is 

necessary to carry out specific evaluations with quantitative, 

qualitative or mixed studies. 

Based on the previous approach, the objective of this study is to 

describe the characteristics, parameters, and prevalence of 

Burnout using the MBI-GS in employees of Mexico City 

(CDMX) and its relationship with sociodemographic, labor and 

organizational variables. 

 

METHOD 

 

A cross-sectional, descriptive, and correlational quantitative 

investigation was carried out to know the characteristics of 

Burnout syndrome in a sample of Mexican workers from 

organizations in Mexico City (CDMX). Two studies were 

carried out to achieve the objective. Study 1 shows evidence of 

the validity and reliability of the MBI-GS (AERA, 2014; 

Maslach & Schaufeli, 1996; Salanova, Schaufeli, Llorens, 

Peiró, & Grau; 2000). In study 2, descriptive and parametric 

analyzes were performed to show Burnout's characteristics in a 

sample of Mexican workers who participated in this research 

(Helorza, 2008; Leiter & Maslach, 1988; Uribe, 2007). 

An intentional convenience sampling was carried out of 

Mexican workers in Mexico City, both from private initiative 

organizations and government institutions for both studies. In 

study 1, 476 Mexican workers participated, with an average age 

of 34.73 years (SD = 10.38), women (40.1%) and men (59.9%), 

both private initiative organizations (IP=60.5%) and 

government (G=39.5%), and with an average age of 7.51 years. 

Study 2 involved 1110 Mexican workers, with an average age 

of 37.20 years (SD=11), women (47.1%), and men (52.5%), 

both from IP organizations (71.6%) and from G (27.4%), and 

with an average age of 8.44 years. 

The 15-item version in Spanish reported by Salanova, 

Schaufeli, Llorens, Peiró, and Grau (2000) of the Maslach 

Burnout Inventory General Survey (Maslach, Jackson, & 

Leiter, 1997) was used. That evaluates three factors: Emotional 

Exhaustion, Cynicism, and Self-efficacy. With a response scale 

of 7 points ranging from 0, which means "never" to 6, which 

means "every day." The emotional exhaustion (AE) subscale 

comprises five items (e.g., "I am emotionally exhausted by my 

work"), The cynicism subscale (C) comprises four items (e.g., 

"I have become more cynical about the usefulness of my 

work"). The professional efficacy subscale (Ef) comprises six 

items (e.g., "I can effectively solve the problems that arise in 

my work"). 

Study 1. Two types of analysis were performed: a) correlations 

and b) Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) to test three 

measurement models, the first of 3 Factors, the second 

Unidimensional, and the third of Emotional Exhaustion. The 

SPSS 25 and AMOS 19 programs were used for these analyzes. 

Study 2. Three different analyzes were conducted: a) 

descriptive statistics, b) PATH analysis to test the Burnout 

development relationship model, and c) correlation analysis and 

group comparison of sociodemographic and labor variables to 

find out the characteristics of the Burnout in Mexican workers. 

The SPSS 25 and AMOS 19 programs were used for these 

analyzes. 

results 

 

RESULTS 

 

Study 1.  

Validity and reliability of the MBI-GS measurement model. 

Salanova, Schaufeli, Llorens, Peiró, and Grau (2000), tested 

different measurement models of the adaptation to Spanish of 

the MBI-GS with confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), the 

unidimensional model with 16 items, a model with three factors 

with 16 items and a model with three factors (revised) with 15 

items; their results indicated that the model with the best fit was 

the revised one. 

Although the three-dimensional concept of Burnout is the most 

widely used (Maslach et al., 2001), the dimensions have been 

discussed (Schaufeli, Maslach, & Marek, 2017; Schaufeli & 

Taris, 2005). Exhaustion and cynicism are considered by 

several authors to be the central dimensions of Burnout (Green, 

Walkey, & Taylor, 1991; Halbesleben & Demerouti, 2005). 

However, regarding cynicism, Schaufeli and Salanova (2013) 

have conceptualized it as a particular form of mental distancing 

from work, differentiating it from depersonalization and have 

considered it relevant to take them into account in a model that 

includes them. The theory of demands and labor resources in an 

integrative effort of Burnout considers emotional exhaustion the 

leading indicator of Burnout (Demerouti, Bakker, & 

Xanthopoulou, 2019). 

Due to these antecedents, in this study, different measurement 

models of the Spanish adaptation of the MBI-GS were tested 

(Salanova, Schaufeli, Llorens, Peiró, & Grau, 2000), a three-

factor model, a unidimensional model, and a model only with 

the factor of emotional exhaustion. The three-factor model 

showed acceptable goodness of fit indices, although they could 

be improved, while the unidimensional model showed no 

adjustment (Hu & Bentler, 1995; Jöreskog & Moustaki, 2001; 

Lévy &Varela, 2006) (Table 1). 

The three-factor model showed acceptable goodness of fit 

indices, although they could be improved. While the Emotional 

Exhaustion model does not show an adequate

 

Table 1 
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Comparison of goodness-of-fit indexes of test measurement models in the sample of Mexican workers. 

Models Ji2 p Ji2/gl GFI AGFI NFI CFI IFI RMR RMSEA 

3 Factors 333.737 .000 3.836 .915 .883 .893 .918 .919 .147 .077 

One-

dimensional 
1510.381 .000 16.598 .604 .478 .517 .531 .533 .400 .181 

Exhaustion 78.280 .000 15.656 .937 .810 .939 .942 .942 .136 .176 
N=476 

 
          

global adjustment, however, it can be said that some of the 

indices show acceptable levels; the unidimensional model 

showed no adjustment (Hu & Bentler, 1995; Jöreskog & 

Moustaki, 2001; Lévy & Varela, 2006) (Table 2). 

In all three factors, significant correlations were identified 

between the Burnout factors and Cronbach's Alpha internal 

consistency indices suitable for each of the factors (Table 2). In 

contrast to the unidimensional model that did not show adequate 

goodness-of-fit indexes and an overall internal consistency 

index of the 15 items of 0.684. 

 

Table 2 

Correlations between the factors of the MBI-GS. 

 m SD Alpha EX C SE 

EX 1.74 1.45 0.880 1 .470** -.183** 

C 1.08 1.21 0.750 .470** 1 -.438** 

SE 4.88 1.05 0.825 -.183** -.438** 1 

Note: EX: Emotional Exhaustion; C: Cynicism; SE: Self-efficacy. N = 476. 

** Significant correlation to 0.01 (bilateral). 

 

Study 2.  

Descriptive and parametric analysis of the Burnout 

characteristics 

Descriptive analyzes were performed to have the necessary 

minimum parameters, such as measures of central tendency and 

dispersion, so Burnout's characteristics and factors can be 

known in the sample studied (Helorza, 2008) (Table 3). 

Percentiles are shown (Table 4) as an additional parameter for 

the identification and classification of the scores of cases in 

which the MBI-GS is applied (Maslach & Schaufeli, 1996; 

Salanova, Schaufeli, Llorens, Peiró, & Grau, 2000) in other 

particular groups or organizations. The three factors were 

integrated to evaluate the Burnout. A series of analyzes were 

carried out to support the result of the identification of the 

prevalence of Burnout: 1) to test the model of Leiter and 

Maslach (1988) on the sequence of Burnout development; 2) 

carry out the adaptation of a table of values combinations 

(Uribe, 2007) to identify the level of Burnout in each 

participant; and 3) identify the prevalence of Burnout in the 

sample studied.  

First, the Burnout development sequence model (Leiter & 

Maslach, 1988) was tested with a PATH model (Figure 1). The 

model showed adequate goodness of fit indices (Lévy & Varela, 

2006) (Table 5) and a statistically significant sequence of 

relations, where Emotional Exhaustion has a positive relation 

with Cynicism (b = .43). The Cynicism has an inverse relation 

with Self-efficacy (b = -. 27), relations that show the same 

meaning as the results of the Leiter and Maslach model (1988, 

p.304), as observed in Figure 1. Emotional Exhaustion increases 

the probability of developing Cynicism, and this, in turn, the 

probability of a decrease in Self-efficacy in Mexican workers. 

 

Table 3 

Measures of central tendency and dispersion of Burnout factors 

Factors Mean Media

n 

SD Variance 

Emotional 

Exhaustion 
1.8023 1.4 

1.4456

8 
2.09 

Cynicism  
1.707 1.5 

1.2517

8 
1.567 

Self-efficacy 
4.5173 4.6667 

0.9610

8 
0.924 

N=1110 

 

Table 4 

Percentiles for each of the Burnout factors as an approximation 

to determine severity levels. 

Level 
Percentil

e 
EX C SE 

Low 
5 0.000 0.000 2.6667 

10 0.000 0.000 3.3333 

Mediu

m 

25 0.6 1 4 

50 1.4 1.5 4.6667 

75 2.8 2.5 5 

High 
90 4 3.25 5.6667 

95 4.6 4.25 6 

Note: N = 1110 Mexican workers. The cut-off points for the levels were 

established based on Tukey's Hinges. The 50th percentile corresponding to 
the sample median is indicated in bold, so that 50% of the sample scored 

below and the other 50% obtained higher scores. 

Figure 1. Specified PATH model in Mexican workers to test the 
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development model of Leiter and Maslach's Burnout (1988). N 

= 1110. 

 

 

Table 5 

Goodness of fit indices of the specified PATH model of the Burnout development sequence. 

Ji2 P Ji2/g.l. GFI AGFI CFI NFI TLI RMR RMSEA 

1.080 0.299 1.080 .999 .996 1 .997 .999 .015 .008 

N=1110          

 

Secondly, the Burnout development model proposed by Leiter 

and Maslach (1988) and adapted for its classification by Uribe 

(2007) was used. Based on this model, the mean of each factor 

was calculated to establish two groups: 1) from zero to the mean 

it was considered “low”; and 2) from the mean to the highest 

value, it was considered “high”. The resulting table and the 

assigned values allow participants to be classified correctly in 

each phase of the model (Table 6). In this way, based on this 

approach, the evaluation of Burnout is reiterated as High 

Emotional Exhaustion, High Cynicism, and Low Self-efficacy 

(Phase 4). 

 

Table 6 

Process of the Leiter and Maslach (1988) model of the Burnout 

process in a table of combinations of high and low values. 

Factor/Stage 

/Values 

Phase 1 

Healthy 

Phase 2 

Developing 

Phase 

3 

Danger 

Phase 4 

Burned 

Emotional 

Exhaustion 
Low 1 Low 1 High 3 High 3 

Cynicism  Low 1 High 2 Low 1 High 2 

Self-

efficacy 
High 1 High 1 High 1 Low 2 

Sum 3 4 5 / 6 7 

 

Note: Adapted for the factors of the MBI-GS from Uribe (2007). 

 

Third, based on this classification of the workers participating 

in each of the phases, it can be identified that the prevalence of 

Burnout in the sample studied is 15.9% (Table 7, Figure 2); 

however, when also considering 34.8% of those "In Danger," 

together they add up to 50.7%, which implies that half of the 

workers in this sample have a high probability of presenting 

severe damage to their physical, mental and social health. 

When we compared the extreme groups to show the 

characteristics of the Burnout between the Healthy (Phase 1) 

and the Burned (Phase 4), Figure 3 shows the significant 

differences, with Student's t-test, which were found between the 

two phases in the three factors: Emotional Exhaustion (t=-

30,766, p<0.01), Cynicism (t=-27.2, p<0.01), and Self-efficacy 

(t=24,556, p<0.01). 

Regarding the sociodemographic variables, it can be pointed out 

that the groups with the highest percentages in Phase 4 

(Burned), who could point them out as vulnerable, are the 

Centennials (32.4%), the workers of the Private Initiative 

(18.1%) and the Workers at the Operational level (17.4%) 

(Table 8). While the groups with the highest percentages in 

Phase 1 (Healthy) are the Middle Managers (46.7%) and 

Management Executives (40.6%), as well as those of the Baby 

Boomer generation (45.5%). 

 

 
Figure 2. Burnout prevalence in the total of Mexican workers 

in the sample studied. Considering Phase 3 and 4 it is 50.7% 

with a high probability of damage in their health. 

 

 

Phase 1 

Healthy 30%

Phase 2 

Developing 19%

Phase 3

In Danger 

35%

Phase 4 Burned 

16 %

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

Phase 1 Healthy Phase 4 Burned

Emotional Exhaustion Cynicism Self-efficacy
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Figure 3. Burnout factor score differences between the Healthy 

vs. Burned phases. Means by factor of the total sample: 

Exhaustion=1.8023, Cynicism=1.707, and Self-

efficacy=4.5173. 

On the other hand, parametric analyzes were performed to 

determine the relationship between the factors with 

sociodemographics, labor, and organizational variables, as well 

as to compare the behavior of the Burnout factors between 

interest groups. Significant correlations were found between the 

Burnout factors. Years of working were a more significant 

variable than age and labor seniority (Table 8). To carry out 

parametric analysis of comparison, various sociodemographic 

variables were taken into account between the groups. Only the 

results of those that showed significant differences in at least 

some of the Burnout factors are presented. 

The workers who reported the condition of not having a partner 

obtained the lowest average score in Emotional Exhaustion and 

the highest in Cynicism, which indicates that it is a risk factor 

(Table 9). Workers with a secondary level showed the highest 

average score in Emotional Exhaustion and Cynicism, while 

workers with a postgraduate degree showed the highest average 

score for Self-efficacy (Table 10). 

Carrying out analyzes by generations has become relevant not 

only for marketing or social studies, but also for labor studies 

(Parry and Urwin, 2011; McGorry and McGorry, 2017). The 

age ranges to define the generations in this study were: a) Baby 

Boomers, born between 1943-1960; b) Generation X, born 

between 1961-1981; c) Millennials, born between 1982-1997; 

and d) Centennials, born between 1998-2015. The age range of 

the participants in this study is from 18 to 69 years. Significant 

differences between generations were identified in the three 

Burnout factors (Table 12). Emotional exhaustion and 

Cynicism are highest in Centennials, while Baby Boomers are 

considered the most self-effective (Table 11). 

Various labor and organizational variables were also taken into 

account to perform parametric comparative analyzes between 

the groups that make them up. Only the results of those that 

showed significant differences in at least some of the Burnout 

factors are presented. 

Private initiative workers presented the highest average scores 

in Emotional Exhaustion, Cynicism and Self-efficacy (Table 

12). 

The workers with the highest scores in Emotional Exhaustion 

are those of the Managerial-Managerial level, although the 

score of the middle Managers was also above the total average; 

the workers with the highest Cynicism scores are the operatives; 

and those that presented the highest scores in Self-efficacy are 

those of the Managerial-Management level, although the score 

of the Middle Managers was also above the total mean (Table 

13). 

 

 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

 

One of the objectives of this study was to provide evidence of 

the validity and reliability of the MBI-GS measurement model 

in a sample of Mexican workers. The results confirmed that the 

model that best fits is the one that has an internal structure of 3 

interrelated factors proposed by Maslach, Jackson, and Leiter 

(1997). All three factors had acceptable Cronbach Alpha 

consistency coefficients of at least acceptable 0.70 for research 

(Aaron and Aaron, 2003; Prieto & Delgado, 2010; Meneses et 

al., 2013). These results coincide with results found in other 

samples (Juárez-García, Merino, Fernández, Flores, et al. 

2020). 

This research provides benchmarks on scores, severity levels, 

Burnout prevalence, identification of vulnerable groups, as well 

as some of the sociodemographic and employment 

characteristics in a sample of 1,110 Mexican workers, for 

comparison with other studies in Mexico, in different sectors, 

geographical areas, sizes of work centers, among others. 

The prevalence of Burnout in the sample studied is 15.9%, 

which indicates that 16 out of every 100 workers are Burned. In 

addition to how worrying this result may be, it is necessary to 

consider the 34.8% of workers who are "In Danger" Therefore, 

if we add them together, it can be pointed out that 50.7% have 

a high probability of suffering severe damage to their health, 

both physically, mentally and socially (Moreno-Jiménez, 2011). 

In such a way that we can infer that this Burnout can mean an 

occupational public health problem. 

With the elements provided by this research, it is contributed 

that both professionals and researchers of occupational health 

in organizations have a valid, reliable instrument and 

parameters to identify Burnout cases when using this Spanish 

version of the MBI-GS (Maslach, Jackson & Leiter, 1997; 

Salanova, Schaufeli, Llorens, Peiró, & Grau, 2000). It can be 

used as a short instrument to make decisions about the relevance 

of carrying out specific in-depth evaluations when necessary. 

That is not in opposition to the use of other instruments that 

evaluate this syndrome in greater depth. They could have a 

mixed approach as indicated by NOM-035-STPS-2018, for 

example, with a nested derivative exploratory design of several 

phases (Martínez-Mejía & Cruz, 2019). 

Based on the variables considered in this investigation, some 

characteristics of healthy and burned workers are identified. 

Some characteristics of healthy workers include Middle 

Management and General-Managers, as well as those of the 

Baby Boomer generation. Some characteristics of burned 

workers include Centennials, working in the Private Initiative, 

and being part of the Operational level. Based on these results, 

organizations are recommended to consider these 

characteristics and identify those particular to their population. 

That in order to carry out both preventive and control actions in 

a differentiated way. 

 

From occupational health psychology, with a positive 

psychology approach (Luthans & Youssef-Morgan, 2017;
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Table 7 

Burnout prevalence in the total of Mexican workers in the sample studied and in relation to sociodemographic and 

labor variables. 

 Phase 1 

Healthy 

Phase 2 

Developing 

Phase 3 

In Danger 

Phase 4 

Burned 
N 

Total 29.7% 19.6% 34.8% 15.9% 1110 

Men 31.6% 17.8% 35.3% 15.3% 583 

Women  27.7% 21.8% 33.8% 16.6% 523 

Without couple 25% 20% 38.7% 16.3% 545 

With couple 34.3% 19% 31.6% 15.1% 548 

Centennials 13.5% 12.2% 41.9% 32.4% 74 

Millennials 28.5% 20.8% 34.8% 15.9% 523 

Generation X 32.9% 20.5% 33.9% 12.6% 419 

Baby Boomers 45.5% 12.1% 30.3% 12.1% 33 

Private initiative 26.5% 20.3% 35.1% 18.1% 795 

Government 38.2% 18.1% 34.5% 9.2% 304 

General Management 40.6% 7.5% 43.4% 8.5% 106 

Middle Management 46.7% 6.6% 34.2% 12.5% 152 

Operative 25.4% 23.5% 33.8% 17.4% 852 

 

Table 8 

Correlations between Burnout factors and socio-labor variables. 

 Emotional 

Exhaustion 

Cynicism Self-efficacy Age Years of 

Working 

Antiquity 

Emotional 

Exhaustion 

1 .434** -.091** -.074* .079** -0.007 

Cynicism .434** 1 -.271** -0.029 -.280** 0.019 

Self-efficacy -.091** -.271** 1 .078* .297** 0.047 

Age -.074* -0.029 .078* 1 .209** .645** 

Years of 

Working 

.079** -.280** .297** .209** 1 .179** 

Antiquity -0.007 0.019 0.047 .645** .179** 1 

Note: N = 1110. ** Significant correlation to 0.01 (bilateral). * Significant correlation at 0.05 (bilateral). 

 

Table 9 

Comparison of groups with Student's t-test between workers with partner and without partner. 

 Couple N M SD t Sig. 

Emotional 

Exhaustion 

Without couple 545 1.9152 1.45175 
2.32 0.021 

With couple 548 1.7124 1.43884 

Cynicism 
Without couple 545 1.828 1.3071 

3.115 0.002 
With couple 548 1.5917 1.19764 

Self-efficacy 
Without couple 545 4.4939 0.94636 

-0.971 0.332 
With couple 548 4.5505 0.98014 

Note: Averages by factor of the total sample: Exhaustion = 1.8023, Cynicism = 1.707 and Self-efficacy = 4.5173. 
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Table 10 

ANOVA between school levels in each factor of the Burnout. 

 Scholarship N M SD F Sig. 

Emotional 

Exhaustion 

 

Elementary School 14 1.7714 1.6804 

1.241 0.292 

Secondary School 129 2.0636 1.65944 

High School 369 1.7604 1.45836 

College 446 1.7722 1.39209 

Postgraduate 138 1.742 1.33043 

Cynicism 

Elementary School 14 1.6786 1.40202 

4.362 0.002 

Secondary School 129 2.0116 1.41278 

High School 369 1.8022 1.2364 

College  446 1.5947 1.23189 

Postgraduate 138 1.4946 1.14164 

Self-efficacy 

Elementary School 14 4.0476 0.79105 

18.355 0.000 

Secondary School 129 4.2235 1.13355 

High School 369 4.3044 1.04463 

College 446 4.6805 0.83628 

Postgraduate 138 4.907 0.67363 

Note: Averages by factor of the total sample: Exhaustion = 1.8023, Cynicism = 1.707 and Self-efficacy = 4.5173 

 

 

 

Table 11 

ANOVA between generations in each factor of the Burnout. 

 Generations N M SD F Sig. 

Emotional 

Exhaustion 

Centennials 74 2.1757 1.3278 

2.92 0.033 
Millennials 523 1.8497 1.4321 

Generation X 419 1.6816 1.4784 

Baby Boomers 33 1.6424 1.6307 

Cynicism 

Centennials 74 2.1554 1.3362 

4.06 0.007 
Millennials 523 1.6563 1.2281 

Generation X 419 1.676 1.2352 

Baby Boomers 33 1.9545 1.1717 

Self-efficacy 

Centennials 74 4.1014 0.9838 

5.68 0.001 
Millennials 523 4.5341 0.9502 

Generation X 419 4.5465 0.9619 

Baby Boomers 33 4.7677 0.6639 

Note: Averages by factor of the total sample: Exhaustion = 1.8023, Cynicism = 1.707 and Self-efficacy = 4.5173. 
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Table 12 

Comparison of groups with Student's t test between type of organization. 

 Organization N M SD t Sig. 

Emotional 

exhaustion 

Private initiative 795 1.8073 1.43574 
0.375 0.708 

Government 304 1.7704 1.46692 

Cynicism 
Private initiative 795 1.8138 1.22697 

4.674 0.000 
Government 304 1.4202 1.25716 

Self-efficacy 
Private initiative 795 4.4055 0.9861 

-6.862 0.000 
Government 304 4.8109 0.83027 

Note: Averages by factor of the total sample: Exhaustion=1.8023, Cynicism=1.707 and Self-efficacy= 4.5173. 

 

 

Table 13 

ANOVA between the hierarchical levels in each factor of the Burnout. 

 Hierarchical level N Media DT F Sig. 

Emotional 

Exhaustion 

Executive-Management 106 2.1509 1.3886 

5.628 0.004 Middle Management 152 1.9908 1.5418 

Operative 852 1.7254 1.427 

Cynicism 

Executive-Management 106 1.158 1.1471 

39.018 0.000 Middle Management 152 1.1003 1.4441 

Operative 852 1.8835 1.1726 

Self-efficacy 

Executive-Management 106 5.022 0.8341 

46.404 0.000 Middle Management 152 4.989 0.9 

Operative 852 4.3703 0.9386 

Note: Averages by factor of the total sample: Exhaustion=1.8023, Cynicism=1.707 and Self-efficacy=4.5173. 

 

 

Salanova, Martínez & Llorens, 2014), a practical aspect for 

organizations is that the results of this study provide evidence 

of the importance to consider, evaluate and enhance the efficacy 

beliefs of the collaborators. Self-efficacy has been defined as 

"beliefs in one's abilities to organize and execute the courses of 

action required to handle future situations" (Bandura, 1999, p. 

20). In this sense, work self-efficacy allows to improve 

psychosocial wellbeing and, as a consequence, decrease 

Burnout and increase work performance since people with high 

levels of self-efficacy tend to interpret the demands and 

problems of the environment as challenges and not as threats, 

since they feel capable of overcoming them (Salanova, Lorente,  

& Vera, 2009). It is also relevant to point out that self-efficacy 

can be both a cause and a consequence of psychological 

bonding, which supports the idea of the existence of positive or 

ascending spirals: that is, beliefs in one's skills and resources to 

do the job well, positively influence in the psychological 

connection, which in turn will influence the consolidation of 

these beliefs in their efficacy (Llorens, Schaufeli, Bakker, & 

Salanova, 2007; Salanova, Grau, Martínez, Cifre, Llorens, & 

García, 2004). 
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